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A pair of interferometers can be coupled by allowing one path from each to overlap such that if
the particles meet in this overlap region, they annihilate. It was shown by one of us over thirty years
ago that such annihilation-coupled interferometers can exhibit apparently paradoxical behaviour.
More recently, Bose et al. and Marletto and Vedral have considered a pair of interferometers that are
phase-coupled (where the coupling is through gravitational interaction). In this case one path from
each interferometer undergoes a phase-coupling interaction. We show that these phase-coupled in-
terferometers exhibit the same apparent paradox as the annihilation-coupled interferometers, though
in a curiously dual manner.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over thirty years ago, Elitzur and Vaidman [15] pro-
posed a way to test for the presence of an object without
(in a certain key sense) interacting with it. This proposal
was dramatically illustrated by considering a bomb with
a very sensitive trigger. The technique involved using a
Mach-Zehnder (see Fig. 1) interferometer tuned to have
destructive interference in one output (the dark output).

The Elitzur-Vaidman paper inspired one of us to pro-
pose a gedanken experiment [23] with two overlapping
interferometers, one for positrons, the other for electrons
(see Fig. 2), each tuned to have a dark output in the
absence of the other. If the electron and positron meet
on the overlapping paths, they annihilate. We will call
these annihilation-coupled interferometers. In this case,
each interferometer measures the particle going through
the other interferometer leading to an apparent paradox.
This argument is, in fact, a proof of nonlocality without
inequalities version of Bell’s theorem [5] (compare with
the GHZ argument [18]). The apparent paradox is a con-
sequence of implicit local reasoning.

More recently, Bose et al. and Marletto-Vedral
(B+MV)[7, 8, 37] introduced an experiment also having
two coupled interferometers but where, now, the coupling
is a phase coupling due to gravitational interaction (see
Fig. 3). We will call these phase-coupled interferometers.
This work has been the subject of much discussion and
debate ([3, 4, 11–13, 16, 20, 21, 32, 34, 38, 39, 44] and
references therein).

In the present paper, we will show how, with suitable
tuning, the phase-coupled interferometers can exhibit an
apparent paradox with exactly the same logical structure
as in the annihilation-coupled interferometers case. This
provides a rather striking illustration of the B+MV claim
that the gravitational field must be non-classical.

We will see that the original annihilation-coupled in-
terferometers and the phase-coupled interferometers im-
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plement this same apparent logical paradox in curiously
dual manners from an interferometric point of view.

We can also implement this apparent logical paradox
simply using two qubits prepared in a non-maximally
entangled state as discussed in [25]. The maximum
fraction of cases where the apparent paradox is seen is
5
√
5−11
2 . Neither of the coupled interferometers arrange-

ments achieve this maximum.

II. THE ELITZUR VAIDMAN BOMB PROBLEM
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FIG. 1. A Mach-Zehnder interferometer is tuned so that no
particles are detected at D if paths were unobstructed. BS1
has transmittance t2 and reflectance r2 whilst BS2 has these
reversed. A bomb whose trigger obstructs path u can be
placed at B as shown.

A bomb-making factory produces bombs having a trig-
ger so sensitive that, if a single particle of any type what-
soever impinges on it, the bomb will explode. Sometimes,
however, the trigger is missing. The problem is to per-
form a test to see if the trigger is present. In doing so it
is OK if some bombs are exploded as long as, at the end
of the day, we have some bombs which we know have a
trigger but for which the bomb has not been exploded.
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Elitzur and Vaidman’s solution to this problem em-
ploys the Mach-Zehnder interferometer shown in Fig. 1.
There is the possibility of placing an obstacle in path u
(this obstacle being taken to be the trigger of a bomb).
We assume the first beamsplitter has transmittance t2

and reflectance r2 (where t and r are real, t2 + r2 = 1,
and we take t, r > 0) while the second beamsplitter has
transmittance r2 and reflectance t2. If we place a bomb
with no trigger (so we have no obstacle) then the evolu-
tion is as follows

|s〉 BS1−→ ir|u〉+t|v〉 BS2−→ ir(r|c〉+it|d〉)+t(it|c〉+r|d〉) = i|c〉

where we have included an i factor when the particle
is reflected off a beamsplitter (this guarantees that the
transformation at each beamsplitter is unitary) and we
have assumed that the total phase accumulated along
each of the internal paths, u and v, is a multiple of 2π.
This means that detector C will always fire and detector
D is “dark”. Now we consider placing a bomb with its
trigger protruding into path u as shown so that it will
absorb the particle and explode the bomb if the particle
goes along path u

|u〉|B〉 P−→ |explosion〉

where B stands for an unexploded bomb with a trigger
and P is the location of the trigger. The evolution now
goes as follows

|s〉|B〉 BS1,P−→ ir|explosion〉+ t|v〉|B〉
BS2−→ ir|explosion〉+ t(it|c〉+ r|d〉)|B〉

Now we see that there is a probability t2r2 that detector
D will fire and the bomb will not explode (even though it
has a trigger). Since D cannot fire if the trigger is missing
then we have a way to deduce the presence of the trigger
without exploding the bomb. There is, of course, still a
nonzero probability of exploding the bomb. If detector
C fires then we do not know if the bomb has a trigger
or not. Elitzur and Vaidman showed how, by retesting
cases where C fires, it is possible to detect almost 50% of
bombs without exploding them in the limit. This limit-
ing case requires taking r to be very small but still non-
zero (so, most times, the particle takes the path without
the bomb). An alternative arrangement, involving inter-
rupted coherent evolution (the quantum Zeno effect) was
proposed in Kwiat et al. [33] showing how it is possible
to detect (100 − δ)% of the bombs for arbitrarily small
δ).

III. ANNIHILATION-COUPLED
INTERFEROMETERS

The annihilation-coupled interferometers are shown in
Fig. 2. Here we have one interferometer for positrons and
one for electrons. We tune the interferometers as we did
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FIG. 2. Annihilation coupled interferometers. One electron
and one positron go through two interferometers. If they meet
at the point P , they will annihilate. The experimenter can
decide whether to insert detectors U+ and U−. The first
beamsplitter, BS1± in each interferometer, has transmittance
t2 and reflectance r2 whilst the second beamsplitters, BS2±,
have these reversed.

for the Elitzur-Vaidman case so that no particles arrive
at the D± detector in the case that the interferometers
are not coupled. Now we introduce coupling such that

|u+〉|u−〉 P−→ |γ〉 at P

where |γ〉 is the radiation resulting from annihilation.
Taking this into account, the evolution goes as follows

|s+〉|s−〉 BS1±−→ (ir|u+〉+ t|v+〉)(ir|u−〉+ t|v−〉)
P−→ir2|γ〉+ irt|u+〉|v−〉

+ irt|v+〉|u−〉+ t2|v+〉|v−〉 (1)

We have the option to place, or not place, a detector U±

in path u± as shown in Fig. 2. We will put U+ = 1 when
detector U+ fires and similarly for the other detectors.
We consider four different experiments (out of order for
later comparison).

Four. U+ and U− in place: We see that

U+ = 1 and U− = 1 never happens (2)

because there is no |u+〉|u−〉 term in (1)

Two. D+ in place, U− absent: We see that

D+ = 1 ⇒ U− = 1 (3)

because, evolving (1) through BS2+ gives

ir2|γ〉+ irt(r|c+〉+ it|d+〉)|v−〉
+ (it|c+〉+ r|d+〉)(irt|u−〉+ t2|v−〉)
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for which the coefficients in front of the |d+〉|v−〉
term cancel (this is exactly the Elitzur-Vaidman
trick).

Three. U+ absent, U− in place: We see that

U+ = 1 ⇐ D− = 1 (4)

by evolving (1) through BS2− (this is clearly true
by symmetry comparing with the previous case).

One. U+ and U− absent: We see that

D+ = 1 and D− = 1 happens sometimes (5)

because, when we evolve (1) through both BS2±

the |d+〉|d−〉 term has coefficient −t2r2 -so the
probability for this event is r4t4. The maximum
value for this probability is 1

16 and happens when

r = 1√
2
.

These results appear paradoxical. Consider a case where
we do experiment one and obtain D+ = 1 and D− =
1. This implies, from experiment two, that we would
have got U− = 1, and, from experiment three, that we
would have got U+ = 1. This appears to contradict the
prediction for experiment four which tells us we cannot
get U+ = 1 and U− = 1.

IV. PHASE-COUPLED INTERFEROMETERS

Now we consider the phase-coupled interferometers of
B+MV shown in Fig. 3 where the interferometers are
each tuned as in the Elitzur-Vaidman case so that, when
there is no coupling, detectors D1 and D2 never click .
The phase-coupling interaction is as follows

|v1〉|v2〉 −→ eiφ|v1〉|v2〉 (6)

Note that, this time, we couple on the v1,2 paths. This
interaction can be achieved by gravitational interaction
as described by B+MV or it could be achieved by send-
ing the particles through an appropriate nonlinear phase
coupling medium. The evolution goes as follows

|s1〉|s2〉
BS11,2−→ (ir|u1〉+ t|v1〉)(ir|u2〉+ t|v2〉)

φ−→− r2|u1〉|u2〉+ irt|u1〉|v2〉
+ irt|v1〉|u2〉+ t2eiφ|v1〉|v2〉 (7)

We have the option to put U1,2 in place or not. We
consider four experiments.

One. U1 and U2 in place: We see that

U1 = 1 and U2 = 1 happens sometimes (8)

The |u1〉|u2〉 term in (7) has coefficient −r2 and
hence the probability for this is r4.

Phase Interaction
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U1

U2
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s2
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v2

u2

c1

d2

c2

d2

FIG. 3. Phase coupled interferometers setup. If the parti-
cles take paths v1 and v2, then there is a phase coupling as
described by (6). The first beamsplitter in each interferom-
eter (BS11,2) has transmittance t2 and reflectance r2 whilst
the second beamsplitter (BS21,2) has these reversed. Experi-
menters can decide whether to do insert detectors U1 and U2

or not.

Two. U1 in place and U2 absent: We see that

U1 = 1 ⇒ C2 = 1 (9)

This is because, if U1 fires, then the interferometers
are decoupled and so D2 cannot fire. Mathemati-
cally we can see this by evolving (7) through BS22
giving

(−r2|u1〉+ irt|v1〉)(r|c2〉+ it|d2〉)
+ (irt|u1〉+ t2eiφ|v1〉)(it|c2〉+ r|d〉)

We see that the coefficients in front of the |u1〉|d2〉
cancel.

Three. U1 absent and U2 in place: We see that

C1 ⇐ U2 (10)

because, if U2 fires, then the interferometers are
decoupled and so D1 cannot fire.

Four. U1 and U2 absent: Then we can tune the pa-
rameters, r and t such that

C1 = 1 and C2 = 1 never happens (11)
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To see this we note that, after evolving through
BS21 and BS22, the coefficient in front of the
|c1〉|c2〉 term is

− (r4 + 2r2t2 + t4eiφ) (12)

which we can set to zero by, for example, putting

φ = π and r2 = 2−
√
2

2 (with t2 = 1− r2).

These predictions have exactly the same logical structure
as experiments one to four with the annihilation-coupled
interferometers. Consider a case where we do experiment
one and obtain U1 = 1 and U2 = 1. Then experiments
two and thee imply, respectively, that we would have ob-
tained C2 = 1 and C1 = 1 but this appears to contradict
experiment four.

With the choices for r2, t2 and φ just given, the prob-
ability for both detectors U1 and U2 firing (equal to r4)
is

pmax(U1U2) =
(3−

√
2)

2
≈ 0.0857 (13)

This is the maximum value for this probability if we tune
so that p(C1C2) = 0. Interestingly, this is less than the
maximum probability for this apparent logical paradox
for two qubits prepared in an arbitrary entangled state
as studied in [25] wherein the maximum probability was
5
√
5−11
2 ≈ 0.0902 (Mermin [41] pointed out that this is

equal to τ−5 where τ is the golden mean).
Predictions for experiments one to four here have the

same logical structure as those for experiments one to
four in the annihilation-coupled case. However, the way
in which these results are obtained is, in some sense, dual
to that case.

V. NONLOCALITY

The apparent paradox discussed here can be under-
stood as a proof of Bell’s theorem, that nonlocal hid-
den variable theories cannot reproduce the predictions of
Quantum Theory. Consider the phase-coupled interfer-
ometer example. Assume that hidden variables, λ, are
shared when the particles interact and that these hid-
den variables locally determine probabilities for the dif-
ferent detector events. Assume, further, that probabil-
ities factorize when conditioned on λ. There must be
λ ∈ S such that p(U1 = 1, U2 = 1|λ) > 0 for all λ ∈ S.
For λ ∈ S, we must have p(C2 = 1|λ) = 1 since we
need to be sure to agree with the predictions for exper-
iment two. Similarly, we must have p(C1 = 1|λ) = 1
for λ ∈ S to be sure to agree with the predictions
for experiment one. Hence, for λ ∈ S, we must have
p(C1 = 1, C2 = 1|λ) = p(C1 = 1|λ)p(C2 = 1|λ) = 1.
However this contradicts experiment four which dictates
that p(C1 = 1, C2 = 1|λ) = 0 for all λ.

With the phase-coupled interferometers, it is natural
to consider the case where, in experiment four, we allow

p(C1 = 1, C2 = 1) to be greater than zero. As long as
p(U1 = 1, U2 = 1) > p(C1 = 1, C2 = 1), we still have an
apparent paradox since then experiment one, two, and
three imply more cases where C1 = 1 and C2 = 1 than
are seen in experiment four. In fact, it is easy to derive
[17, 40] the following Bell inequality

p(U1, U2)− p(U1, C2)− p(C1, U2)− p(C1, C2) ≤ 0 (14)

(a “logical” derivation is given in Appendix A using tech-
niques from [1, 22]) where C1 indicates detector C1 fires
and C1 indicates it does not fire. For the phase-coupled
interferometers the middle two probabilities are always
equal to zero so the violation of this inequality is equal
to p(U1, U2) − p(C1, C2). We plot this violation as we
vary r and φ in Fig.4. The maximum violation is 0.0990
when r = 0.58309 and φ = π.
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FIG. 4. Plot shows the factor r versus the gravitational phase
shift factor φ. Colors indicates P (U1, U2) − P (C1, C2). For
P (U1, U2) − P (C1, C2) > 0 (yellow middle circle) we see a
direct contradiction with the local hidden variable models in
the described experiments.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

The correlations in this apparent paradox have been
implemented in many experiments (here is an incomplete
list [6, 9, 14, 19, 27, 30, 35, 36, 46, 48, 49]). Three of
these experiments were able to mirror the interferomet-
ric structure of annihilation coupling. Irvine et al. [30]
and Yokota et al. [49] used the Hong Ou Mandel effect
[28] at a beamsplitter to implement effective annihilation
(as proposed in [24]). Lundeen and Steinberg [35] use an
interference effect that acts as an absorptive two photon
switch to implement annihilation. Two of these inter-
ferometric experiments [35, 49] also implemented weak
measurements to test the ideas of Aharanov et al. [2]
(see also the work by Vaidman [47]).
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It would be interesting to implement the phase-coupled
interferometers experiment. Of most interest would be to
implement the gravitational version of this experiment
since this has implications for Quantum Gravity. How-
ever, an implementation using more experimentally feasi-
ble phase coupling technique would be of interest in the
short term. Resch, Ludeen, and Steinberg [45] imple-
mented such a phase coupling in a quantum optical set-
ting which might be suitable to implement phase-coupled
interferometers. Further, it would be interesting to pro-
vide a weak measurement analysis of the phase-coupled
case to contrast with the above work in the annihilation-
coupled case.

VII. ON THE QUANTUM NATURE OF
GRAVITY

As shown by B+MV, the phase coupling can be due to
gravitational interaction. In this case, we have

φ =
Gm2L

~d

where L is the length of the arms that interact, and d is
the distance between them.

Nonlocal correlations, such as those discussed in Sec.
IV, can be regarded as a witness for quantum entan-
glement. It is not possible to generate entanglement be-
tween two parties with local operations and classical com-
munication (see reviews [10, 29] and references therein).
This suggests (as argued by B+MV) that the gravita-
tional interaction between the two interferometers must
be quantum.

We could try to go further. It has been argued by Kent
[31] that General Relativity cannot produce nonlocal cor-
relations since it is a local field theory (though see Sec.
31.2 of [26] for a tentative counterview stemming from
the fact that operationally local observables cannot be
thought of as being localized on the manifold). However,
here we see nonlocal correlations, so we can argue that
these correlations cannot have been produced by a clas-
sical general relativistic interaction. For this argument
to work, we need to spell out what is being assumed.
Let two systems, A and B (which may be quantum), not
interact with each other directly, but each is allowed to

interact with a third system, G, which we take to be the
gravitational field. System A has a setting SA and an
outcome OA and system B has a setting SB and an out-
come OB . System G may have some variable property,
φG, that we can set. Then, we are interested in a notion
of classicality for system G for which the joint probability
for OAOB is given by

p(OAOB |SASBφG) =∫
ρ(λ)dλp(OA|SAφG, λ)p(OB |SBφG, λ) (15)

where λ are some extra variables we may need to fully
model the interaction, and ρ(λ) is a probability distribu-
tion over λ. In this case, the interaction between A and
B happens by sharing the variables φG and λ. We can
use (15) to derive Bell inequalities (such as (14)). Hence,
models for which (15) is true cannot account for nonlocal
correlations such as those discussed in this paper.

Galley et al. [16] show, in the context of general prob-
abilistic theories, that the quantum predictions for such
experiments are inconsistent with G being classical. The
hybrid quantum-classical model of Oppenheim and col-
laborators [42, 43], where gravity is treated classically,
is an example of a model that would be ruled out if the
quantum predictions for a B+MV experiment were seen.
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Appendix A: Bell inequality

Here we provide a derivation of the Bell inequality in
(14) using the logical approach of [1, 22]. Let {Sn : n =
1 to N} be a set of logical statements. Imagine we are

running an experiment many times in which each of these
statements may be true. Let p(Sn) be the probability
that statement Sn is true. Then the probability, Pall, are
true is bounded by

1− Pall ≤
N∑
n=1

1− p(Sn)

using De Morgan’s law

¬

(∧
n

Sn

)
=
∨
n

(¬Sn)

If the set of statements are incompatible in some model
then Pall = 0. This gives us the inequality

N∑
n=1

p(Sn) ≤ N − 1 (A1)

If the set of statements are incompatible in local hidden
variable theories then this is a Bell inequality. The fol-
lowing four logical statements are incompatible in a local
hidden variable theory (see Sec. V)

S1 U1 ∧ U2

S2 ¬(U1 ∧ C2)

S3 ¬(C1 ∧ U2)

S4 ¬(C1 ∧ C2)

Using p(¬(U1 ∧C2)) = 1− p(U1C2) (and similar expres-
sions) in (A1) gives us (14).
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