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C orrelations in atom ic system s: D iagnosing coherent superpositions
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W hile investigating quantum correlations in atom ic system s,we note that single m easurem ents
contain inform ation aboutthesecorrelations.Using a sim plem odelofm easurem ent| analogousto
the one used in quantum optics| we show how to extracthigherordercorrelation functionsfrom
individual"photographs" ofthe atom ic sam ple. Asa possible application we apply the m ethod to
detecta subtle phase coherence in m esoscopic superpositions.

Correlation functionsprovidea usefultoolforinvesti-
gating com plicated states,both classicaland quantum .
For exam ple, m easuring intensity-intensity correlations
forphotonshasbeen a signi�cantdevelopm entin astro-
physics[1]and investigation ofthesecond ordercorrela-
tion function hasled tounderstandingofantibunchingof
photons[2].Foratom s,correlation functionsm ightprove
to beasusefulasthey havebeen forphotons.Thereare
certain im portantdi�erences,however. Forlight,ifthe
underlying quantum state isunknown,the knowledgeof
acorrelation function ofagiven orderdoesnotdeterm ine
lowerordercorrelation functions and a separate experi-
m ent m ust be set up to m easure the latter [3,4]. This
is not true in atom ic case. For atom s a superselection
rule holds,which prohibits the atom ic state to exist in
a superposition ofFock states with di�erent num ber of
atom s. This proves to be a very strong condition and
im plies,aswillbeshown in m oredetail,thatthereexists
a unique hierarchy ofcorrelation functions. An im por-
tantconsequenceisthatitispossibleto extractinform a-
tion about higher order correlation functions,not only
density,from typicalm easurem ents perform ed in atom
optics. In this Letter we derive this hierarchy of cor-
relation functions and provide a sim ple prescription for
extracting correlation functions ofinterest from typical
m easurem ents,which we m odelin an analogousway to
quantum optics.Asan illustration weusethem ethod as
adiagnostictooltodistuinguish acoherentsuperposition
againsta sim plem ixture.

Thereexistsa num berofpossibledetection schem esin
atom optics { via resonance uorescence,non-resonant
im aging orionizing the atom sand detecting the result-
ing electron current,just to nam e a few { and each of
them requiresaslightlydi�erenttheoreticalapproach [5].
In particularone cannotclaim thatallm easurem entsof
atom ic sam ples correspond to norm arly ordered corre-
lation functions and in that respect atom optics di�ers
from its photonic counterpart,in which allcorrelation
functionsarenorm ally ordered sincelightisdetected via
absorption. O n the other hand,however,the notion of
coherence,that has been originally introduced for pho-
tonsin thecontextofnorm ally ordered correlation func-
tionsand theirfactorization [6],isa very usefultooland
it would be desirable to classify atom ic system s in an

analogousm anner.Thereforewewillfurtherassum ethat
the m easurem ent ofthe atom ic cloud is done in such a
way thatnorm ally ordered correlation functionsarerele-
vant,even though itm ightbean idealization ofan actual
detection schem e.
Considera state com posed ofN atom sand described

by a ket j i for a system with a second-quantized �eld
	̂(x). The diagonalpart ofthe r-th order correlation
function isthen de�ned as:

G
(r)

j i
(x1;:::;xr):=

D

 

�
�
�̂	 y(x1)� � �̂	 y(xr)	̂(x r)� � �̂	(x 1)

�
�
� 

E

(1)

and,within the assum ptionsdescribed above,ispropor-
tionalto the jointprobability ofdetecting r atom s:one
at position x1,one at x2 and so on (ofcourse the po-
sitionsneed notbe alldi�erent). Tim e dependence has
been dropped for sim plicity: we assum e that allatom s
are m easured at the sam e instant. In other words we
neglectthestate’sdynam icsduring thetim eofm easure-
m ent.
Provided the system is in a Fock state, i.e. j i is

an eigenstate of the total num ber of atom s operator
N̂ =

R

dx 	̂ y(x)	̂(x),a sim ple algebra shows that the
following relation holds both for bosonic and ferm ionic
system s:

Z

dxr G
(r)

j i
(x1;:::;xr)=

(N � r+ 1)G (r�1)

j i
(x1;:::;xr�1 ) (2)

Thus,a correlation function ofa given ordercontainsall
lowerordercorrelation functions.Such ahierarchy exists
forany given state,butonly forFock state isthe coe�-
cientofproportionality so sim ple and general.Assum p-
tion that the state is in a Fock state is valid for m ost
experim ents perform ed with cold atom s,Bose-Einstein
condensatesin particular,sincethey arealm ostperfectly
isolated from the environm ent. M oreover,ifone wasto
allow forinteractionswith the particle reservoir,the re-
sulting state is a m ixture ofFock states with di�erent
num berofatom s: �̂ =

P 1

n= 0
cnj nih njand the exten-

sion ofEq.2 isstraightforward:
Z

dxr G
(r)

�̂
(x1;:::;xr)=
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n= 0

cn (n � r+ 1)G (r�1)

j n i
(x1;:::;xr�1 ) (3)

O therstates,allowing forcoherencebetween stateswith
di�erentnum berofatom s,violatethesuperselection law
thatstem sfrom thebaryonicchargeconservation [7]and
thusareunphysicalforatom icsystem s.
Jointprobabilitiesofdetecting atom satx1;x2;:::;xr

form hierarchy analogousto Eq.2 and therefore:

p
(r)

j i
(x1;:::;xr)=

(N � r)!

N !
G
(r)

j i
(x1;:::;xr) (4)

Let us now investigate the experim ent in greater de-
tailand concentrate on an idealcase �rst,i.e.when the
detectorshave in�nite spatialresolution and are able to
detect individualatom s. W e willalso assum e that the
detectors’m esh isso tightthateach and every atom gets
detected. Then,photographing the state j i produces
a collection ofN positions�i1;�

i
2;:::;�

i
N atwhich atom s

werefound atthei-th shot.Repeating them easurem ent
W tim es follows the corresponding probability density
and thereforeyieldsa discrete estim ate ofthe N -th cor-
relation function:

G
(N ;W )

j i
(x1;:::;xN )=

1

W

WX

i= 1

N !
NY

j= 1

�
�

xj � �
i
j

�

(5)

O fcourse in the lim it ofrepeating the experim ent in-
�nitely m any tim es the originalcorrelation function is
recovered:

G
(N ;W )

j i
(x1;:::;xN )

W ! 1
�! G

(N )

j i
(x1;:::;xN ) (6)

To obtain the density out of these m easurem ents one
needsonly to integratetheconstructed correlation func-
tion overN � 1 coordinatesaccording to the Eq.2. (It
isassum ed thatthisequation holdstruealso forthedis-
creteestim atesofcorrelation functions.) Sinceitdoesn’t
m atteroverwhich N � 1 variablestheintegration isper-
form ed oneobtainsa very intuitive result:

G
(1;W )

j i
(x)=

1

W

WX

i= 1

NX

j= 1

�
�

x � �
i
j

�

(7)

The density is thus just a sum of�-spikes at positions
at which atom s were detected in allexperim ents. Note
the self averaging phenom enon: typically the num ber
of atom s N is of the order of hundreds of thousands
and one does not need to repeat the experim ents very
m any tim es to obtain a reasonable density approxim a-
tion. However,in generalit isnotsu�cientto perform
the experim ent only once,no m atter how m any atom s
there are. The "density" obtained in a single m easure-
m ent, G(1;1)

j i
(x), is {apart from the system s exhibiting

coherence up to the N -th order{ di�erent from a true

density G (1)

j i
(x)= G

(1;1 )

j i
(x),since the�rstonealso car-

riesinform ation aboutcorrelationsin the system [8].
Second order correlation function can be extracted

from the m easurem ents’outcom e in an analogous way

via integrating G(N ;W )

j i
(x1;:::;xN )overN � 2 variables.

After exploiting the sym m etry trick,just as before,we
obtain:

G
(2;W )

j i
(x;x0)=

1

W

WX

i= 1

NX

j= 1

NX

j0= 1

�
�

x � �
i
j

�

�
�

x
0
� �

i
j0

�

(1� �j;j0) (8)

Thisidea hasbeen already used in [9],in which the au-
thorspropose to look atspatialnoise correlationsin or-
derto extractsecond ordercorrelation function.Sim ilar
m ethod can be applied to extracteven higherordercor-
relation functions.
To describe realistic experim ents | with inevitably

im perfectdetectors| we willincorporate the following
strategy: For each outcom e ofa realistic m easurem ent,
thesetofallpossibleidealrealizations(discussed above)
that are identicalfrom the point of view of im perfect
detectors,isfound;then,foreach oftheserealizationsthe
correlation function ofinterest is calculated and �nally
averaging overthese realizationstakesplace.
The outcom e ofthe i-th experim entism odelled by a

setofD num bersdenoting how m any atom swere found
by each ofthe detectors: �i1;�

i
2;:::;�

i
D . Here,the de-

tectors are assum ed to have a �nite spatialresolution
(each ofthem covering a volum e V )and to �llallavail-
able physicalspace. Furtherm ore, they are character-
ized by the conditionalprobability p(�j�) ofthe pres-
ence of � atom s while � were actually detected. De-
noting: �k(�) :=

P

�
p(�j�)�k (for exam ple, if each

atom isindependently detected with a probability p then

�(�) = �+ 1�p

p
and �2(�) = �(�)

2

+ (�+ 1)(1�p)

p2
),�rst-

and second-ordercorrelation functionstakethe form :

G
(1;W )(x)=

1

W

WX

i= 1

DX

j= 1

�(�ij)� j(x); (9)

G
(2;W )(x;x0)=

1

W

WX

i= 1

DX

j= 1

� j(x) (10)

2

4� j(x
0)
�

�2(�ij)� �(�ij)
�

+ �(�ij)
DX

j06= j

� j0(x
0)�(�i

j0
)

3

5

Here,� j(x)= V �1 ifx iswithin the j-th detectorand
zero otherwise. Note that the knowledge ofthe under-
lying quantum state isnotrequired here and stilllower
ordercorrelation functionscan be extracted.
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O ne m ore rem ark aboutexperim entalreality.A typi-
calm easurem entperform ed with cold atom sinvolvesso
called colum n averaging,in which inform ation aboutcor-
relations in the direction along the propagation ofthe
illum inating light pulse is lost. The schem e ofextract-
ing correlation functionspresented aboveisnotsensitive
to whethertheoriginalhigh-ordercorrelation function is
colum n averaged ornot,and in thissensethisprocessis
notan obstacle.Butifonestartsfrom acolum n averaged
high-ordercorrelation function oneendsup with colum n
averaged low-ordercorrelation functions. In m any situ-
ationsthisisnotsatisfactory,however,because such an
averaging killsinteresting phenom ena.Consider,forex-
am ple, the recent experim ent ofcollapses and revivals
ofm atterwave �eld ofa Bose-Einstein condensate [10].
O nly becauseofthecolum n averagingwerethecollapses
ofthe interference pattern observed in a single shot. If
onerepeated theexperim entwith 2-dim ensionallattices,
interference patterns would be observed at each m ea-
suerem ent no m atter what the free evolution tim e was
and they would vanish only when averaged over m any
realizations.
Let us illustrate this general m ethod of extracting

higherordercorrelation functions with an exam ple ofa
coherentsuperposition ofstatescom posed ofN atom sof
the form :

j i
C O H

=
1
p
2
(jN ;0i+ j0;N i) (11)

Such a state provides a very im portant link between
quantum and classicalworlds,is essentialin the theory
ofquantum inform ation,and iscurrently being a subject
ofintensiveresearch [11].W ewillassum ethatthewave-
functionsassociated with the two m odesarethe ground
states ofspatially separated potentialwells: ’L (x) and
’R (x). The r-th order correlation function is: (a) if
r< N :

G
(r)

C O H
(x1;x2;:::;xr)=

N !

2(N � r)!

 
rY

i= 1

j’L (xi)j
2 +

rY

i= 1

j’R (xi)j
2

!

; (12)

(b)ifr= N :

G
(N )

C O H
(x1;:::;xN )=

N !

2

�
�
�
�
�

NY

i= 1

’L (xi)+
NY

i= 1

’R (xi)

�
�
�
�
�

2

(13)
and (c)ifr > N the correlation functionsvahish inden-
tically.
Explicitform ulasforcorrelation functionsallow usto

sim ulatethe experim enteasily.Since each m easurem ent
producesa setofnum bersdrawn according to thecorre-
sponding jointprobability function,so can itbe done in
thecom puterwith thehelp ofrandom num bergenerator.
Thisisachieved step bystep:the�rstatom isdrawnwith
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FIG .1: Low-order correlation functions for a superposition
state j i

C O H
with N = 100 atom s:(a)density obtained in a

single m easurem ent,(b) density averaged over 50 shots and
(c) second order correlation function averaged over 50 m ea-
surem ents. The wavefunctions ’L ;R (x) were initially G aus-
sian wavepackets centered at x0 = � � (� denotes the unit
oflength) with width � = 0:035� to m ake them practically
orthogonal,but they were allowed to expand freely for tim e

t= 0:01m �
2

�h
before the detection process. The solid line at

(a)and (b)showsthe expected density pro�le,G (1)

C O H
(x).

theprobability density given by G (1)

C O H
(x1),thesecond {

with the probability density G
(2)

C O H
(x1 = �1;x2),where

forx1 a num berobtained in the previousstep issubsti-
tuted and soon [12].In thiswaythefullset�1;�2;:::;�N
isobtained.
Figure 1 shows density and second order correla-

tion function obtained via the hereinbefore prescription
from thenum erically sim ulated m easurem ents.Fig.1(a)
showsa typicalresultofa singlem easurem ent,in which
allatom saredetected in oneofthewells.Averagingover
m any experim entsleadsto thecorrectdensity pro�le,as
shown atFig.1(b).Fig.1(c)showsthesecond ordercor-
relation function constructed from single m easurem ents
and then averaged overm any shots.
Itisinstructive to consideranotherproblem :suppose

we wantto distinguish between the coherentsuperposi-
tion de�ned aboveand the m ixed state:

� =
1

2
(jN ;0ihN ;0j+ j0;N ih0;N j) (14)

(Sim ilarproblem forfourionsin a trap wasexperim en-
tally investigated in [13].) These stateshave allcorrela-
tion functionsidenticalapartfrom theoneoftheorderof
thenum berofparticles:form ixed statetheEq.12 holds
even when r= N .Itfollowsim m ediately thatin orderto
distinguish between these statesan experim entm easur-
ing allatom sm ustbe perform ed in conditionsin which
thespatialwavefunctionsoverlap,otherwisetheinterfer-
ence term in Eq. 13 willvanish. Since the correlation
function ofinterestlivesin thed� N -dim ensionalspace
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(d isthephysicaldim ension ofthespace),itispractically
im possibletogathersatisfactorystatisticsofexperim ents
to probethisspaceeven form oderatenum berofatom s.
Fortunately,thereisa way around it.O urpurpose isto
di�erentiate between two kindsofstatesand any quan-
tity thatdoesso isenough.According to whathasbeen
said,such a quantity m ustoriginatefrom theN -th order
correlation function,butitdoesnotneed to bethecorre-
lation function itself. Sim ple calculationsshow thatthe
density ofthe center-of-m ass is indeed such a quantity
and a directproofobtained from num ericalsim ulations
isshown in Figure2.Notethatallatom sm ustnecessar-
ily bedetected to obtain a center-of-m assdensity,which
seem s im practicalat �rst. However,when perform ing
thiskind ofexperim enta very precise controlofthe in-
putstate isrequired,in particularthe knowledge ofthe
totalnum berofatom s,and thusitisnaturalto discard
allm easurem ents that detected less than N atom s and
thisway to overcom e�nite detectore�ciency.
This m ethod of diagnosing the superposition has of

course its lim itations. W hen increasing the num ber of
atom s,thevisibility offringesin thecenter-of-m assden-
sity decreases,aswellasthe separation between fringes
and consequently better and better detectors are re-
quired. M oreover,the sensitivity to the phase uctu-
ations from shot to shot increases: if we assum e that
theinitialstateisproportionalto jN ;0i+ exp(i�)j0;N i,
where � variesfrom experim entto experim ent,it is re-
quired forthem ethod to work thatthephase� doesnot
change m ore than over�=(2N ). The num berofexperi-
m entsneeded todistinguish between acoherentsuperpo-
sition and am ixed stategrowsrapidlywith thenum berof
atom s,butstillyieldsareasonablenum berofrepetitions:
underthecondition thatthepeaks’heightsignifying the
coherentsuperposition is10 tim esthevalueofsurround-
ing background,500 runsarerequired forN = 20,while
5000 for N = 100 { and biggercoherentsuperpositions
arenotonly di�cultto diagnose,buteven m ore,to pre-
pare.
O fcoursethe m esoscopicsuperposition prepared even

in the best experim ents cannot be expected to be ex-
actly ofthe form given by Eq.11 butratherofthe form
P N

k= 0
ckjk;N � ki,where the coe�cientsc k are peaked

around k = 0 and k = N . The state we have discussed
abovehasbeen chosen foritssim plicity,buttheanalysis
m ay easily be extended to m orerealisticstates.
Sum m arizing:thefactthatatom icsystem scannotex-

istin asuperposition ofFockstateswith di�erentnum ber
ofatom sleadsto a very sim ple hierarchy ofcorrelation
functions. Basing on that we have provided a prescrip-
tion how to extract higher order correlation functions
from typical m easurem ents perform ed in atom optics.
W e have discussed both the idealized and realistic ver-
sion ofexperim ents and illustrated the m ethod by ap-
plying it to a superposition ofatom ic states. W e have
also proposed a m ethod ofdiagnosing such a superpo-

10 0 10
k [α1]

0

10

20

sp
ec

tr
u

m

(a)

10 0 10

x [α]

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

co
u

n
t

10 0 10
k [α1]

0

10

20

sp
ec

tr
u

m

(b)

10 0 10

x [α]

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

co
u

n
t

FIG .2: Absolute value ofFourier transform s ofhistogram s
ofthe center-of-m ass variable for (a) coherent superposition
and (b) m ixed state for N = 20 atom s and 1 000 m easure-
m ents (histogram s are shown in the insets). The spikes at
k = �

N

�

t(m x0=�h)

t2+ (m � 2=�h)2
,which for our set ofparam eters corre-

spond to k = � 4:24,are�ngerprintsofthecoherencebetween
statesjN ;0iand j0;N i.

sition (versusan incoherentm ixture)via m easuring the
center-of-m assdensity pro�le.
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