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Abstract

Many different formalisms exist for computing the phase of a matter-wave interferometer. How-
ever, it can be challenging to develop physical intuition about what a particular interferometer
is actually measuring or about whether a given classical measurement provides equivalent infor-
mation. Here we investigate the physical content of the interferometer phase through a series of
thought experiments. In low-order potentials, a matter-wave interferometer with a single internal
state provides the same information as a sum of position measurements of a classical test ob-
ject. In high-order potentials, the interferometer phase becomes decoupled from the motion of the
interferometer arms, and the phase contains information that cannot be obtained by any set of
position measurements on the interferometer trajectory. This phase shift in a high-order potential

fundamentally distinguishes matter-wave interferometers from classical measuring devices.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.05609v2

I. INTRODUCTION

Matter-wave interference is the quintessential quantum-mechanical phenomenon. Ever
since the publication of the Feynman Lectures® in 1965, students have been introduced to
the principles of quantum mechanics through the example of double-slit interference. Mod-
ern matter-wave interferometers, which employ multiple beamsplitters and mirrors, have
similarities with optical interferometers (Fig. 1). In both cases, an incident wave is coher-
ently split into two trajectories by an initial beamsplitter. The trajectories are reflected
toward one another and interfered on a final beamsplitter, leading to a phase-dependent

intensity in each of the two outgoing trajectories (“output ports”).
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FIG. 1. (a) Optical interferometer. A laser (red) is split onto two trajectories that are reflected
and interfered by optical elements (blue). (b) Spacetime diagram of a matter-wave interferometer.
A matter wave (blue) is split onto two trajectories that are reflected and interfered by matter-wave

beamsplitters and mirrors (red), which may consist of light pulses or material gratings.

In addition to their central role in demonstrating the validity of quantum mechanics,?

matter-wave interferometers are useful measuring devices with a variety of scientific appli-
cations. Atom interferometers have been used to test the equivalence principle of general
relativity at the 10712 level 2 to measure the fine-structure constant with an accuracy of
0.2 ppb,? and to produce accurate gyroscopic®® and gravity-gradiometric’® measurements.
Proposed future experiments based on atom interferometry include km-scale underground

and space-based equivalence principle tests? and gravitational wave detectors.i%:11



The result of an interferometric measurement consists of the interferometer phase, which
is determined by the number of particles in each output port. The interferometer phase is
equal to the phase difference between interferometer arms. In an optical interferometer, the
phase is simply related to the optical path length of each arm.1? Calculating the phase of
a matter-wave interferometer is more complicated than in the optical case because of non-
trivial contributions from the action difference!® between arms. Several different approaches
have been developed to compute the phase, including the midpoint theorem 412 the Wigner

18,19

function method %17 a representation-free description, and techniques that solve the

20-22 iy various approximations. Due to the diverging formalisms, it

Schrodinger equation
can be difficult to form intuition about the physical content of a given interferometric mea-
surement.

Physical intuition about any experiment can be developed in the following way: by us-
ing the simplest possible formalism to describe a given experimental situation, by focusing
on physical observables rather than calculational artifacts, and by comparing the exper-
iment to other measuring devices. In this article, we will attempt to use this approach
to build physical intuition for matter-wave interferometry. While our discussion will fo-
cus on light-pulse atom interferometry?® as a particular example, our analysis (and the
associated physical intuition) is valid for a broad class of matter-wave interferometers, in-
cluding neutron interferometers,2® atom interferometers with material gratings,2* and guided
interferometers.2>

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section [I] discusses a classical ac-
celerometer; Section [[II] computes the phase of a matter-wave accelerometer from the mid-
point theorem and describes the analogy between classical and interferometric measure-
ments; Section [V] explains the semiclassical method for computing the full interferometer
phase, modifying the usual formalism to highlight its physical meaning; Section [V] contains

a derivation of the relationship between the semiclassical method and the midpoint theorem;

and Section VI summarizes the physical intuition obtained.

II. A CLASSICAL ACCELEROMETER

Suppose we want to measure our acceleration with respect to a freely falling reference

frame. One way to do this is to observe the motion of a freely falling object, recording



the position of the object at various times. If the object is located at position xy and has

velocity vg at time ¢ = 0, then its position z(¢) at time ¢ is

1
x(t) = xo + vot — igt2 (1)

where ¢ is the relative acceleration. This equation has three unknowns: x, vy, and ¢g. Thus,
we must measure the position at three times in order to solve for g. If the total time available
for the observation is 27", we can choose to make position measurements at times ¢t = 0,

t =T, and t = 2T. Solving for g in terms of these measurements, we have
1
9=~ [2(0) = 22(T) + 2(2T)]- (2)

A position measurement may be understood as a dimensionless measurement of the phase

¢ of some ruler with wavenumber k, i.e. x = ¢/k (Fig. 2). In terms of ¢, we have

1

9= =372 [90) = 26(T) + $(2T)]. (3)

FIG. 2. Position measurement. The displacement between a test object (blue) and reference object
(black) is measured by observing the phase of a ruler with a well-defined wavenumber. An optical

standing wave can be used as a ruler.

III. AN ATOM-INTERFEROMETRIC ACCELEROMETER

Now suppose that instead of a classical object, we use a freely falling cloud of atoms
as an acceleration reference. Rather than making three position measurements, we imple-
ment a Mach-Zehnder light-pulse atom interferometry sequence?® (Fig. 3a) with atom-light

interactions at times ¢ € {0, 7,27} and measure the resulting interferometer phase.
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FIG. 3. (a) Spacetime diagram of a Mach-Zehnder accelerometer. The atoms are split, redirected,

and interfered by a sequence of three light pulses. Blue points represent the midpoint position of the
interferometer during each light pulse. (b) Mach-Zehnder accelerometer in the midpoint theorem
representation. The interferometer phase depends on the interferometer midpoint positions as well

as the wavevectors of the optical gratings.

The interferometer phase in this example can be calculated by using the midpoint
theorem.!* As shown in Fig. 3b, the midpoint theorem represents the interferometer as
a sequence of effective atom-light interactions. To fix notation, we define x;; to be the
displacement of arm j with respect to the laser at the time of the i*" pulse. Each atom-light
interaction is treated as an effective coupling of two atomic states by a laser of wavevector
k;, frequency w;, and phase ¢;. In each atom-light interaction involving arm j, the atoms on
arm j either absorb one photon (gaining momentum hk; and internal energy hw;) or emit
one photon (losing momentum Ak; and internal energy fw;). We can therefore define the
wavevector k;;, frequency w;;, and phase ¢;; of the ith interaction on arm j as ki = £k,
wj; = fw;, and ¢;,; = +¢;, where the sign depends on whether arm j absorbs (+) or emits
(=) a photon during the ' interaction. If the i'' interaction leaves the momentum and
internal energy of arm j unchanged, then k;; = w;; = ¢;; = 0. Note that in practice,
multi-photon transitions (such as Bragg?? or Raman3® transitions) are often used to couple
the two atomic states; in that case, the wavevector, frequency, and phase of the effective
coupling must be calculated by adiabatic elimination of intermediate states.3!

Atoms can exit the interferometer in one of two output ports, each of which corresponds



to a particular momentum state. The interferometer phase ¢ determines the probabilities
P, and P, that an atom will be found in a given output port according to the expression

1 1 1 1
P1=§—l-§cos¢; P2:§—§cos¢ (4)
where the output port labels have been chosen so that port 1 corresponds to the input port.
The midpoint theorem states that the interferometer phase is given by

N

omp = Z [(k1i = ki) T — (Wi — wa,) G+ (D1 — P2,0)]- (5)

i=1
Here the index i runs over the N atom-light interactions, ¢; is the time of the i*" pulse, and

T+,
T = ——— 6
: (6)

is the average displacement of the two arms with respect to the laser at time ;.
To calculate the interferometer phase, we choose one output port and add up the phase
shifts due to each interaction between the light and the atoms in that output port. The
interferometer phase does not depend on which output port is used for the calculation.

According to the midpoint theorem, we may write the phase ¢yy of the Mach-Zehnder

interferometer as
3

Omz = Z(klz — ko) T (7)

i=1
Here we are assuming that ¢; is constant for all 7. We are also using the fact that in a Mach-
Zehnder accelerometer, the terms involving w; sum to zero because the two arms spend equal
time in each internal state.

Simplifying the sum, we have

oz = kT(0) — 2k 2(T) + kz(2T) = —kgT? (8)

or equivalently
9=~ [6(0) — 20(T) + 62T Q
_ —% #(0) — 22(T) + 2(27)]. (10)

The interferometer phase thus contains precisely the same acceleration information as

the three-point classical accelerometer described in the previous section. We may think of



the atom-light interactions as providing three position measurements of the interferometer
midpoint with respect to the laser, and the Mach-Zehnder pulse sequence combines these

position measurements such that the phase gives the relative acceleration.?

From the form of the midpoint theorem, which expresses the interferometer phase as
¢ ~ > k;Z; up to terms proportional to w;, we see that the analogy between a matter-wave
interferometer and a classical test mass holds whenever the midpoint theorem is valid. For
any interferometer in which the phase can be described by the midpoint theorem, there
exists a corresponding classical experiment in which: (i) the classical test mass travels along
the midpoint trajectory of the interferometer, and (ii) the interferometer phase may be
written in terms of the positions of the classical test mass at the times of the interferometer

beamsplitters and mirrors (up to “clock” phase shifts proportional to w;).

IV. BEYOND THE MIDPOINT THEOREM

The midpoint theorem is an effective theory rather than a first-principles calculation.
What is the midpoint theorem’s range of validity, and how are phase shifts beyond the

midpoint theorem computed?

The most straightforward way to perform a first-principles calculation of the interfer-
ometer phase is to represent the interferometer’s initial state by a quantum-mechanical
wavefunction and solve the time-dependent Schrodinger equation. This technique has been

21,22 ot

applied to light-pulse atom interferometry in both non-relativistic?? and relativistic
tings. The time evolution is divided into intervals of atom-light interaction separated by
time intervals in which the laser intensity is zero (“drift times”). The i*" atom-light inter-
action is assumed to couple two atomic states with a photon of wavevector k;, frequency wj,
and phase ¢;; between the atom-light interactions, the wavefunction evolves with potential
energy V(Z,1).

The key assumption that makes the calculation analytically tractable is the semiclas-
sical approximation, which stipulates that the higher-order coordinate dependence of the
Hamiltonian is negligible at the size scale of the wavepacket on each interferometer arm.

Specifically, if H(z,p,t) is the Hamiltonian between interferometer pulses (i.e. when there

is no atom-light interaction), then we can expand Ehrenfest’s theorem around the central
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position and momentum of each wavepacket to obtain
1
&5 <i> = 813H + 58138;,;8,3}[ . Ap2 4+ (11)

and
1

In these expressions, Az? = (#2) — (2)* and Ap? = (%) — (p)” are the position and mo-

mentum variance of the wavepacket, respectively. The semiclassical approximation asserts
that all of the higher-order terms on the right-hand sides of Eq. Il and Eq. are zero.
Physically, the semiclassical approximation implies that phase shifts within the wavepacket
due to high-order Hamiltonian terms are small compared to the phase resolution. Then for
each wavepacket, we have 0, () = 0;H and 0 (p) = —0; H. With the semiclassical approx-
imation, Ehrenfest’s theorem reduces to Hamilton’s equations for the wavepacket on each
interferometer arm, and the expectation values of position and momentum on the j* arm
follow the classical trajectories:
(2;) (t) = () (13)
and
(D;) (t) = p;(1). (14)
Notice that the semiclassical approximation requires variations of the Hamiltonian to
be small with respect to the size of the wavepacket on each interferometer arm, but the
variations need not be small with respect to the position or momentum separations between
interferometer arms. The semiclassical approximation therefore remains valid in long-time,
large-momentum-transfer atom interferometry? as long as the wavepackets on each arm are
sufficiently narrow in position and momentum.3!

It can then be shown? that the interferometer phase ¢ is given by

¢ = (blascr + ¢pr0p + ¢sep- (15)

The first term, known as the “laser phase,” is given by

N

Dlaser = Z (ki zi(t) —wiiti + @1i) — (ko a(ts) — woiti + 024)] . (16)

i=1
In this expression, the index ¢ runs over the N atom-light interactions. The laser wavevectors

kji, frequencies w;;, and phases ¢;; are defined as in Section [IIl
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The second term in the interferometer phase, called the “propagation phase,” is the
difference in the action computed along the classical trajectory of each interferometer arm.

It is given by

prop / »C xl pl dt - _/ »C x2 p2 ) ) dt (17>

where £ is the Lagrangian, ¢, is the time of the initial beamsplitter, and ¢; is the time of
the final beamsplitter.?
The third term, the “separation phase,” is given by

Psep = ;pl(tf) ‘2”32(”) [22(tf) — 1 (t ). (18)

Notice that the semiclassical approximation reduces the calculation of the phase from
a quantum-mechanical problem to a classical one. In order to compute the interferometer
phase with this approximation, it is sufficient to know the classical trajectory of each in-
terferometer arm, and the dynamics of the wavepacket on each interferometer arm can be
ignored.

Although it provides a significant computational simplification, the semiclassical approx-
imation introduces calculational artifacts that complicate efforts to understand the physical
meaning of each term in the interferometer phase. These artifacts arise because the classical
trajectories of the interferometer arms need not spatially overlap at the time of the final
beamsplitter pulse. In such cases, which are called “open interferometers,”® the terms in
the interferometer phase acquire the following properties. First, the separation phase be-
comes nonzero. Second, the propagation phase becomes frame-dependent. Transforming to
a coordinate system that moves at a relative velocity v" adds a term —muv’ [x1(ty) —x2(tf)] /R
to the propagation phase that is canceled by a term of the opposite sign in the separation
phase. Third, the laser phase and separation phase become dependent on which output
port is chosen to compute them. Using the opposite output port, which moves at a relative
velocity hk/m, adds a term k [z1(tf) — x2(tf)] to the laser phase that is canceled by a term
of the opposite sign in the separation phase.

Physical effects are always independent of one’s choices of coordinate system and cal-
culational method. To reveal the physical content of the semiclassical formalism, we can
reapproach it in the following way: rather than calculating the interferometer phase in a sin-

gle output port, we calculate each phase term in both output ports and average the results.



The interferometer phase is then given by

¢ - Q_ﬁlaser + Q_Sloop (19)

where @paeer is the laser phase averaged between the two ports and qgloop = Gprop + Qgsep is
the port-averaged sum of the propagation and separation phase. We may think of ¢joep as
an integral around the closed interferometer trajectory, with ¢, providing the last piece of
the closed-loop integral that is missing from ¢pop.2

This way of arranging the phase terms has several advantages. First, unlike ¢py0p and ¢gep,
leoop is invariant under Galilean transformations. In fact, since it is the action of a closed
trajectory, ¢ioep is invariant under point transformations (z,i,t) — (y(z,t), y(z,,t), t).
Second, unlike @jaser aNd Gsep, Olaser and éloop do not depend on the arbitrary choice of which
output port to use for the calculation.

Due to their dependence on calculational artifacts, it is not possible to assign a physical
meaning to @prop; Plaser, OF Psep individually. However, it is reasonable to offer a physical
interpretation of @y and leoop. We may think of @paer as a sum of local measurements
of the positions of each interferometer arm with respect to the lasers during the atom-light
interactions. The phase qgloop, on the other hand, represents the phase shift due to the proper
time difference?! between the interferometer arms (Fig. 4).

Further physical insight can be gained by considering the relationship between q_blaser—l—(ﬁloop
and the phase computed from the midpoint theorem. As we will show in Section [V], whenever

the semiclassical approximation is valid, the interferometer phase ¢ is given by

¢ = (ﬁlasor + (ﬁloop (20)
(blasor + Z (@) [x2(t ) - 1’1( )] + ¢pot0nt1al (21>
= (bMP + (bpotential- (22)

Here ¢yp is the midpoint phase defined in Eq. Bl and
tf n— 1
¢p0tent1al = Z / on— 1 ( ) ) AI( ) dt (23)
n odd to

where V,, is the n'" spatial derivative of the potential energy V(x,t), Z(¢) is the midpoint
position of the interferometer at time ¢, and Ax(t) = z1(t) — x2(t) is the wavepacket sep-

aration at time . The n = 3 contribution to @potentiai has been derived previously with
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FIG. 4. Atom interferometer as described by the semiclassical formalism. The phase is the sum of
two terms. The first term, @jaser, is determined by the positions of the arms during the atom-light
interactions. In open interferometers, @paeer is computed by using the average position of the two
arms during the final beamsplitter. The second term, gz_bloop, is the proper time evolved around
the interferometer trajectory (blue). This term contains the phase ¢potential, Which arises from the

potential energy difference between arms.

the Wigner function method,?” and an expression equivalent to Gpotential has been derived
in a representation-free description.t? Note that Gpotential Canl be nonzero without violating
the semiclassical approximation, which constrains the high-order spatial dependence of the

potential at the scale of the wavepacket size but not at the scale of the wavepacket separation.

One of the terms from éloop (the second term on the right-hand side of Eq. 2I]) can be
combined with @raser to give dnp. This term appears in Q_Sloop because, in general, an atom-
light interaction that changes the interferometer midpoint trajectory induces a proper time
difference between the two arms. The midpoint theorem combines the phase imprinted dur-
ing the atom-light interaction with the phase due to the light-induced proper time difference,

treating them as a single phase that arises from an effective atom-light interaction. For recoil-

11



insensitive interferometer geometries, e.g. Mach-Zehnder interferometers, ¢oyp = Plaser-

We can see from Eq.[22and Eq. 23 that the midpoint theorem gives the full interferometer
phase if V'(z,t) is of degree 2 or lower in z. In such a potential, it is possible to describe the
phase evolution entirely in terms of the effective atom-light interactions. The information
needed to compute the phase consists of the laser wavevector and the interferometer midpoint
position at the time of each interaction. The potential energy affects the phase solely by
changing the interferometer position with respect to the lasers.

On the other hand, a phase shift beyond the midpoint theorem can occur if the potential
energy is of degree greater than 2 on the length scale of the wavepacket separation. This
effect is represented by @potential. We may think of ¢potential @s the part of the proper time
difference (ﬁloop that cannot be inferred from the atom-light interactions. This phase is
nonlocal in the sense that it cannot be expressed in terms of the interferometer midpoint
position, unlike ¢yp. Instead, @potential 1S Sensitive to the potential energy difference over
the wavepacket separation.

When ¢potential s nonzero, the analogy between the matter-wave interferometer and a
classical test object presented in Sections [[Il and [[T] breaks down, and it is no longer sensible
to think of the interferometer as performing a set of position measurements. We discuss the

physical implications of ¢potential I Section

V. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MIDPOINT THEOREM AND THE SEMI-
CLASSICAL METHOD

In this section, we will prove Eq. 22 and Eq. 23] Readers who are uninterested in the
technical details of the derivation may proceed directly to Section [VII

A. Proof
Defining
#(t) = 10 ;”(t) (24)
and
Ax(t) = xq(t) — zo(t), (25)



the propagation phase is

Borop = %/f [%mfc% - vmw} at - %/f me Vit dt (26)
1 (i )
[ mdd Vet - Vi) di 27)

where a dotted variable represents the time derivative of the variable. Integrating the first

term by parts, we obtain

1 JY 1 .
Gprop = — [m Ax :Z’} + —/ (—mAxz — [V(x1,t) — V(x,t)]) dt (28)
h w i
m . 1 [U 3}
=7 Ax(ty) x(ty) + 7 / (—m Az — [V (x1,t) — V(xo,t)]) dt. (29)
to
The average separation phase is
_ m .
(bsop = —% Al’(tf) S(Z(tf), (30)

which cancels with the boundary term in ¢p,0p, so we have

Dloop = Dprop + Psep = %/ ' (—m Az — [V(x1,t) — V(29,1)]) dt. (31)

Next, we compute the portion of ¢jo0p accumulated between the two-level couplings (i.e.
during the drift time). Using the short-pulse approximation,®® we will treat the atom-light
interactions as occurring at discrete times {¢;} with durations {d¢;} that are negligible com-
pared to the interferometer time t; —¢y. Note that guided interferometers can be described
in this formalism by including the guiding potential in V'(z,t), if the momentum transfer
is approximately continuous, or by including additional two-level couplings and associated
phase shifts if the momentum transfer is quantized.2” During the drift time, we have

o 1 8V(l’1,t) 8V(m2,t)
ey ( Oz * Oz '

(32)

By Taylor expansion of the potential energy around Z(t), we obtain

Vo (z,t 0 = Vi(7,t) (A"
50 0~z = “ ’(7) (33)

V(.ﬁ(]l, t) =

and

Vieat) = 3 200y -y = 3 P e (57 3

n! 2
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where V,, is the n'" spatial derivative of V. Likewise, we have

M:iw(g)n—l

ozr n! 2

n=1

and

e AC/

Using Eqs. B2 to 36, we can rewrite the integrand of Eq. 1] as

n=1

> % V(2 1) - (Az)" (37)
n odd ’

which implies that the portion of (ﬁloop accumulated in between light pulses is

Z l /t f M Vn(j’ t) ' (Ax)n dt = ¢p0tential- (38)

on—1pl
n odd

Finally, we compute the finite contributions to q@loop at the times {t;} when the atom-light
interactions occur. At time ¢;, momentum hk;; is transferred to the j* interferometer arm
over a short duration dt;. This gives rise to an additional acceleration

. Bk ke) 1

and, via Eq. Bl an additional contribution to ¢je0p Of

1 ti+0t; /2 B t;+0t; /2 k ; k ; A
h t;—dt; /2 ti—0t; /2 2 6t2

dt (40)

)

kyi+ ko,
=2 (T) [wa(t) — 21 (£): (41)
Altogether, we have
¢ = leaser + leoop (42)

= leaser + Z (W) [IQ(tz) — I (tz)] + ¢p0tential- (43)

We conclude by noting that

- ky i+ ko

Plaser + Z (%) [w2(ti) — 21(t:)] = dmp (44)
where ¢yp is the midpoint phase defined in Eq. Bl Thus, we have

(b = (bMP + (bpotential (45)

as desired.

14



B. Closed-form expression for ¢potential

We can obtain a closed-form expression for ¢potential from the fact that

s 1 8V(:L’1, t) 8V(m2, t)
Ty ( Oz * Oz (46)
when the light is off. Eq. BIl then implies that
o 1 tr Ax 8V(l’1,t) 8V(m2, t)
(bpotontial - ﬁ /to (7 |: or + o :| - [V(I‘l, t) - V(x% t)]) dt. (47>

This expression demonstrates that @potential Mmeasures the difference between two quantities:
(i) the potential energy difference between the arms, and (ii) the potential energy difference

that one would infer from the average acceleration.

VI. DISCUSSION

To what extent does a matter-wave interferometer provide the same physical information
as a classical measurement? The answer depends crucially on the spatial structure of the
potential energy at the length scale of the wavepacket separation (Fig. 5).

As we saw in Section [Tl and Section [II, a matter-wave interferometer is analogous to a
classical measuring device if the potential energy can be well-approximated by a function
of degree 2 or lower in position coordinates. In this case, the phase response is determined
by the interferometer’s midpoint positions at the times of the beamsplitter and mirror in-
teractions. The “ruler” that measures these positions is the wavevector associated with
the momentum transfer of each interaction. Dependence of the phase on other parameters,
such as mass or charge, can arise only if the experiment is designed in such a way that
the momentum transfer or midpoint position is a function of those parameters (as is the
case in recoil interferometers®®). Regardless of the experimental design, if the interferometer
phase is rewritten in terms of the momentum transfer and the midpoint trajectory, all other
parametric dependence vanishes. The phase does not depend on the thermal de Broglie
wavelength?® \/27h2/(mkgT) or on the Compton frequency mc?/h.

In the context of gravity, the absence of mass-dependent phase shifts in a uniform field is
an illustration of the equivalence principle, which states that the trajectory of a test particle
in a uniform gravitational field is independent of its mass and composition.#? Matter-wave

interferometers in a gravitational potential of degree 1 can test the equivalence principle but
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FIG. 5. Dependence of interferometer behavior on spatial structure of potential energy V' (magni-

tude indicated with gray shading). (a) Linear potential; midpoint theorem applies. The midpoint
trajectory (red) has the same acceleration as each of the interferometer arms (blue). (b) Quadratic
potential; midpoint theorem applies. The acceleration of the midpoint trajectory differs from that
of either arm.2 (c) High-order potential; beyond the midpoint theorem. The phase is decoupled

from the midpoint trajectory and depends on the potential energy difference between arms.

cannot provide any further information about the gravitational interaction. A recent obser-
vation of an atom interferometer evolving in a region with nontrivial spacetime curvature®
demonstrated that the midpoint theorem remains experimentally valid for a gravitational
potential of degree 2. The interferometer phase is determined by the acceleration of the
midpoint trajectory, which in that case is resolvably different from the acceleration of either

interferometer arm.

On the other hand, as shown in Section [V] and Section [V], the interferometer phase
obtains an additional contribution @petential if the potential energy is of degree 3 or higher.
This phase shift depends on the potential energy difference between interferometer arms, and
it is nonzero if the potential energy contains high-order terms that are asymmetric around
the midpoint trajectory. Unlike the midpoint phase, @potentiai cCannot be written in terms
of the midpoint trajectory and can depend nontrivially on mass or charge. Nevertheless,
the phase remains independent of the thermal de Broglie wavelength and the Compton
frequency; the relevant energy scale for computing ¢@potential is the potential energy difference

between arms.

The phase shift @potential decouples the interferometer phase from the arm trajectories.
By choosing an appropriate potential, one can realize a situation in which the arms are

deflected by the potential, yet there is no interferometer phase response because @potential
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cancels the midpoint phase. Even more surprisingly, there exist potentials in which the
interferometer phase is nonzero even though the potential does not induce any deflections

at all. This can be seen by considering a time-dependent potential, where V (x1,t) —V (22, t)

may be nonzero even if 8Vg;1’t) = 8Vg;2’t) = 0 for all . An example of such a potential is

presented in Appendix A.

Since @potential AN be nonzero even in the absence of trajectory perturbations, it is clear
that @potential contains information about the potential energy beyond that of any classical
position measurements. Physically, ¢potential describes the proper time difference between
arms that is induced by the potential. The observation of the electromagnetic Aharonov-
Bohm effect?345 is a well-known example of a matter-wave interferometry experiment in

which @potential 15 nONZETO.

Notably, however, no experiment has yet observed a nonzero ¢potential induced by a gravi-
tational potential. The observation of such a “gravitational Aharonov-Bohm effect”4¢ would
demonstrate unambiguously that a matter-wave interferometer is sensitive to gravitationally
induced proper time differences between arms. Such a measurement would also be the first

observation of gravitational time dilation in a single quantum system.
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Appendix A: Example calculation of the phase shift in a high-order potential

Suppose a Mach-Zehnder matter-wave interferometer with beamsplitter wavevector k and
mass m evolves with potential energy V' = 0 and drift time 7" between pulses. Choosing
coordinates so that the interferometer is symmetric around the origin, the arm trajectories

are given by

T t) = A
——gi(t—QT), T <t<2T
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and

— Ik, 0<t<T
(1) = (A2)
Ik (¢ —2T), T <t<2T.

The interferometer phase ¢ is given by
¢ = omp = 0. (A3)

Now suppose that the same interferometer evolves with potential energy

Alba® = (£0)"a], 0<t<T
V1) = 2 (A4)
Alkad — (@ -2m)"e], T<t<oT
This function has the property that 6‘;(;1) = 8‘;(;2) =0 for 0 < t < 2T, so the potential

energy does not alter the arm trajectories, and ¢yp = 0. Nevertheless, the potential energy

induces a phase shift
h2 k3 AT
12m3

¢ = ¢p0tential = (A5)

This example demonstrates that in a high-order potential, the interferometer phase is de-
coupled from the arm trajectories and can be nonzero even if the potential energy does not

cause any deflections.

Appendix B: Perturbative semiclassical methods

In the semiclassical method presented in Section [Vl and Section [V the action difference
between arms is calculated self-consistently by integrating the Lagrangian along arm tra-
jectories that are solutions of the equations of motion. It is also possible to compute the
interferometer phase perturbatively by treating part of the potential energy as a perturbation
5V and integrating 6V along the unperturbed arm trajectories. A number of authorsi’:48
have used this technique to calculate low-order phase shifts of a matter-wave interferometer
in various potentials.

While the perturbative approach is a mathematically sound way to compute the inter-
ferometer phase2? one must be careful not to make incorrect assertions about the action

difference between arms on the basis of a perturbative calculation. In a potential of degree

2 or lower, the action of a trajectory that solves the equations of motion depends only on

18



the positions and momenta of its endpoints.14 In particular, a Mach-Zehnder interferometer
in such a potential has zero action difference between arms. The kgT? phase shift of a
Mach-Zehnder interferometer in a uniform gravitational field is not due to any action differ-
ence but rather due to the relative acceleration between the freely falling particles and the

accelerated beamsplitters and mirrors.2

Appendix C: State-dependent potentials

Our presentation of the semiclassical method assumes that the potential energy is solely a
function of position and time. It is also possible to use the semiclassical formalism to compute
the phase of an interferometer in which the potential energy depends on an additional state
label [. In that case, the two arms evolve in distinct potentials whenever the internal states

have different values of [.

One proposal®! for such an interferometer suggests interfering distinct magnetically sen-
sitive states in a uniform magnetic gradient. In this proposal, [ corresponds to the magnetic
dipole moment of the internal state, which differs between interferometer arms. Since the
potential energy is a nontrivial function of [, the interferometer phase is not given by Eq.
but by Eq. 22, using the closed-form expression in Eq. BT for ¢potentiar and including the

dependence of the potential energy on [.

Since the potential energy of each internal state in this example depends linearly on
position, it remains true that the action of each trajectory segment depends only on the
positions and momenta, of its endpoints.1* From the perspective of the midpoint theorem, the
relevance of a low-order state-dependent potential is that state dependence can provide an
additional source of displacement between interferometer arms. One could observe a scalar
Aharonov-Bohm effect in a high-order state-dependent potential or in a state-dependent

potential with nontrivial time dependence.??

* lcoverstr@stanford.edu
I'R. P. Feynman, R. B. Leighton, and M. Sands, The Feynman Lectures on Physics Volume III
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