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Two-path interference of single-particle pulses measured by the Unruh-DeWitt-type
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We study the two-path interference of single-particle pulses measured by the Unruh-DeWitt-type
quantum detector, which itself is a quantum state as well as the incoming pulse, and of which
the interaction with the pulse is described by unitary quantum evolution instead of a nonunitary
collapsing process. Provided that the quantum detector remains coherent in time long enough, the
detection probability still manifests the two-path interference pattern even if the length difference
between the two paths considerably exceeds the coherence length of the single-particle pulse, contrary
to the result measured by an ordinary classical detector. Furthermore, it is formally shown that
an ensemble of identical Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detectors collectively behaves as an ordinary
classical detector, if coherence in time of each individual quantum detector becomes sufficiently
short. Our study provides a concrete yet manageable theoretical model to investigate the two-path
interference measured by a quantum detector and facilitates a quantitative analysis of the difference
between classical and quantum detectors. The analysis affirms the main idea of decoherence theory:
quantum behavior is lost as a result of quantum decoherence.

I. INTRODUCTION

Wave-particle duality is a central concept of quantum
mechanics, which holds that every quantum object pos-
sesses properties of both waves and particles, appearing
sometimes like a wave, sometimes like a particle, in dif-
ferent observational settings. Whether a quantum object
is in the state of being a wave or a particle cannot be
presupposed until it is measured.

To understand the wave-particle duality, consider a
Mach-Zehnder interferometer as sketched in Fig. [ A
single-photon pulse is fired from the single-photon source
and split by the first beam splitter BS;,, into two paths.
The two paths are recombined by a second beam splitter
BSyut before the photon strikes either of the two detec-
tors. The detection probabilities at the two detectors
D; and Dy, which are measured as accumulated counts
of signals of individual single-particle pulses, exhibit the
wave nature of interference between the two paths Path;
and Paths in the sense that they appear as modulated in
response to an adjustable phase shift 9E|

On the other hand, if one manages to identify which
path each individual photon travels through, the pho-
tons will exhibit the particle nature and the detection
probabilities will be independent of 6, showing no inter-
ference between the two paths. The wave-particle dual-
ity is even more astonishing in Wheeler’s delayed-choice
experiment [I], where the choice of whether or not to
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O The adjustable phase shift 6 can be achieved, for example, by
inserting a phase-shift plate into one of the two paths and tilting
it with a piezoelectric actuator.
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FIG. 1. Schematic plot of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer.
Identical single-particle pulses with the spatial width A are
fired from the single-particle emitter. The two paths of in-
terference are labelled as Path; and Paths, and their lengths
are denoted as L; and Lo, respectively. A detour (dashed
route) can be added to one of the two paths to adjust the
length difference AL := Ly — L1 between the two paths. A
phase-shit plate is inserted to one of the two paths to provide
an adjustable phase shit §. The two detectors detecting the
single-particle pulse are denoted as D and D2; they can be
either classical detectors or quantum detectors. In the case
that D; or D2 is a quantum detector, an additional classical
detector (not shown here) has to be employed to obtain the
final readout of the state of the quantum detector.

measure “which-path” information of the photon can be
made after the photon has entered BS;,, implying that a
choice made in a later moment can retroactively collapse
a quantum state in the past. This has been confirmed in
various actual experiments [2Hg].

However, if the difference between the length L; of
Path; and the length Ly of Paths becomes considerably
larger than the spatial width A of the single-particle
pulse, the pattern of modulation in response to # becomes
invisible, and apparently the interferometer ceases to ex-
hibit the wave nature of photons regardless of whether
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the which-path information is identified or not. In
fact, the coherence length [. of the source is defined as
|AL| := |Ly — Lq| for which the visibility of modulation
is decreased by a certain factor compared to the case of
AL=08

In this paper, we argue that the reason why the in-
terference disappears for large AL is essentially because
the single-particle detector is or effectively behaves like
an ordinary classical system, which has no or little co-
herence in time. If the classical detector is replaced by a
quantum detector that can remain coherent in time long
enough, the detection probability by the quantum detec-
tor will still manifest the two-path interference even for
large AL.

An ordinary classical detector is different from a quan-
tum detector essentially in two aspects. First, whereas
the interaction between the to-be-measured quantum
state and the classical detector is described by a nonuni-
tary collapsing process, the interaction between the to-
be-measured state and the quantum detector is de-
scribed by a unitary quantum evolution. Second, whereas
the classical detector yields the readout of the to-be-
measured quantum state immediately upon its interac-
tion with the quantum state, the quantum detector does
not yield the readout until an additional classical detector
is employed to measure the status of the quantum detec-
tor, from which the final readout of the to-be-measured
state is inferred. The quantum collapse of the whole sys-
tem of the to-be-measured state and the quantum detec-
tor takes place at the moment when the final measure-
ment by the additional classical detector is performedﬂ

For a quantum detector that remains coherent in time
long enough, the arrival time at which the incoming pulse
strikes the detector is unknowable (within the coher-
ence time of the detector). According to the “sum-over-
histories” principle in quantum mechanics, one should

See Footnote ™ and the context thereof for more details.
Opinions differ as to what kinds of detection processes should be
deemed “classical” or “quantum”, as a measurement in general
may be mediated via ancillary (quantum) degrees of freedom,
while the final outcome is always read out classically. In this
paper, a “classical detector” of single-particle pulses refers to an
ordinary detector that registers a signal whenever the incoming
pulse strikes it, regardless of the arrival time. A photographic
film and a charge-coupled device (CCD) are two typical exam-
ples. Even though the underlying mechanism of the interaction
between the incoming pulse and the classical detector is essen-
tially quantum (of course), the exact form of the mechanism is
unimportant and needs not to be modeled, as the detection is de-
scribed by a nonunitary collapsing process. On the other hand,
a “quantum detector” of single-particle pulses refers to a quan-
tum system which interacts unitarily with the incoming pulse
and of which the quantum state indicates whether a particle is
detected. The Unruh-WeWitt detector provides such an exam-
ple. This paper does not intend to define the classical-quantum
dichotomy; nor does it consider general measurement invoking
arbitrary ancillary degrees of freedom. The adjectives ‘“classi-
cal” and “quantum” are used for the specific meanings as stated
above.

sum amplitudes interferentially over all possible values
of the arrival time (within the coherence time of the de-
tector) to obtain the probability that the detector is said
to register a signal upon the final measurement by the
additional classical detector. Therefore, it is anticipated
that the detection probability still manifests the two-path
interference pattern, even if the length difference AL con-
siderably exceeds the coherence length I.. By contrast, as
a classical detector has no or little coherence in time, its
detection probability is obtained by summing probabili-
ties additively over all possible values of the arrival time
(i.e., no quantum interference over time), even if the ar-
rival time is not explicitly measured. Consequently, the
two-path interference pattern will diminish when AL ex-
ceeds ZCE|

Although the arguments given above are sensible, the
anticipated results have not been explicitly demonstrated
in a well-posed model, mainly because it is rather difficult
to devise a concrete yet manageable model of a quantum
detector for measuring the two-path interference. In this
paper, adopting the idea of the Unruh-DeWitt detector
[0HI3] primarily used in the literature of quantum field
theory in curved spacetime (for reviews, see [I4HI6] and
especially [I7]), we formulate the quantum detector and
its interaction with a single-particle state in the style of
an Unruh-DeWitt detectorﬂ This provides a manageable
theoretical model to investigate the two-path interference
measured by a quantum detector and facilitates a quan-
titative analysis.

The quantitative analysis explicitly shows that the de-
tection probability measured by an Unruh-DeWitt-type
quantum detector manifests the two-path interference
pattern even if AL considerably exceeds [., provided
that the quantum detector remains coherent in time long
enough. Furthermore, by formally deforming the switch-
ing function, which accounts for the switch-on period of
the Unruh-DeWitt detector, we are able to model a quan-
tum detector with a finite period of coherence in time and
carry out a quatitative investigation of the difference be-
tween classical and quantum detectors. The investigation

B The distinction between the quantum and classical detection
probabilities is mot the ability of the detector to resolve the ar-
rival time. For a CCD, the arrival time can be measured with
high resolution if it is coupled to a high-precision clock. How-
ever, whether the arrival time is measured or not, the detection
probability of a CCD remain the renowned classical pattern, i.e.,
as given in . For a photographic film, there is even no ob-
vious way to measure the arrival time with high resolution, yet
it gives the same classical probability pattern. Both classical
and quantum detectors can be ignorant of the arrival time. In
a sense, there are two distinct kinds of ignorance of the arrival
time: “quantum ignorance” and ‘“classical ignorance”. The for-
mer gives quantum interference over time, while the latter does
not. As this paper will demonstrate, the distinction is whether
the detector can remain coherent enough in time, not whether it
remains ignorant enough of time.

To be as generic as possible, we consider single-particle pulses
not only of photons but also of other massless or massive matter
fields.



formally shows that a large ensemble of identical Unruh-
DeWitt-type quantum detectors collectively behaves as
a single ordinary classical detector if coherence in time
of each individual quantum detector becomes sufficiently
short. Although our model only formally takes into ac-
count quantum decoherence without formulating its un-
derlying mechanism, the result of our model nevertheless
affirms the main idea of decoherence theory (see [18] for
a review): quantum behavior is lost as a result of quan-
tum decoherence. It might also shed new light on the
measurement problem in quantum mechanics. Particu-
larly, it seems to support the interpretation of quantum
collapse in objective-collapse theories (e.g. see [T9H21],
[22H24], and [25] for different theories), which holds that
a quantum state in superposition is collapsed (localized)
spontaneously when a certain objective physical thresh-
old is reached.

II. SINGLE-PARTICLE PULSE STATES

Before investigating the two-path interference, we first
give a mathematical description of the single-particle
pulse and its propagation along the two paths. We as-
sume that the detectors are agnostic of polarization or
spin, and therefore, for simplicity, the pulse is modeled
in terms of a real scalar (Klein-Gordon) field:

p(x,t) = ol p(x)e et (2.1)
_ d'k 1 (aei®xemt) 4 gf gmithox-eni)),

(2m)" /2wy
where ¢(x) = ¢(x,t = 0), Hy is the Hamiltonian of the
field ¢, and

wk = VK2 + m?

is the energy (frequency) corresponding to k. To make
the formulation as generic as possible, we begin with it
in n + 1 dimensions and consider both the cases of m =0
(e.g. photons) and m # 0 (i.e. massive matter fields).

The initial state of a single-particle pulse emitted by
the single-particle emitter can be described as a super-
position of single-particle states given by

o) = [ @ af(e(x)10) = [ dwfe(x)0), (23)

where f(x) is a wave packet describing the profile of the
pulse. Particularly, f(x) can be modeled as

(2.2)

—z3/(20:)?

iko-x
f(x)—e o 11(2 A2)1/47

(2.4)
which is a plane wave enveloped by a Gaussian
wave packet function that is centered at (z;)
5 d wxf(x)* f(x) = 0 with a spatial width (Ax;)?

(27) = (2:)? = [, d o a? f(x)* f(x) = (2;)* = A} in each
spatial direction. Meanwhile,
d"k 1 _jx
o(x)|0) = k), (2.5)

(27)" 2wy

where we have defined

k) := /2w af |0), (2.6)
which satisfies
(K|K') = 2wy (27)"6™ (k - k) (2.7)

and is interpreted as a single-particle momentum state.
The state ¢(x)|0) is interpreted as having a single par-
ticle at position x, as it can be shown (0|¢(x)k) =
(0|¢(x)\/2wk ak|0) = e’kxﬁ Therefore, the state |¥g)
given by (2.3)) can be understood as a blngle-partlcle state
whose probablhty of being found at position x is specified
by the pulse amplitude f(x).
The Fourier transform of is given by

f(k):= (\/12_71_) [: d"xf(x)e

1/4

i=1 T

(2.8)

and note that f(k) = f(k)*
in the k space as

. The state |¥y) can be recast

ke (Vor)"

[¥o) = (2m)" 2wy

FI)[k).

(2.9)

The spectrum in the k space is glven by a Gaussian
distribution centered at (k) := ] d"kkf(k)* f(k) =
ko with an uncertainty (Ak;)2 = (k2) - (k;)? =
[2 dk k2 f(k)* f(k) - (k)% = 1/(2A;)? in each direc-
tion[] Note that the wave packet given by (| saturates
the uncertainly principle, i.e., (Az;){(Ak;) = 1/2.

By the identities e”H‘PtakeZHW = agex!,
e_sz’taLelH‘bt = aLe‘“"kt, and e Het0) = |0), the

initial state (2.3)) evolves into
(1)) = e |Wo)

. A"k e—lkx Wit
- [aare) [ S Gy a0 (2100

d*k k ;

f( ) a;r(e—zwktm)
(2m)"/2 \ /2wy

at time ¢. Because the function f (k) is sharply centered
at k = kg, it is a good approximation if we only take
into account those k close to k = ko in (2.10). Corre-

spondingly, we take the Taylor expansion of wyx around
k= k()Z

wic = wicl e+ Viewkl - (k—ko) + O((k ~ ko)?)
EUJO+V0-(k—k0)+O((k—k0)2), (211)

(2.10Db)

B For more detailed interpretations of |k) and ¢(x)|0), see Chapter
2 of [26].

@ Note that the relativistic factor 1/\/2wy in can be treated
as nearly constant, provided the profile f (k) is sharp enough.
For more details of this factor, see Section 2.5 of [26].



where we have defined the energy at k = kg as

wo = Wiy s (2.12)
and the group velocity at k = kg as
Vo = kak'k:ko' (2.13)

Substituting (2.11)) into (2.10al), we have (see Ap-
pendix for the detailed derivation)

() me ! [ draf(x-vot)s(x)l0),  (2.14)
where we have defined
(5&)0 =wWo— Vo ko. (215)

Compared with , the wave function of is iden-
tical to |¥g), except that it is translated by vt (and mul-
tiplied by a phase factor e‘i‘mf’t). This is expected, since
the approximation essentially neglects the effect of
dispersion and correspondingly the wave packet’s profile
remains undeformed while propagating with the group
velocity VQE|

Now, consider that the initial state propagates along
Path; or Paths and is finally interacted with Dy or Ds.
Since the lateral degrees of freedom perpendicular to the
propagating direction are inessential as regards the two-
path interference, we can treat the propagation along
each path as a 1+ 1 dimensional problem (i.e., n = 1),
and denote the spatial width A; of the single-particle
pulse in the propagating direction simply as AEI First,
we study the case along Path; and interacted with D;.
Let Dy located at x = Ly (with respect to the emitter at
2 = 0 along Path;) and y := - L; be the relative location
with reference to Dy. In terms of y, it follows from
that

[W(t))

I _15w0tfdyf(L1 +y - Uot)[ dke\/_
Wk

s emnteobs [y p(Ly+y - ugt)o(n)|0),

ik(L1+y) ;
ak|0)

(2.16)

where we have made another approximation e **f1 w

e~ol1 to move the factor e **1 out of the integral on
the grounds that the factor [dyf(Ly +y - vot)e Y =
f(k)ek(Ei=vot) ig sharply centered around k = ko by the
profile of f(k).

B Note that, in the case of m =0, the approximation of no disper-
sion becomes exact, since the part O((k-ko)?) in vanished
identically.

B The approximation by disregarding lateral degrees is legitimate
if the lateral coherence of the source is sufficiently good or the
lateral dimension of the propagating pulse remains sufficiently
small. See Section 2.9 of [27] for more details.

Similarly, in terms of the relative location y with ref-
erence to Dq, the wave function along Path, is given by

(1)) m e Snte ol [ay (L 4y~ vot)o(y)|0),
(2.17)

where an extra phase €' is added to account for the
adjustable phase shift. The wave functions along the two
paths are recombined by BS,u;. As a result, in terms
of the relative coordinate y with reference to Dy, the
recombined wave function entering D is given by

0

WP = et [y, (r.06()0),  (2.18)
with
67ik0L1
Fp, (y,t) = —5—f (L1 +y~wot) (2.19)
. *’L‘(koLgfa)
bR f(Ly g~ vot),

2

where the factor 1/2 accounts for the assumption that
BS;iy, splits the incoming pulse equally to Path; and Pathg
(thus giving rise to a factor of 1/v/2) and then BS,y; splits
the pulse coming from Path; or Paths equally to Dy and
D; (thus giving another factor of 1/1/2), and furthermore
an extra phase e’*0L is added to the wave function trav-
eling along Pathy. Because the two wave functions travel
along different lengths but the recombined result is cast
in terms of the same coordinate y, we have to add the
extra phase e”*02L to compensate for the artifact of a
relative phase difference between the two paths result-
ing from combining the two paths of different lengths to
the same coordinate y. Since the constant overall phase
e koLt ip is of no physical significance, it is equiv-
alent to express Fp, (y,t) as

1 ew
Fp, (y,t) = if(Ll +y—vpt) + ?f(Lz +y—vot). (2.20)

Similarly, in terms of the relative coordinate y with ref-
erence to Dy , the wave function entering Dy is given
by

[wP2 (1)) »

5ot [y, (.00}, (2:21)

with
1 0t
Fp,(y,t) = §f(L1 +y—wot) - 7f(L2 +y—vot). (2.22)

In comparison with Fp,, we have inserted a relative neg-
ative sign between the two paths for Fp,, accounting for
the fact that reflection off the different sides of a beam
splitter gives rise to an extra phase shift of 0 or =, re-
spectivelym

0 1f the source is not photons but other matter fields, different
apparatuses (in replacement of the mirrors, beam splitters, and
phase shifter) are used to realize the two-path interference. In
this case, the extra phase shift may not be 0 or 7; nevertheless,
our central conclusion that the detection probability is modu-
lated in response to 6 remains unchanged.



The wave function Fp,,(y,t) given by and
is simply the superposition of two identical prop-
agating Gaussian wave packets multiplied by the phases
e’ and +e'?, respectively, and separated by AL := Ly —
L, in y. Fig. [2] illustrates its signature by depicting
|FD1,2 (y,t)|2 as measured at y = 0 as a function of ¢. If
AL is much larger than the spatial width A of the wave
packet (more precisely, AL 2 6A), the overlap of the
two Gaussian packets and consequently the dependence

on 0 are virtually negligible as far as |FD1,2 (y, t)|2 is con-
cerned. This is essentially the reason why the interference
in response to 6 disappears for the case AL 2> 6A, when
measured by classical detectors. By contrast, when mea-
sured by quantum detectors, the interference in response
to 6 can still be manifested, even if AL is considerably
larger than 6A. In the following, we will study the cases
of classical and quantum detectors, respectively.

III. CLASSICAL DETECTORS

A detector is said to be classical if it is not described
as a quantum state but rather serves as a measuring de-
vice — i.e., as long as the detector registers a signal, it
induces quantum collapse upon the quantum state to be
measured. The interaction between the to-be-measured
state and the classical detector is not described by uni-
tary quanftum evolution, but a nonunitary collapsing
process.

Coherence in time of the classical detection is virtually
negligible. That is, the events of registering a signal at
two different moments ¢ and ¢’ are regarded as indepen-
dent of each other. Therefore, the total probability of
detecting a signal of a particle by the classical detectors
D; and Dy is simply the sum of probabilities of detecting
a signal over all possible moments, i.e.,

c o 2
P](Dll,)z o< [oo |FD1,2(y = O7t)| dt

up to an overall numerical factor depending on the ef-
ficiency of detection. There is no quantum interference

over time. Substituting (2.20) and (2.22]) into (3.1) and

performing the change of variables « = Ly — vot, we have

P, = i [: dw(lf(w)IQ e f(a)f*(z+AL)

(3.1)

+[fle+ AL e [ (2) f(w + AL))
= i(Z +2cos(koAL +6)

oo e—[(a:-f-AL)r‘)+902]/(2A)2
* Lo e ARy

1 _(A)Z
=3 (1 +cos(koAL +0) e \2vza ) ) (3.2)

where the explicit form of (2.4)) has been used and the
overall numerical factor has been fixed by assuming per-

fect efficiency of detection. In the case of AL « A, it
reduces to

1
’P](DCII)Q =3 (1 £cos(koAL +0))

_ { cos? ((koAL +0)/2),

sin? ((koAL +0)/2), (3.3)

which is the renowned modulation of the two-path in-
terference in response to 6 plus the effective phase shift
koAL due to the length difference.

On the other hand, if AL is comparable to A, the
interference pattern as modulated in response to 6 will

diminish due to the exponential factor of e (AL/ 2V28)*
In case AL is much larger than A (more precisely, AL 2
6A), the interference pattern completely dims out and
we simply have P ~ 50% for each of D; and Dy. The
coherence length 1. of a light source is defined as |AL| for
which the visibility of modulation is decreased by a factor
of 1/3/2, 1/2, or 1/e (by different conventions) compared
to the case of AL =0 Obviously, up to a numerical
factor of order O(1), the coherence length [, is given by
the spatial width A of the pulse, i.e.

11 A2

2Ak 4w AN’
where Ao := 27/ko and A\ is the spectral uncertainty in
wavelength. The coherence length /. can also be under-
stood as given by the inverse of the bandwidth Ak (up
to a numeral factor). For more details of defining and
measuring the coherence length, see Section 2.9 of [27HE|

le~An~

(3.4)

IV. UNRUH-DEWITT-TYPE QUANTUM
DETECTORS

Contrary to classical detectors, a detector is said to be
quantum if the detector itself is described as a quantum
state as well as the incoming pulse to be measured. The
interaction between the to-be-measured quantum state
and the quantum detector is governed by unitary quan-
tum evolution. That is, the interaction between the to-
be-measured and the detector does not induce quantum

D The coherence length [ of a pulse is an indicator of its longitudi-
nal coherence (in contrast to its lateral coherence). The visibility
of modulation (also referred to as fringe visibility) is defined as
(Pmax — Pmin)/(Pmax + Pmin), where Pmax = maxg P(0) and
Prin = ming P(0).

For a continuous wave source with the spectrum given by the
same profile f(k), the uncertainty Aw ~ voAk in frequency
gives rise to phase drift in time. As a result, the continuous
wave has the coherence time 7. given by the uncertainty re-
lation 7cAw ~ 1/2, which in turn gives the coherence length
le ~ Tevo ~ 1/(2Ak). The coherence length of a continuous wave
is the same as that of a single-particle pulse as given in ,
although their interpretations are understood differently. This is
expected, because the interference pattern of a continuous wave
is supposed to be identical to the accumulated counts of individ-
ual single-particle experiments.
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FIG. 2. Left: Schematic representation of the squared amplitude ‘FDI)2 (y,t)‘2 measured at y = 0 as a function of ¢ (thicker
curve) and the switching function x(t) (thiner curve). Fp, ,(y,t) are given by and (2:22), and A is the spatial width of
the single-particle pulse appearing in (for n = 1), which is manifested as a temporal width A/vg for the two wave packages
in |[Fp, ,(y = O,t)‘Q. Here, |Fp, ,(y = 0,1&)‘2 is depicted for the case that [AL|:= Ly — L1| 2 6A, whereby the two wave packets
are well separated and virtually have no overlap. The switching function x(t) appearing in is depicted for the case that
the switch-on period is long enough so that both wave packets are well covered. Right: The switching function x(t) is given by
the Gaussian form in . The parameter A, for the switch-on period is depicted to be shorter than AL/vg. Many switching
functions with the same A, but different values of ¢, are shown together to illustrate the ensemble average as given by .

collapse. Instead, the quantum collapse of the whole sys-
tem of the to-be-measured and the detector takes place
at the moment when an additional classical detector is
employed to read out the state of the quantum detector.
Before the final read-out, the quantum detector remains
coherent in time. Therefore, as long as the coherence
of the detector is not disturbed, the relative phase be-
tween the two wave packets can still be manifested via
the quantum interaction, even if the two wave packets
are well separated as depicted in Fig.

The simplest way to model a single-particle quantum
detector is to formulate it as an Unruh-DeWitt detector
[9HTT7], which is an idealized point-particle detector with
two energy levels |Ey) and |E), coupled to a scalar field
¢ via a monopole interaction. The energy gap between
the two levels is denoted as AFE := E - Ej If the de-
tector moves along a trajectory z#(7) with 7 being the
detector’s proper time, the monopole interaction is given
by the interaction Hamiltonian (see[9HIT])

Hine = kX(T)p(7)p(2" (7)),

where & is a small coupling constant, 1(7) is the operator
of the detector’s monopole moment, and x(7) is a switch-
ing function. The switching function accounts for the
switch-on and switch-off of the interaction; it is typically
modeled as a smooth function of 7 that increases from 0
to 1, then remains to be 1 for a certain period, and finally
decreases from 1 to 0, as depicted on the left of Fig. 2
In the laboratory frame, we put the Unruh-DeWitt de-
tector at a fixed place, i.e. z#(7) = (y = 0,t = 7). The
detector is said to register a signal of a single particle, if
the detector happens to be excited (AE > 0) or deexcited

(4.1)

I3 We consider both the cases of AE >0 and AE <0 as commonly
studied in the literature of the Unruh radiation (see e.g. [17]).
In the end, as will be seen in , only the case AE > 0 yields
appreciable transition probability.

(AE <0) from its initial state |Ep) to the other state |E)
by absorbing a single particle of ¢ while at the same time
the field ¢ undergoes a transition from the one-particle
state |Wp) to the vacuum state |0).

By the first-order perturbation theory, the amplitude
for the transition

|\1107E0> - |07E> (42)

is given by
A=in [~ dbx(D{0, Elu(t)é(0, ) [Wo, o)

=i [ dtx (D00, Elu()6(0,t = 0)|¥(t), Fo), (4.3)

where the evolution of ¢ can be interchangeably de-
scribed either in the Heisenberg picture or in the
Schrédinger picture. Note that the perturbation theory
formally requires |A| to be sufficiently small. If we sim-
ply set x(t) = 1, integral over ¢t € (—o0,00) may yield
|A| 2 1 no matter how small x is, thus invalidating the
perturbation theory. (See Appendix |A] for the case of a
divergent behavior without proper regularization.) Im-
posing the switching function with a finite support in
time (i.e., nonzero only for a finite period of time) can
be viewed as a prescription of regularization that makes
sense of the perturbation method. The smaller the cou-
pling constant x is, the longer the finite support of x(¢)
can be prescribed for keeping the perturbation method
legitimate.
The equation of evolution for u(7) is given by

p(t) = et p(0)e et (4.4)

where Hy is the Hamiltonian of the detector. Conse-

quently, we have

A= in(Bpu(0)|Eo) [~ dix (D) EED (0]6(0,0)[ (1))
(4.5)



The transition probability is given by the squared norm
of A as

P=AA"
= 2 EWOIEF [ dt [ dex@x(e)e )
« (016(0, 0) W (1)} (016 (0, 0)| W (#))". (46)
Substituting or for |U(t)), we have
(0le(0,0)[w (1))
=5 [T ayD(,0:,0) ¢ (f(Ly +y - wot)

s [(La+y - vot)), (4.7)

where
D(x,t;2',t") := (0l (,t)p(2",)|0) (4.8)

is the Wightman function. The probability given by (4.6])
can be recast as

1 * * —1 *
PDl,Z = i(ALlALl + ALzALg e OALlALz

2 A, AL, (4.9)

where

Ay = (Elp(0) o) [ dbx(t)e! @Bt

><[oodyD(0,0;y,O)f(L+y—vot). (4.10)

From now on, we assume that the coupling constant s
is small enough to the extent that the finite support of
x(t) can be prescribed long enough so that it well covers
the two arriving wave packages as depicted on the left of
Fig.[2l Accordingly, we can simply set x(7) =1 in (4.10]).
We will discuss what happens if  is large in Sec. [[V A
and what happens if the switch-on period of x(t) is short
in Sec. [Vl

Substituting into gives the explicit expres-
sion for the Wightman function:

Doty = [ B L gt

4.11
21 ka ( )

Performing the change of variables vy’ = L + y — vgt and

t’ = ¢ upon (4.10]), we obtain (see Appendix for the

detailed derivation)

Ap = et Ag(ky), (4.12)
where
ks = i(A.E—W()-4-7)0/?0), (413)
Vo
and the L-independent part Ag(k.) is given by
o f k.
Ag(ke) i= (B|u(0)] Fo) 22 (Ke). (4.14)

2w, |9’ (ks )

1/4
_ TA? “<E|U(O)|E0)ef(k*—ko)2A2
2 Wk, Vo ’

where g(k) is defined in (B3). Substituting (4.12) into
(4.9), finally, we obtain the transition probability taking
the form

Po, . = %(1 s cos (kAL +0) ) Ao (k)

2
_ [ 7A? |s(E|n(0)|Eo)| o~ 2(ka—ho)? A2
8 (W, v0)?

x (1 +cos (k. AL +9)),

(4.15)

which is modulated in response to 6. As the detection
probabilities at D; and Dy appear as modulated in re-
sponse to #, the wave nature of the interference between
Path; and Paths is manifested. Unlike the classical coun-
terpart given in 7 the modulation pattern of interfer-
ence does not dims out when AL becomes considerably
larger than A.

Meanwhile, in order to have Pp, , detectable, k. needs
to satisfy '

|k = kol S %7 (4.16)

where 7 is a numerical factor of O(1), otherwise the fac-

tor e~2(k«=ko)*A% ) will render Pp, , inappreciable.
The condition for obtaining the optimal detection prob-
ability is given by k. ~ ko. By , it corresponds to
the condition of Fermi’s golden rule:

wo =\/ k2 +m?~ AE,

which tells that the optimal result occurs when the aver-
age energy of the incoming single-particle pulse is close
to the detector’s energy gap. (See Sec. and Ap-
pendix |[A] for more discussions on Fermi’s golden rule.)

(4.17)

A. Remarks

Even when the condition is met, it should be
caveated that the result given by gives low ef-
ficiency of detection far below 100% (i.e. for a single-
particle pulse fired from the emitter, it is with high prob-
ability that both D; and Ds miss the signal of it), be-
cause k is assumed to be sufficiently small. This stands
in marked contrast to classical detectors, which in prin-
ciple can reach nearly perfect efficiency.

One might attempt to increase the coupling constant
% to improve the efficiency. Increasing x, however, makes
Hiy in stronger and consequently increases the en-
ergy uncertainty 0F ~ |k(E|u(0)|Ep)| upon the unper-
turbed energy states |Ey) and |E) of the detector. The
uncertainty relation between energy and time imposes a
time scale §t ~ 1/(26F) o 1/x upon the detector. This
time scale §t is what the finite support of x(¢) has to
be prescribed as is to be regularized. As k in-
creases, 0t decreases. If dt decreases to the extent that
5t S ALJvg or 6t S Afvg, the two arriving wave packages
are no longer well covered by the finite support of x(t),



and consequently our result of the two-path interference
given by no longer holds correct. This can also
be understood as a consequence of the fact that, as
becomes larger and larger, the quantum detector gradu-
ally looses coherence in time as dt becomes shorter and
shorter. In the limiting case that s is sufficiently large
so that 6t «< A/vg, the quantum detector’s coherence in
time becomes insignificant and it in effect simply behaves
like a classical detector.

In reality, the quantum detector’s coherence in time,
denoted as dt, is not only determined by s but also di-
minished by various disturbances in its surroundings that
are not included in the perturbation Hamiltonian Hjy.
Given a finite 6¢, the result of holds true only if
the following conditions are both satisfied:

AL S 'UO(St,
A< ’l)o(st,

(4.18a)
(4.18b)

up to numerical factors of O(1). That is, the modulation
pattern given by is the combined result of the in-
terference between the two wave packages traveling along
the two different pathes as well as that within each wave
package.

Another obvious attempt to increase the efficiency of
detection is to provide, instead of a single quantum detec-
tor, an ensemble of identical quantum detectors each of
which is coupled to the matter field independently. This
is possible in principle, but in reality it is extremely diffi-
cult to keep the individual detectors decoupled from one
another. Any considerable coupling between individual
detectors renders the ensemble as a whole incoherent in
time and consequently the whole system simply behaves
as a classical detector. In Sec. [V] we will carry out a
more formal and rigorous analysis as to how an ensemble
of quantum detectors behaves collectively as a classical
detector, if each individual detector loses its coherence in
time.

Finally, it should be noted that is derived par-
ticularly based on the monopole interaction between the
Unruh-DeWitt detector and the scalar field as formulated
in . For the more realistic case of a two-state quan-
tum detector interacted with photons as an example, the
leading effect of the coupling to electromagnetic waves is
the magnetic dipole (M1) transition (see Appendix |Al).
For such a system, the result of has to be modi-
fied, but it is still expected to yield a two-path interfer-
ence pattern similar to that in provided that the
detector’s coherence in time is long enough.

V. QUANTUM VS. CLASSICAL DETECTORS

The transition probability measured by quantum de-
tectors is given by , which is characteristically dif-
ferent from the classical counterpart given by . As
remarked in Sec. [VA] above, the collective result of
an ensemble of quantum detectors should reproduce the
classical result, if coherence in time of each individual

quantum detector becomes sufficiently short. The un-
derlying mechanism of decoherence in time could be very
complicated and difficult to fully understand, but it can
be formally modeled by taking the limit that the switch-
ing function x(t) is turned on very briefly in an ensemble.
Modeling x(t) with a finite support makes the calcula-
tion unmanageable. A tractable treatment, instead, is to
model x(t) in a Gaussian form as
2 2
X(t) = e (hT A (5.1)

where t, represents the moment when x(t) is fully turned
on and A, represents how brief the switch-on is{“| For
an ensemble, we assume A, to be constant and model ¢,
as a random variable. In the end, we can take the limit of
oAy << A to reproduce the classical result. On the other
hand, the opposite limit of voA, > A and vgA, »> AL
is supposed to reproduce the quantum result. The pa-
rameter A, can be viewed as a formal prescription for
presenting a finite period ¢ of coherence time as men-
tioned in Sec. [V Al

The notion of “ensemble” here not only describes a
true ensemble composed of many quantum detectors but
can also represent a single quantum detector that is in
a mixed quantum state corresponding to a probabilistic
mixture of random values of t,. A quantum detector in
such a mixed quantum state is described by the density
matrix:

po= [ dtep(t) IESFONESD), (5.2)

where |E(§X(t))) is the same detector state as appears in
except that now an additional superscript (x(¢))
is attached to explicitly indicate that this state is asso-
ciated with a specific switching function, and p(t,) is
a probability density function that describes the proba-
bilistic mixture of tXE If the form of is prescribed
for x(t), the density matrix can be used to model a
quantum detector whose coherence in time is character-
ized by AXE The initial state of the particle-detector

I Note that the peak value of x(t) is assumed to be 1. We should
2 2
not normalize x(t) as (V/ 27rAX)_lef(t7t><) /QAX, which is no
longer dimensionless.
More generally, the density state pg can be described as

po = [ Bty p(Ay, ) ESNEFD),

which exhibits probabilistic mixture not only of ¢, but also of
Ay. As our purpose is to study how different values of A, give
different detection results, we do not consider the mixture of A,.
Consider a pure quantum state as a linear superposition of the
two states |1) and |2): [4) = |a||1)+[b[e??|2). The relative phase e*?
in principle can be measured by an interference experiment. If,
however, the coherence in 6 is corrupted to a certain degree, the
pure state |1 is reduced into a mixed state: p = [ d0 p(0)[y)) (¢,
whereby 6 is smeared with the probability density function p(0).
In the same spirit, even though we do not know the underlying



composite system is then given by the density matrix
Py =W ) (ol ® po
= [ dtn(t) 1o, ES)wo, EV), (5.3)

where |Ug) is the same single-particle state as appears in
(4.2). According to the first-order perturbation theory,

the state | ¥y, E(()X(t))) evolves into

[Wo, EGV) > W, B + AJ0, B) + O(x%),  (5.4)
where A is the transition amplitude given by (4.3)), which
depends on x(t). Correspondingly, the matrix density

P evolves into
Py 2= [ d o, EXD)Y 4 A0, E
0~ tx p(ty) (1Yo, By )+ A0, E)
x (o, B+ A0, B)

+O(x%). (5.5)

The probability that the quantum detector in the mixed
state registers a signal is then given by

P =Tr (|0, E)0, E|2) = (0, E|2|0, E)
- [atept)Ad = [ dt p(t)P,

where P is the transition probability given by . The
final expression of P in takes the form of an ensem-
ble average of P in the following sense.

Consider an ensemble composed of many identical
quantum detectors with the same coupling constat s
and energy gap AFE. Suppose each quantum detector
is switched on for the same duration A, but at different
moments t, that are completely uncorrelated to one an-
other and characterized by the probability density func-
tion p(ty). The average probability (averaged over the
ensemble) that the ensemble as a whole registers a signal
is obviously given by the same final expression of (5.6]).
Therefore, the ensemble average P of P represents not
only the averaged collective behavior of an ensemble of
many quantum detectors but also the behavior of a single
quantum detector in a mixed statem In most realistic
situations, individual quantum detectors in an ensemble
are not turned on and off randomly but remains sensi-
tive to the incoming particle all the time. For example,

(5.6)

mechanism of decoherence, the density matrix provides an
adequate formal model for a quantum detector whose coherence
in time is corrupted to a certain degree (quantified by A,) due
to decoherence.

I Note that, for a many-detector ensemble, the total probability of
detection is the ensemble average probability multiplied by the
size of the ensemble. In principle, by increasing the ensemble size,
the detection efficiency of the ensemble as a whole can be made
arbitrarily close to 100% even if xk remains small. By contrast,
for a single quantum detector in a mixed state, the “ensemble
average” probability is the total probability, which yields low
detection efficiency far below 100%.

microscopic light-sensitive crystals (as individual quan-
tum detectors) on a photographic film cannot be easily
“turned off”. Nevertheless, the collective behavior of a
many-detector ensemble can still be understood in terms
of the formal average P, because each individual quan-
tum detector of the ensemble is in a mixed quantum state
as a consequence of decoherence.

To compute the ensemble average, we further model
the random variable ¢, as uniformly distributed in a pe-
riod of time ¢ € [-T', T'] of our interest (see the right panel
of Fig. [2| for illustration). The ensemble average of some
quantity Q is then proportional to (A, )™ ffTT dt,,Q up
to an overall dimensionless factor whose exact numerical
value depends on the formally prescribed form of x(¢)
and is of little interest for our purpose. Since the exact
value of the delimiter T is unimportant as long as the in-
terval [-T,T] is large enough to cover the arrival of the
two incoming wave packages, we take the limit T — oo
and compute the corresponding ensemble average of Q
up to a proportionality factor as (A, )™ [ dt, Q.

As P is given by (4.9), to compute P, we first have to
substitute (| into (4.10) to recompute Aj. Applying
various mathematlcal techniques (see Appendix E 3| for
the detailed derivation), we obtain

e °dk 1
Ap = V21 Ak { E|u(0)| Eo) f dz
—oo o 27 Zwk

« eig(k)tx—SAig(k)Qe—ik(z—L)f(Z), (57)
where g(k) is defined in (B3]). Consequently, the corre-
sponding ensemble average of Ar,. A7, up to a propor-

tionality factor is given by (see Appendix for the de-
tailed derivation)

1 e .
Ap Ap, o< A, [m dtyAr, Ap,

\/7 o~h(k)=ikAL
AA |k {E|(0)| Eo)| / kS (5.8)
* wilg' (k)]
where h(k) is defined as
h(k) :=16A% g(k)* + 2A°%(k - ko)?
= 164205 (k — k. )? +2A%(k - ko)?,  (5.9)

The factor e "F)=kAL appearing in the final line of (5.8)
is a Gaussian package over k centered at

 Sug ATk, + A%k 510
T T 80EAZ £ A2 (5.10)

with the variance given by (8vg A2 +A2) 1< A72. On the
grounds that e "(F)=ikAL jg sharply centered at k = ky
with variance smaller than A~2, it is a good approxima-

tion to move the factor (w?|g’'(k)|)™* out of the integral



by setting k = ky. That is, we have
1 oo "
IX [oo thALlAL2

o \/?AAHH(EW(ONEO)F foodke—h(k)—ikAL
2 —oo

wi, 19 (ks
_ A K{Blp(0)| Eo)l” Ax
2w, A% + 802 A2
AL(AL + 8ikyA?)
8(A2 +8v3A2)
8u A2 (2(ko — kv )?A% + ik, AL)
A%+ 8v5A2

X exp [—

X exp [— ]7 (5.11)

where has been used.

We first consider the situation when A, is much larger
than A and AL, or more precisely vpA, > A and
voAyx > AL. It follows from and that

. 1 o .
voAxlgnA,AL Aix [oo dtyAr, AL,
2

A 5 Elu(0)|Ey)

42 (wi,v9)?
T _ik

) %e BB Ao (k)P
where Ag(k.) is defined in (4.14). The transition prob-
ability measured as the ensemble average is obtained by

replacing each term Ap, A7 in (4.9) with the ensemble
average counterpart ((5.12)). The result takes the form

e—Z(ko—k*)2A2e—ik*AL

(5.12)

—(vo Ay >A, 1
pra R e S (1cos (R AL +0) o (k)P (5.13)

which is identical to up to a proportionality factor
\/7_1'/4@ We have shown that the transition probability
measured as the ensemble average is characteristically
identical to that of a single quantum detector if each
detector of the ensemble remains perfectly coherent in
time.

Next, we consider the other extreme that A, is much
smaller than A, or more precisely vgA, < A. Again, by

(5.10) and (5.11)), we have

1 )
vokirLA EX [oo thALlAL2

a0l
2
EOIED inoar -GH? (514
kaU()

I8 The factor \/7[4 arises as a consequence of modeling x(t) by a
Gaussian function with width A, as given in (5.1), instead of a
rectangular function with width A.
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Finally, replacing each term Az, A7 in (4.9) with the
correspondingly counterpart (5.14)), we obtain

2

Porax ) o % (1 + cos(koAL + 0) e (3733) ) . (5.15)
which is identical to up to a proportionality con-
stant, which accounts for the detection efficiency. There-
fore, we have formally shown that an ensemble of iden-
tical quantum detectors as a whole indeed behave as a
classical detector, if the coherence in time of each indi-
vidual detector becomes sufficiently shorter than A.

It is noteworthy that the overall proportionality factor
in contains a notable factor in a Gaussian form as

Pora ) o o 1AL ok, (5.16)

If oAy < Ao = 2m/ko < A, this factor simply flattens
into A,.. It tells that the energy gap AE = wqy + vo (ks —
ko) shows no particular preference for kg. On the other
hand, if Ao = 27/ky < voA, < A, this factor is picked
at ko = k.. It tells that AFE favors kg that is close to
k., or equivalently wyg » AFE. These results agree with
the familiar features pertaining to Fermi’s golden rule
(see Sec. and Appendix [A] especially the text after
(A13), for more discussions).

The ensemble average P as calculated above represents
not only the averaged collective detection probability of a
large ensemble of many identical quantum detectors but
also the detection probability of a single quantum de-
tector in a mixed quantum state. For a single quantum
detector, if we manage to corrupt its coherence in time
(while keeping it turned on all the time), it will be in a
mixed state described by instead of a pure state.
Consequently, in regard to the accumulated count of in-
dividual signals, it behaves effectively like a classical de-
tector (but with very low detection efficiency). This can
be achieved, for example, by coupling the quantum de-
tector to a high-precision clock that measures occurrence
time of the signal. Therefore, for a quantum detector to
behave as a genuine Unruh-DeWitt-type detector, it has
to remain coherent in time and thus agnostic of the signal
occurrence time[7]

In the analysis presented above, we do not attempt to
formulate the underlying mechanism of quantum deco-
herence, which may result from various complicated pro-
cesses as remarked in Sec. [[VA] Instead, we study what
will happen if the coherence in time is lost by formally
reducing the time span of the switching function x(t) for
each Unruh-DeWitt detector in an ensemble. The formal

I As remarked in Footnote |Z|7 the difference between the classical
and quantum behaviors essentially relies on whether a detector
can remain coherent in time, instead of whether it remains igno-
rant of time. The latter is a necessary condition for the former,
but not sufficient.



result nevertheless substantiates the main idea of deco-
herence theory (see [18] for a review): quantum behavior
is lost as a result of quantum decoherencem

As our model yields a substantial difference between
for ordinary classical detectors and for
Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detectors, and shows that
the former can be viewed as a formal limit of the lat-
ter, it might provide new insight into the measurement
problem in quantum mechanics. Particularly, the result
of our formal model seems to support the main idea of
objective-collapse theories (e.g. [I9H25]) that a quantum
state in superposition is collapsed into a definite state
when a certain objective physical threshold is reached
(e.g., oAy <« A in our model).

A. Remarks

It should be emphasized that the result measured by a
quantum detector as given in or is markedly
different from that measured by a classical detector with
an etalon (i.e., Fabry-Pérot resonator) placed in front of
it. An etalon filters most frequency modes of the incom-
ing pulse and allows nearly only one single mode at the
etalon’s resonant frequency wg = (k; +m?)Y/? to enter
the detector. Provided that the etalon has high finesse,
it effectively changes the incoming pulse into a nearly
monochromatic plane wave. In other words, the profile
f(k) in is altered by the etalon: ko is replaced by kq
and A is replaced by A, the inverse of the bandwidth of
the etalon. If the finesse is high enough so that A, > AL,
the detection probability of a classical detector with the
etalon in front of it, according to , takes the form

2
cl+etalon 1 (_arL
79](311,+2 talon) 5 (1 + cos(kyAL +0)e (wmq) )

~ %(1icos(kqAL+0)), (5.17)
where the proportionality constant, i.e. the efficiency of
detection, is inevitably reduced by the etalon, and its ex-
act value depends on the etalon’s finesse and how much
k, differs from ko. The result of apparently re-
stores the interference pattern, even if AL is larger than
the original A. However, the restoration is achieved by
altering the waveform of the original pulse, and the prop-
erties of the original parameters ky and A are obliterated
in . We do not say that the two-path interference
pattern is manifested even if AL considerably exceeds the
coherence length of the single-particle pulse, for the co-
herence length of the pulse is in fact greatly prolonged by
the etalon. By contrast, the result measured by a quan-
tum detector as given in manifests the two-path

Decoherence theory provides an explanation for quantum col-
lapse, but it has to be noted that it has not solved the measure-
ment problem. See [28] for the comments.
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interference pattern without altering the incoming pulse
at all, and it indeed depends on both kg and A. By com-
parison, the interference pattern of is achieved by
prolonging the coherence time of the detector, whereas
that of is achieved by prolonging the coherence
time of the incoming pulse. The difference is not just a
matter of interpretation; rather, and (5.17) give
two qualitatively different interference patterns*!|

Another attempt to reproduce the two-path interfer-
ence pattern by a classical detector even if AL consider-
ably exceeds the coherence length A of the single-particle
pulse is to make the interaction between the arriving
pulses and the detector sufficiently weak (i.e., to weaken
the coupling constant x sufficiently), so that the detec-
tion bandwidth is sharply narrowed to a single frequency
mode that nearly perfectly matches AE = E - E accord-
ing to Fermi’s golden rule. As the detector effectively
responses only to the single mode, the detection proba-
bility takes the form

Pp, , o< % (1+cos(kapAL+6)), (wrong!) (5.18)
where ka g is defined via AE =: (k% z+m?)Y2. Although
the efficiency of detection might be low due to weak cou-
pling, the detection probability manifests the two-path
interference regardless of whether AL exceeds A or not.
However, the above reasoning is flawed, and turns
out to be incorrect.

As remarked in Sec.[[V'A] weakening the coupling con-
stant x indeed is a necessary condition to have the de-
tector’s coherence in time §t long enough, but §t is also
degraded by various dissipative disturbances from its sur-
roundings. Modeling the detector’s coherence in time by
the switching function x(t) in the form of (5.1)), we can
calculate the (ensemble averaged) detection probability
as given in for arbitrary values of §t ~ A,. If one
can manage to make 0t ~ A, long enough by sufficiently
isolating the detector from environmental disturbances,
the detector simply behaves as a quantum detector (by
our terminology), and its detection probability takes the

form (5.13). Note that the interference pattern in ([5.13))

R 1f A is small enough, tells that k.« can be fairly different
from ko (i.e., wo can be fairly different from AFE) to still yield
appreciable Pp, , in , although the optimal result occurs
at wop ~ AE. By contrast, in , regardless of A, the etalon’s
high finesse renders the detection efficiency inappreciable unless
wo ~ wq (i.e., wo has to match wq very closely). The result of
involves the interference between all frequency modes of
the incoming pulse, whereas the result of involves nearly
only a single frequency mode of wq. If one can manage to have
an ensemble of identical quantum detectors each of which is cou-
pled to the matter field independently (although this is extremely
difficult as remarked in Sec. , the ensemble as a whole will
give the result of , which takes the same form of but
in principle can yield arbitrarily high efficiency by increasing the
ensemble size. By contrast, the etalon always filters out some
photons and thus the detection efficiency is always considerably
lower than 100%.



is in response to k., whereas the pattern in is to
kag. If, on the other hand, 6t ~ A, is sufficiently short
(despite the fact that x is very small), the detector simply
behaves as a classical detector, and its detection probabil-
ity takes the form , which renders the interference
pattern disappeared when AL > A and is qualitatively

very different from ([5.18]).
In any case, (5.11)) does not give rise to the form of
(5.18) whatever value 6¢ ~ A, is taken, and in fact (5.18

is fallacious. The fallacy of the reasoning towards (|5.18
is because the conventional wisdom of Fermi’s golden
rule, which is often taken for granted, does not apply
when the interference between different frequency modes
become relevant. See Appendix [A] for more elaborations
on when and why Fermi’s golden rule requires careful
reconsideration. As commented after 7 in the clas-
sical limit that voA, < Ao = 27/ko < A, the energy gap
AE shows no particular preference for kg. Meanwhile,
in the classical limit that Ao = 27/ky < v9A, < A, the
detection probability is optimal when wg ¥ AE, but re-
mains nonzero even if wqg is deviated from AFE. On the
other hand, as commented after , in the quantum
limit that vgA, > A and voAx > AL, the detection
probability again is optimal when wg ¥ AFE, but remains
nonzero otherwise. This shows that Fermi’s golden rule
in the strict form (i.e., formulated as a delta function se-
lection rule) can be largely soften or even broken when
the interference between different frequency modes are
taken into account

To sum up, the detection probability measured by a
quantum detector as given in or manifest-
ing the two-path interference pattern even if AL consid-
erably exceeds A is a genuinely novel result that cannot
be reproduced using a classical detector and has not been
observed yet. In Sec. [VII] it will be commented that the
technology required to produce the quantum result is ex-
tremely challenging.

VI. THE QUANTUM SYSTEM OF ONE
PARTICLE AND TWO DETECTORS

In the analysis of Sec. [[V] we have assumed that the
two quantum detectors Dy and D5 can be treated sep-
arately in the sense that we can focus solely on one of
them regardless of the presence or absence of the other.
Since D; and D4 are quantum states as well as the par-
ticle, we shall, more rigorously, regard the particle and
the two detectors altogether as a whole quantum system

One might wonder whether it is problematic if the strict form
of Fermi’s golden rule does not hold, as conservation of energy
seems to be violated. The answer is negative. The apparent
energy mismatch between the initial and final states is supposed
to be transferred into or from other energy forms that are not
taken into account in our calculation, such as the center-of-mass
kinetic energy of the detector or the energy of the surroundings
that mount the detector.
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subject to additional classical detectors that are used to
perform the final measurement of the resulting states of
D; and Ds. In this section, we will show that this rigor-
ous treatment yields the same result as that obtained by
treating D; and Dy separately.

When the two quantum detectors are taken into ac-
count together, instead of considering or
separately, the wave function of the single-particle pulse
is taken to bdZ]

(1)) = [ (1)) + WP (1))
s et [y, (5,00()0)
+e_i5"’°t[aleDQ(,2'7t)¢(z)|0)7 (6.1)

where y and z represent the relative locations with ref-
erence to D; and D, respectively, and Fp, and Fp, are
given by and , respectively. Now, consider
the process that the field ¢ undergoes a transition from
the one-particle state |¥U(¢)) to the vacuum state |0) and
at the same time one of the two detectors is excited from
its ground state |E5) or |[Ep?) to its excited state [EP1)
or |[EP2). In view of the whole system, the interaction
Hamiltonian is recast as

Hiy = HP! + HP?

= H];IIXDl (:l)MDl (T)¢>(xf§1 (1))

+ KDy XD, (T) i, (T)P(2, (7)), (6.2)
where 1y (1) =(y=0,t=7) and 21, (1) = (2 =0,t = 7),
and we keep it generic that the two quantum detectors
may have different monopole moments pp, ,(t), coupling
constants kp, , and switching functions xp, ,(t).

Prior to the final measurement using classical detec-
tors, the state of the whole system after the interaction
between and incoming pulse and the two quantum detec-
tors is changed from [¥(t)) ® |EY", ES?) to a superposi-
tion state as

ays(1)) = 10) ® (o BV, E?) + BIEG™, EP2))

+A()) o |EPLED),  (6.3)
where ¢ is given as a large number whose exact numerical
value is unimportant, and the coefficients «, 8, and =y are
to be computedﬁ Calculating the first-order transition
amplitudes from [¥(t)) ® |[EY", EY?) into |0, EPt, ED?)
and |(),E(])D 1, EP2) respectively by the same method for

23 Note that we do not add an overall factor of 1/V/2 here, because
the factors of 1/\/5 accounting for the splitting of BS;;, and BSout
have been taken into account as explained in the text after .

22 A5 we are considering the transition amplitude up to the first-
order perturbation, the probability that both D; and D3 register
signals is assumed to be extremely negligible.



(4.3) and (4.5), we obtain
a=i [m dt(0, Bt ED?|Hy[W(t = 0), EP*, ED?)
~i [oo dt(0, P HP WPt (¢ = 0), EP1)

= i, (E™ o, (O)IEF) [~ dtxo, (1)

x /B 0[g(y = 0,1 = 0)[ WP (1))
= AP (6.4a)
B=i Lo dt{0, EPY, EP2|Hyp [ (t = 0), EP, EP2)

~ i Lo dt(0, B2 [HP2 |0 (¢ = 0), EP?)

~ i, (E™ i, ()EF?) [~ dtxo, (1)

x BV EDN 0]z = 0,8 = 0)| P2 (1))

= AP2, (6.4b)
where we have made the very accurate approximation
HPHWP2(1)) » 0 and HD2[WP1(t)) » 0 on the grounds
that D is far away from the trajectory of [¥'P2(¢)) and Dy
from that of [UP1(#)). Also note that .AP12 are identical
to (4.5) except that various superscripts and subscripts
are now specified by Dy or Dy for clarity.

Therefore, (6.3)) takes the form
ays () = [0) @ (AP EPY, Ep2) + AP2|Ep, EP2))
+y/T=Pp, ~Pp, e (0" 50"

x| (1)) ®|Ep", Ep*?),

where Pp, , = AP12AP12* are the same as and
(4.9). When the final classical measurement of the sta-
tuses of D1 and D5 is performed upon |\Ilsys), we will have
the three mutually exclusive outcomes:

(6.5)

(i) Dy registers a signal; i.e., D; is in the state |EP1).
(i) Dy registers a signal; i.e., Dy is in the state |EDP2).

(iii) Neither Dy nor Dy registers a signal; i.e., D remains
in the state |[E5") and Dy in |Eg?).

These outcomes of the final classical measurement can
be neatly associated with the three POVM (positive
operator-valued measure) operators:

Egy = |EP (B @ 17972, (6.6a)
Egiy = |[EP?)(EP?| @ 1971, (6.6b)
E(iii) = ]]_¢®D1®D2 - E(l) - E(u) (66C)

The probabilities of these three outcomes are given by
(Vys|E(a)|Wsys) = P(a), which read as Py = Pp,, Py =
PDg; and P(iii) =1- PDl - PD1~

As Pp, , is identical to that given in and (4£.9),
we have shown that the final classical measurements upon
D; and D, yield the same results as we treat Dy and Do
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separately. More precisely, one can focus solely on the fi-
nal classical measurement upon Dy while completely dis-
regarding the presence or absence of Dy. The associated
POVM operators for the outcomes that D; registers a
signal and that Dy does not register a signal are given by

E(D1,+) = E(i) _ |ED1)<ED1| ® ]]_¢7®D27
— ]]_¢®D1®D2

(6.7a)

Em, - — ED,,+): (6.7b)

and the corresponding probabilities are given by
(Ysys|Em, )| Vsys) = Pp, and (Ysys|Em, —)[Wsys) = 1 -
Pp,. This affirms our assumption that, as far as the
final classical measurement of the status of D; is con-
cerned, the result obtained by considering the quantum
system of the particle plus D; and Dy is the same as
that obtained by considering the quantum system of the
particle plus Dy only. The same is true if one focuses
solely on the final classical measurement upon Dy while
completely disregarding the presence or absence of D;.

Also note that we have kept the switching function
XD, , generic in . By taking the form of and
considering the voA, > A/ Ap and vpA, « A limits,
respectively, we can produce the results for both classical
and quantum detectors as shown in Sec. [V] Therefore,
whether Dy and D, are classical or quantum detectors,
we can always focus solely on one of them without taking
into account the presence or absence of the other.

VII. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have arrived at the conclusion that, provided the
Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detectors remain coherent
in time during the period of the arrival of the two wave
packages traveling along the two paths, the detection
probability measured by the Unruh-DeWitt detectors is
given by , which manifests the two-path interfer-
ence as modulated in response to 6, even if the length
difference AL between the two paths considerably ex-
ceeds the coherence length I, ~ A of the single-particle
pulse. By contrast, if measured by ordinary classical de-
tectors, the detection probability is given by , which
contains an exponential diminishing factor that renders
the interference pattern invisible once AL exceeds ~6A.
The reason for the difference essentially lies in the fact
that ordinary classical detectors have no or little coher-
ence in time, whereas the Unruh-DeWitt detectors are
assumed to remain coherent long enough and manifest
quantum interference over timeé

The quantum detector’s coherence in time is delimited
by its coupling strength with the matter field ¢ and can

23 Although it is not often emphasized, the implicit assumption of
long coherence in time is essential for deriving the celebrated Un-
ruh effect. See, e.g., the comment on “the quantum interference
over time” in [29].



be further degraded by various dissipative interactions
with its environment, which could be extremely compli-
cated and difficult to fully understand. Nevertheless, the
effect of the detector’s decoherence in time can be for-
mally modeled by reducing the switch-on period of the
switching function x(¢). Prescribing the tractable form
for x(t) and studying the limit voA, « A, we have
shown in that the collective result of an ensemble
of Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detectors reproduces the
detection probability of an ordinary classical detector,
if coherence in time of each individual quantum detec-
tor becomes sufficiently short. Equivalently, the accu-
mulated count of individual signals of a single quantum
detector also behaves like a low-efficiency classical detec-
tor, if its coherence in time is corrupted (for example,
by coupling it to a high-precision clock). This affirms
the main idea of decoherence theory [18] that quantum
behavior is lost as a result of quantum decoherence.
Our formal model reveals a profound difference be-
tween the result measured by ordinary classical detectors
and that by Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detectors, and
furthermore demonstrates that the former can be under-
stood as a certain limit of the latter. This might offers
new insight into the measurement problem in quantum
mechanics. Particularly, the result of our model seems to
support the tenet of objective-collapse theories (e.g. [19-
25]) that a quantum state in superposition is collapsed
into a definite state when a certain objective physical
threshold is reached (e.g., voA, < A in our model).
The distinction between classical and quantum detec-
tors also leads to a striking implication. In the set-
ting that AL 2 6A, mounting a quantum detector or
a classical detector will cause the two-path interference
pattern manifested or disappeared, respectively. Akin
to Wheeler’s delayed-choice experiment, the choice of
mounting a quantum detector or a classical detector can
be made after the entry of a single-particle pulse into
the interferometer. However, the choice made affects only
the detector but apparently makes no change whatsoever
upon the two paths®| It is somewhat surprising that the
particle’s arrival at the detector is affected despite the
fact that its passage remain untouchedm In a sense, it
is a special kind of manifestation of wave-particle duality
that is induced by a change upon the detector, instead of
a direct change upon the to-be-measured quantum state.
It should be emphasized that, like Wheeler’s delayed-
choice experiment, our result of the two-path interference
concerns the single-particle effect. The probability of a
single-particle pulse registering a signal at D; or Dy as

Cf. the result measured by a classical detector with an etalon
placed in front of it as discussed earlier for .

The Aharonov-Bohm (AB) effect [30] might also be viewed as
another example where the particle’s arrival at the detector is
affected but its passage is untouched. However, even though the
magnetic flux is applied outside the passage in the AB effect,
the passage is in fact affected as regards the electromagnetic
potential.
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given in is measured as the accumulated count
of signals by repeating the experiments many times, for
each of which a single-particle pulse of the same profile
is fired and both the detectors are reset. To carry out
the experiment, the ensemble of emitted single-particle
pulses have to be temporally well separated to neglect
any contamination from many-particle effects, such as

the Hanbury Brown and Twiss (HBT) effect [31H33].
Finally, we remark that our investigation on the two-
path interference measured by the Unruh-DeWitt-type
quantum detectors is mainly for theoretical and concep-
tual concerns. The technology required to conduct the
experiment remains extremely challenging, if not impos-
sible, within current reach. It is not that we do not have
a two-state quantum system used as a single-particle de-
tector (e.g., a quantum dot can be served as a single-
photon detector [34, [35]), but rather the main difficulty
is to have long coherence in time that satisfies the con-
dition . For a quantum dot coupled to photons
[34H36] as an example, the interaction of coupling sets a
upper bound for §¢t and §t can only become shorter in
the presence of various environmental disturbances. One
has to weaken the coupling strength of photon-detector
interaction to make dt long enough, but weakening the
coupling strength not only yields low detection efficiency
but also renders the detection signal less tolerant of envi-
ronmental noises. Furthermore, to manifest the two-path
interference for the case that AL is considerably larger
than [. ~ A, one has to narrow down the spatial width A
of the single-particle profile to the extent that
6A S AL S vybt (7.1)
for a given §t. However, for a quantum dot used as a
single-photon detector, its application is usually subject
to the condition A > wvydt as the single-photon pulse
typically is to be treated as a monochromatic wave. It
poses an enormous challenge to prolong 6t of the detector
so drastically. Various advanced technologies, especially
cryogenic ones [37], will be required to shield the quan-
tum dot from dissipative interactions with its surround-
ings to an extreme degree.
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Appendix A: Review and remarks on
time-dependent perturbation theory

One might wonder whether the result for the
Unruh-DeWitt-type quantum detector can be repro-
duced by the standard treatment of time-dependent per-
turbation theory. In the standard procedure to derive
the transition rate for A - B (e.g., A and B are atomic
states) due to an interaction Hamiltonian (e.g., between
the atomic states and the radiation field of photons), the
states |A) and |B) are treated quantum mechanically. If
the A-B two-state quantum system is used as a single-
particle detector, it apparently will yield a result similar
to (4.15)) except that the monopole interaction is replaced
by a different form (e.g., the magnetic dipole interaction).
It turns out, however, the standard treatment in fact as-
sumes the coherence in time of the two-state system to
be shorter enough than the time scale of incoming or
outgoing pulses while longer enough than 27/w of the w
frequency mode, and furthermore it does not take into
account interference between different frequency modes.
Consequently, the result of the standard treatment is
qualitatively different from that of the Unruh-DeWitt-
type quantum detector, and we should give up the con-
ventional wisdom of the former in favor of the latter.
In this appendix, we scrutinize the subtle yet important
difference between the conventional treatment of time-
dependent perturbation theory and the unconventional
treatment used for the Unruh-DeWitt-type detector in
the main text. We follow the lines of Section 2.4 in [3§]
and Section 18.2 in [39] for the standard treatment of
time-dependent perturbation theory and refer readers to
them for more details.

As a typical example, consider the absorption and
emission of photons by a nonrelativistic atomic electron
as an example. The interaction Hamiltonian between the
electron and the radiation field is given by

e

2
Hint == (p . A(Xat) + A(Xa t) : p) + 26;|A(Xﬂ t)|23
m

(A1)
where p is the electron’s momentum and A(x,t) is the
vector potential of the radiation field. For the absorption
and emission of a photon, the quadratic terms A - A does
not contribute in the lowest order, since it changes the
total number of photons by 0 or +2. The matrix element
corresponding to the transition from an atomic state |A)
to another state |B) by absorbing a photon characterized
by momentum k and polarization « is given by

2m

e 1
B —1|H;nt|A, =
< , Nk, | t| nk,a) m Ly

x (B, nk7a—1|ak,aei(k"‘_“’t)p . e((’)|A, Nk, o)
==\ S (Bl Ay, (A2)
mV 2wV
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and similarly that by emitting a photon is given by

e 1
B +1|Hint|A, =——
(B.mir 1 Hisel Ao i) = =5

p- €A ny o)

x (B, i, o+ 1|aL ae_i(k'x_“’t)

+1 . .
) _% n;ojv (Ble™p- e@]4)e",
where w is shorthand for wy. If we apply a monochro-

matic radiation field given by

(A3)

A(x,t) = Ag etlxwt) (A4)

the amplitude A can be viewed as given by a fixed num-
ber nk o as

bs Nk,a a
A(()a ) = %V e, (Aba)

; 1
A(emls) _ Nk,a+ () A5b
0 20V € ( )

for absorption and emission (including spontaneous emis-
sion with ny o = 0), respectively.

For a multiple-state quantum system, the wave func-
tion of the system can be expanded as

Y(x,t) = ch(t)un(x)e’iE"t, (A6)
n

where |u,,) is the energy eigenstate of the unperturbed
Hamiltonian Hy = },,_ 4 p Enlun)(u,| with energy E,. If
the system is subject to a time-dependent perturbation
characterized by the Hamiltonian H;(¢), the transition
between different states can be induced. Accordingly to
the time-dependent perturbation theory, we have

b = X —i{mlHy (D)) P B, (1),

n

(A7)

Particularly, for an A-B two-state system, if the initial
state is given by ¥(x,t = 0) = ua(x), i.e, ua(t=0) =1
and ug(t =0) = 0, provided that Hy(t) is weak enough,
we can approximate up(t) up to the first order as

up(t) = —z’/Otdt’(B|H,(t’)|A)eiAEt', (A8)

where AE = Eg — E4. In the case of monochromatic

radiation, (B|H(t")|A) is given by (A2) and (A3), and

hence
(B|H (t)|A) = (B|H'|A)e™", (A9)

where H' is a time-independent operator and “+” is for
absorption and emission, respectively. Consequently, we
have

t . I’
up(t) = —i(B|H'|A) fo dt i (ABF (A10)

which follows

sin[(AE Fw)t/2
(AEFw)t/2

us(®)f = |<B|H'|A>|2( ]) 2. (A1)



Since the function sin? z/z? is peaked at = 0 and has a
width 6z ~ 7, the quantity |up(t)|” is appreciable if

[(AE Fw)t/2| S, (A12)
or equivalently
2n .
AFE = zw (1 + —t) , with |n| . (A13)
w

If ¢ is small, the energy difference AE shows no particular
preference for w. On the other hand, when t  27/w, AE
starts to favor w that is close to the energy gap, i.e.,
w ~ zAE (see p. 482 in [39] for more discussions). If
t >» 27w, we can take the formal limit ¢ - oo and use
the identity

t sinat

im — =4(a). (A14)
t—oo 1 ot
Consequently, we have
lup(t) = (2m)?|(BIH'|A)* ((AEFw))*.  (A15)

Note that in the first-order perturbation theory, is
legitimate for longer time ¢ if the perturbation Hamilto-
nian H' is weaker. However, no matter how weak H' is,
rigorously speaking, ¢ cannot be taken to infinity. The
t — oo limit is only a formal prescription, which gives rise
to the divergent behavior of in direct contradiction
to the condition |up(t)]” <1 and thus has to be regular-
ized to make physical sense. To regularize the divergent
behavior, we consider

T/2

T/2

(5(AE Fw))* = lim 5(AE¢w)7f RIONCEDN

~6(AEﬂFw)—. (A16)
27

Therefore, as far as the transition amplitude |ug(t)|* av-

eraged over a long enough period T is concerned, we can

still sensibly talk about the transition rate given by

2
@ = 27(B|H'|A)* 6 (AE # w),

Rasp = (A17)
which is independent of ¢ and T. The delta function
0(AE ¥ w) appearing in the transition rate is the cele-
brated Fermi’s golden rule.

What happens if the radiation field is not a monochro-
matic plane wave? That is, the radiation field is not given

by (A4) but by a wave-package wave in a generic form
3L £ (k
A( t) Z / d f ( ) (O{) 1(kx wkt) (A18)

where f(®) (k) is the amplitude for the (k, ) mode. The
standard treatment is to sum up transition rates for dif-
ferent modes; i.e., the total transition rate is given by
2 3
up(t d’k, ~ 2
Ol o5 [ 2R Rapc)  (A19)

Sk~ 2
:QW;dek|f(a)(k)| (B|H'(k,a)|A)§(AE F wy),
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where Ra_p(k,a) for a specific k and « is given by
, and T is the time span of the wave-package wave.
It should be remarked that in contributions from
different (k, ) modes are summed up additively rather
than interferentially. In other words, we neglect interfer-
ence between any two modes.

The standard treatment yields correct results for most
experimental settings. For example, in the experiment
of absorption spectroscopy, an incident light of multiple
wavelengths is applied to an analyte, and the absorption
spectrum is obtained by comparing the attenuation of the
light transmitted through the analyte with the original
incident light. Because an analyte is composed of a huge
number (typically many moles) of molecules that are de-
coherent with one another, the interaction between a pair
of a photon and a molecule is independent of another
photon-molecule pair. Therefore, as far as the spectral
lines of the analyte as a whole is concerned, we shall sum
up the transition rates additively without taking into ac-
count any interference between different (k,«) modes,
even if the incident light is given by a coherent light
source. Although we consider the quantum states |A)
and |B) of a single quantum system to derive the transi-
tion amplitude (A15]), the resulting transition rate given
by or (A19)) is usually used for the experimental
setting of a huge ensemble of such quantum systems.

What if the experimental setting is truly of a single
quantum system? For example, consider a single quan-
tum dot used as a single-photon detector (e.g. see [35]).
In this case, if we conduct the experiment repeatedly and
measure the accumulated counts of signals, do we still use
or we have to take into account of interference be-
tween different (k,«) modes? The answer depends on
how long the quantum system can remain coherent in
time. If the incident light is given by a coherent wave
packet, the amplitude of the light takes the form similar

o (2-4), and typically we have Ao = 27/[ko| < A; (i.e., the
wavelength of the incident light is assumed to be much
shorter than the spatial width of the wave packet). If
the coherent time 0t of the single-photon detector satis-
fies the condition Ag/|vo| » 27/wy < dt < A;/|vg|, then
we can still prescribe the formal limit ¢ - oo in since
t 2 27/w, and use with f(®)(k) given in the form
of (2.8) for the transition rate without considering any
interference between different (k, ) modes.

On the other hand, it could be extremely difficult as
discussed in Sec. [VTIl to make the coherent time of the
detector long enough such that Ag/|vo| < A;/|vo| S dt. If
we manage to achieve it, we have to take into account the
interference between different (k,«) modes. Consider a
single-photon pulse state |¥y) given by

3 (a)

which is in a form similar to (2.9)). If we apply |¥q) to the
detector, the interaction Hamiltonian (Al) will induce
the detector to undergo the transition from |A) to |B)

260, (A20)



by absorbing a photon from |¥g). The correspondingly
matrix element of the transition is given by

(B, 0|Hint(t = 0)|4, To(1))
37,7310 F(a’) 1 —€
azoc’ ‘/ Ak f ( )\/ kaV \V 2wkrV m

% (0, Blag o' > <0p . el af _el**|0, A)
S RETRIS

-e 1
m 2ka

(B,0|Hins (t)|A, Tg) =

(Ble™™p- e |A)e !, (A21)

where we have used [kaaka] = 5(k —k')u.0r, €2
e = —e).e(®) =1 and €®).e(* = —e(*).€(*) = 0. The
matrix element (A21)) is the sum of (A2)) with ngq =1
over different k modes interfered with one another. In-
stead of (A10]), the first-order perturbation theory now
yields

up(t) ==Y [ dk fOR)BIH (k,a)|4)

f dt, W(AE- wk)t

which, in the limit ¢t — oo, leads to

up ()

(A22)

(A23)

2 S f Bk F (K)(BIH' (k, )| A)5(AE - w)

by the identity again. If the |¥g) is given as a
monochromatic plane-wave state with f(k) = 6(k - ko),
(A23) is reduced back to , which is divergent and
needs to be regularized. On the other hand, if |¥y) is
given as a wave-package state with f(k) given as 23),
is finite and accurately represents the transition
probability provided that H' is weak enough. In the lat-
ter case, we can directly calculate the transition probabil-
ity without the regularization appealing to the transition
rate. It should be emphasized that is different
from not only in the sense that they are of differ-
ent dimensions (probability vs. probability per unit time)
but more importantly in the fact that @ takes into
account the interference between different (k,a) modes
that satisfy AFE = wy whereas | - ) does not.

Now, instead of ([A20)), consider the case that [Wg) is
given as a single-photon state that is made of two coher-
ent wave packages separated by AL with |AL| > 6A; as
depicted in Fig. [2| The amplitude f(®) (k) of |¥) takes
the form

1 . 69 ik- o
= (k) + Tz AL ) (k)

V2 V2

where féa)(k) is the (k,«) mode amplitude of a single
wave package, and e*? reprents an extra phase difference
between the two wave packages. This time, do we have to

F () = (A24)
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take into account the interference between the two wave
package as well as that within each wave package? The
answer depends again on how long the quantum detector
remains coherent in time. If A;/|vo| $ 0t S |AL|, the
two wave packages are to be viewed as two independent
pulses, and the resulting transition probability is just the
sum of each contribution, i.e.,

2 2
|uB(t)|lst package + |uB (t)|2nd package (A25)
2

lup () =

_ 27r%:fd3kféa)(k)(B|H’(k,a)|A)6(AE—wk)

which is identical to that of a single wave-package and
does not manifest any interference between the two wave
packages. On the other hand, if |AL| < ¢, we shall

directly substitute (A24)) into (A23)), and the resulting
transition probability is

lug(t)| = 27

Zfd%(l+ei<9+k“))ﬂ§°‘)(k)
2
« (BIH'(k, )| A)S(AE - wi0)| , (A26)

which does manifest the interference between the two co-
herent wave packages.

In summary, depending on the exact experimental set-
ting, we may or may not have to modify the standard
treatment by taking into account the interference be-
tween different (k,«) modes. In the main text, we as-
sume the single-particle detector to have coherence in
time longer than the separation between the two wave
packages, and it is crucial to consider the inter-package
interference. Note that is in a form similar to
except that the filed A(x,t) is replaced by the scalar
field ¢(x,t) and the magnetic dipole (M1) interaction
is replaced by the Unruh-DeWitt monopole interaction.
The simplicity of the Unruh-DeWitt model enables us to
explicitly calculate the transition probability. The inter-
package interference factor 1+ e*(?+&AL) in ([A26) is re-
sponsible for the modulation in response to 6 in (4.15). In
Sec.[V] using the Unruh-DeWitt model, we investigate in
depth how the interference between the two wave pack-
ages gradually loses its significance when the coherence
in time of the single-particle detector becomes shorter
and shorter.

Appendix B: Detailed derivations of various
equations

Detailed derivations of various equations are provided
here.



1. Detailed derivation of (2.14)

Substituting (2.11f) into (2.10al), we have
(W (2))

) n. e—ik-(x+v0t)
n e Hwo—voko)t n T
e /d scf(x)[ ST a, |0)
—/L w mn d k _lkx
=0t [ gt [ Sa—alio)
ze_“;wotfd”mf(x—vot)¢(x)|0). (B1)

2. Detailed derivation of (4.12)

Performing the change of variables y' = L +y — vot and
t' =t upon (4.10) and noting that the Jacobian determi-
nant |0(y’,t")/0(y,t)| = 1, we then have

o dk 1
(BB [ [ay [T
7r2wk

'L(AE—&uo—kvg)t 7zk(y —L)f(y )

(O [y [T

x 0(AFE - dwo — kvo)e%k(y By
_ K{E|u(0)|Eo) i,r [ —ikay
= o T [ ayie
= eik*L-AO(k*)a (BQ)

Ap =k

where the function g(k) is defined as

g(k) = AF - dwq — kv (B3)
= AFE - wq + voko — kvo = vo(k« — ko),

whose root is denoted as

= i(A.E—(,do +”U0k0), (B4)
Vo
and Ay (k) is given by ([.14).

3. Detailed derivation of (5.7))

Substituting (5.1) into (4.10) and performing the

change of variables z = L +y — vot and t' = ¢, we then
have

AL =k E|/~L(O)|E0 f dt’ f _/oo Zj:Qik

< ez(AE‘—éwo—kvo)t o~ (t=tx) 21202
x e R0 f(2). (B5)

Applying the Gaussian integral formula

f dx e 2 tba+c \/765*'0 (BG)
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to the integration over t':
I(k)= f Tt HAESe ki)l (LA ()

we obtain
T(k) = V27 A, R 8A9 (1) (BS)

where g(k) is defined in (B3). Consequently, we have

Ap = \/%AXMEW(ONE(’) _[: dzfoo .

—oo QWm
% eig(k)tx—8Aig(k)2e—ik(z—L)f(z)' (Bg)

4. Detailed derivation of (5.8)

The ensemble average of Ar, A7 is proportional to

1 oo "
IX[W thALlAL2

dk‘l[“dik’l

= 27TAX|I€<E|M(0)|E0>|2[ 21 2wy,

y / Tt IR0 KNt (88T (90 49(K))
X[ dze—ik(z—Ll)f(Z)f dZ’eik,(Z'*Lg)f(Zl)*
2 o fodk 1 [fedk 1

- 0 A BB [~ [

27T 2wk
% 8(g(k) - g(k')) e 88X (a(k)*+a(K)*)

« / dz e—ik(z—Ll)f(z) f dZ,eik’(zLLz)f(Zl)*

o dk 1 1
= (2m)2 AR (E|u(0)|E 2[
(2m) x| (E|u(0)|Eo)| oo (27)2 (2w3)2 9" ()]
—16A2g(k:)2 —ikAL

/ dze = f (z)f dz et FizH*

= 27 A |k { B|u(0)| Eo)|” [m dk(mlmlg(lk)

% 716Axg(k) 7ZkALf(k)f7(k)*

\/7AAX|K (BB [ ak

where h(k) is defined in (5.9)).

—oo 2T 2Wk'

—o0 % 2Wk’

o-h(k)=ikAL

wilg' (k)|
(B10)
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