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We report a hyperfine-states related weak equivalence principle (WEP) test which searches for possible WEP
violation signal in single atom interferometer. With the ground hyperfine states |F = 1〉 and |F = 2〉 of 87Rb
atoms simultaneously scanned over different paths in a Raman Mach-Zehnder interferometer (MZI), the dif-
ference of the free fall accelerations for the atom in the two hyperfine states is encoded into the phase shift
of the MZI, contributing a WEP test signal. The test signal can be extracted out by reversing the direction of
the effective wave vector of the Raman laser to suppress direction-dependent disturbances. More importantly,
de-Broglie wavelength of cold atoms can be utilized to enhance the test signal in our scheme, which helps to
improve the upper bound of the WEP test for atoms in different hyperfine states to 2.9 × 10−11, about one order
of magnitude lower than the previous record.

The weak equivalence principle (WEP) specifies the equiv-
alence of inertia and weight for test masses. It is one of
the fundamental assumptions for Einstein’s general relativity
[1, 2], and has profound implications for understanding grav-
itational interaction. Despite the great success of Einstein’s
theory, this assumption still needs experimental verification,
not to mention that many candidate unification models re-
quire the violation of WEP [3]. Traditional WEP tests ex-
plore macroscopic objects of different compositions [4–11],
and have achieved a level of 10−13 to 10−14 [11]. There are
also tests searching for possible state-related violation of WEP
using macroscopic objects, such as polarized bodies [12], ro-
tating gyroscopes [13–18] and chiralities [19].

TABLE I. WEP tests using atoms.

test mass A test mass B η Ref
Cs corner cube 7(7)×10−9 [20]
Rb corner cube 4.3(6.4) × 10−9 [21]
Sr corner cube 1.6(1.4) × 10−7 [22]

87Rb 39K 0.3(5.4) × 10−7 [23]
87Rb 39K 0.9(3.0) × 10−4 [24]
87Rb 39K −1.9(3.2) × 10−7 [25]
85Rb 87Rb 1.2(1.7) × 10−7 [26]
87Rb 85Rb 1.2(3.2) × 10−7 [27]
88Sr 87Sr 0.2(1.6) × 10−7 [28]
85Rb 87Rb 2.8(3.0) × 10−8 [29]
87Rb 85Rb 1.6(3.8) × 10−12 [30]
87Rb 85Rb −0.8(1.4) × 10−10 [31]

85Rb,F=3 85Rb,F=2 0.4(1.2) × 10−7 [26]
87Rb,mF = +1 87Rb,mF = −1 0.2(1.2) × 10−7 [32]

87Rb,F=1 87Rb,F=2 1.0(1.4) × 10−9 [33]
87Rb,F=1 87Rb,F=1⊕2 3.3(2.9) × 10−9 [33]
87Rb,F=1 87Rb,F=2 0.9(2.7) × 10−10 [34]
87Rb,F=1 87Rb,F=2 0.9(2.9) × 10−11 this work

Along with the development of matter-wave interferome-
try, WEP tests have been extended to microscopic domain,
as listed in Table I. In analogy with macroscopic tests us-
ing objects of different compositions, WEP tests have been
performed by comparing the free fall accelerations between
macroscopic objects and microscopic particles [20–22, 35] or

between different microscopic particles [23–34, 36]. A level
of 10−12 has been achieved for this kind of tests [30]. There
are also special WEP tests that can be uniquely carried out
in the microscopic domain, for example, atoms in different
hyperfine states (HSs) [31, 33, 34], bosonic particles versus
fermionic particles [28], and atoms in different spin orienta-
tions [32]. Test levels of this kind range from 10−4 to 10−10.

WEP tests using atoms, however, usually follow the classi-
cal strategy of gravity measurements, namely measuring the
free fall accelerations of concerned test masses separately and
then comparing them to give the test signal, as shown in Fig.
1(a). Moreover, usual WEP tests with atom interferometers
(AIs) have not made full use of the short de-Broglie wave-
length of cold atoms, which is a key advantage of AIs over
optical interferometers [37]. Recently, there has arisen inter-
est in exploring superposition states of atoms [33, 38, 39]. For
instance, Giulini has discussed possible WEP violation in sin-
gle AI [40]. Inspired by these works, we perform a WEP test
allowing direct access to the free fall acceleration difference of
atoms in different HSs in single AI. The WEP test adapts a Ra-
man Mach-Zehnder interferometer (MZI) with atomic wave
packet evolving in different HSs for different interferometer
branches, namely simultaneously scanning the two HSs un-
der test for single interferometer, as shown in Fig. 1(b). The
free fall acceleration difference for atoms in the two HSs is
encoded to the phase difference of the two paths, contributing
a WEP test signal. This WEP test signal can be extracted out
by reversing the direction of the effective wave vector of Ra-
man laser to suppress direction-dependent disturbances. More
importantly, as we will demonstrate, the test signal here is
dependent on the de-Broglie wavelength of the cold atoms,
which manifests as an significant improvement to usual WEP
tests with atoms. Benefiting from the enhancement of the test
signal by de-Broglie wavelength, a precision of 2.9 × 10−11

is achieved for our WEP test with respect to atoms in differ-
ent HSs, almost one order of magnitude improvement over the
previous tests.

In our WEP test experiment, we perform the AI measure-
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FIG. 1. Typical MZIs where the wave packet is split, reflected and
combined sequentially by Raman laser pulses. The top figure shows
the usual WEP tests scheme where the HS of the atom is invariant
during interference and the free fall accelerations are measured sep-
arately by two interferometers. And the bottom figure shows our
WEP test scheme where the interferometer scans the two HSs simul-
taneously in one interferometer. gi (i=1,2) stands for the free fall
accelerations in the corresponding HS.

ments with 87Rb atoms in two magnetic-insensitive sublevels
|1〉 = |F = 1,mF = 0〉 and |2〉 = |F = 2,mF = 0〉. The mea-
surement process is as follows: initially the atoms are pre-
pared in |1〉, and a π/2 − π − π/2 Raman-pulse train sends the
atom wavepacket to two interference paths, which merges at
the end of the interference. The Raman pulses not only ma-
nipulate the paths, but also flips the HSs. In order to describe
the two HSs of 87Rb atoms simultaneously involved during
the interference in single AI, quantum formulation of the iner-
tial mass M̂i and the gravitational mass M̂g are introduced as
[33, 41–44]

M̂α = mα Î +
Ĥα

c2 , (1)

where the subscript α = i, g refers to inertia and weight, re-
spectively, and Ĥα is the Hamiltonian describing the internal
interaction of the atom. In Eq. (1), Ĥα/c2 stands for the con-
tribution of the internal energy to mass. The quantum formu-
lation of the WEP is then M̂gM̂−1

i = Î. Only the diagonal
elements of M̂gM̂−1

i are concerned here. The center of mass
acceleration for atoms in each HS can be expressed as (see the
supplementary material)

a j =

〈
j
∣∣∣∣M̂gM̂−1

i

∣∣∣∣ j
〉

g =
mg

mi
r jg, (2)

where the subscript j = 1, 2 specifies the corresponding HS,
and g stands for the strength of the local gravitational field.
r j is the parameter which quantifies the difference of the con-
tribution of internal energy to inertia and weight. r j can also

account for other violation mechanisms which cause different
free fall accelerations for atoms in different HSs [45]. Further
calculation yields the Eötvös parameter for our WEP test to be
η = r2 − r1. In addition to an approximation of only keeping
the lowest order in 1/c2 during the calculation of M̂gM̂−1

i as in
Ref [33], here the off-diagonal elements of M̂gM̂−1

i are further
assumed to be zero.

After the introduction of hyperfine-state-dependent free-
fall acceleration, the two branches of the interferometer
don’t close any more, resulting in a separation ∆z = (r1 −

r2)(mg/mi)gT 2 at the exit of the interferometer [40]. In this
situation, the total phase shift, including the phase shift due to
free evolution between the Raman pulses, the phase shift due
to the interaction with the Raman pulses, and the phase shift
due to the separation, is calculated to be

∆φ = −(r2 − r1)(~keff
m · ĝ)

(
mg

mi

)
gT 2 + r1(~keff

L · ĝ)
(

mg

mi

)
gT 2, (3)

where ĝ stands for the direction of local gravitational accel-
eration. ~keff

L = ~k1 − ~k2 is the effective wave vector of Raman
laser. ~keff

m = mi~Vπ/~ stands for the wave number of matter
wave, and ~Vπ is the velocity of the atom in the state |1〉 at the
reflecting π pulse. It is clearly shown in Eq. (3) that the in-
terferometer includes a phase shift sensitive to the WEP test
signal r2 − r1, indicating that a WEP test signal indeed exists
in single AI with two HSs simultaneously scanned. More im-
portantly, the test signal is proportional to the wave number of
de-Broglie wave. Given that the de-Broglie wavelength can
be much shorter than light wavelength, this AI test scheme is
expected to improve the precision of the WEP test. During
the calculation of ∆φ, both the free evolution phase shift and
the separation phase shift are related to the de-Broglie wave-
length, contributing to the WEP test signal. For comparison,
in a Raman MZI with a linear gravity gradient present, the
free evolution phase shift and the separation phase shift nearly
cancel, although the two phase shifts are both related to the de-
Broglie wavelength individually. Therefore, the incorporation
of WEP test in a Raman MZI with two HSs involved leads to
the de-Broglie wavelength related phase shift.

According to Eq. (3), the WEP test signal emerges in single
interferometer. However, the second term, induced by normal
gravity

(
mg/mi

)
g, is still the major one among the total phase

shift. A common-mode measurement by reversing k̂eff
L (the di-

rection of ~keff
L ) can be applied to suppress the phase shift due

to normal gravity and extract out the WEP test signal from
the total phase shift. Denoting k+

L (k−L ) as the magnitude of Ra-
man laser wave vector at π pulse for k̂eff

L along (against) the
direction of local gravity, the common-mode measurement is
to add the phase shifts of the interferometers with opposite di-
rections of ~keff

L . The common-mode measurement result ∆Φc
is expressed as

∆Φc≡
∆φ++∆φ−

2
=−(r2−r1)(~keff

m ·ĝ)
(

mg

mi

)
gT 2+r1

k+
L−k−L

2

(
mg

mi

)
gT 2,

(4)
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where ∆φ± is the phase shift of the interferometer with cor-
responding k̂eff

L . Given that k+
L ≈ k−L , the second term in Eq.

(4) vanishes, and the WEP test signal can be extracted out.
The sensitive axis of the atom gravimeter is determined by
k̂eff

L , and thus phase shifts due to nomal gravity cancel in the
common-mode measurement with k̂eff

L reversed. However, the
measurand of our WEP test is the difference of the free fall
accelerations rather than the acceleration itself, and the WEP
test signal survives in the common-mode measurement. Com-
pared with usual WEP tests shown in Fig. 1(a), our proposed
test scheme shown in Fig. 1(b) gives the test signal directly
in single Raman MZI. Moreover, the WEP test signal is de-
pendent on the de-Broglie wavelength, which is expected to
greatly improve the test precision. And this WEP test signal
can be extracted out by the common-mode measurement.

We perform the novel WEP test on the atom gravimeter as
described in Ref. [46, 47]. In our experiment, about 109 atoms
are cooled and trapped in a magneto-optical trap with a load-
ing time of 300 ms, and launched upwards subsequently with
an aimed height of 0.6 m. The temperature of the cloud after
launch is about 4 µK. During the flight, the atoms are firstly
state prepared with a Raman π pulse and then subject to the
π/2−π−π/2 Raman-pulse sequence in a magnetically shielded
interferometry tube. A coil wrapped around the tube with an
injection current of 15 mA supplies a bias magnetic field of
about 180 mG. After the interference, the atoms are detected
with a normalization detection. It takes one second to com-
plete the whole process. In comparison to usual gravity mea-
surements by Raman MZIs, there are two differences for the
proposed WEP test experiment. Firstly, for the usual gravity
measurements by MZI, atoms interact with the interfering Ra-
man π pulse near the apex during the flight [32]. Disturbances
from magnetic field inhomogeneity, light shift, etc. can be
suppressed with this configuration. However, the correspond-
ing velocity of the atomic cloud at π pulse approaches zero in
that situation, resulting in a nearly zero value for keff

m . Thus for
the proposed WEP test here, the interfering Raman π pulse is
applied when the atom cloud is far away from the apex, ob-
taining a large value of Vπ. A typical value of about 1 m/s for
Vπ is chosen here, which allows an interrogation time of 100
ms for the 0.6 m height fountain in our instrument. This Vπ

corresponds to a value of 1.4×109 m−1 for keff
m , larger than typ-

ical wave number of Raman laser by about eighty times. Sec-
ondly, for usual gravity measurements, the differential-mode
measurement by reversing k̂eff

L is explored to extract the grav-
ity induced phase shift, which largely suppresses ~keff

L indepen-
dent disturbances, such as the second-order Zeeman shift and
ac-Stark shift. However, for the proposed WEP test, normal
gravity becomes a disturbance, since the measurand here is the
difference of the free fall accelerations rather than the gravi-
tational acceleration itself. The common-mode measurement
helps to suppress the phase shift due to normal gravity and
thus extract out the test signal.

We obtain one fringe for every twenty shots by scanning
the chirp rate of the Raman laser’ effective frequency step by

FIG. 2. Typical interference fringes for different directions of ~keff
L .

The direction of ~keff
L is reversed every one hundred shots, and the cor-

responding fringes are displayed as black squares and blue dots, re-
spectively. The solid red lines indicate least-square fits to sinusoidal
functions. The fringes for different directions of~keff

L shift a bit mainly
due to imperfection normalization detection in the experiment.

step, with the direction of ~keff
L reversed for every five fringes.

Typical fringes are shown in Fig. 2. One-hour data acquisi-
tion gives a result of 180(2) mrad for the common-mode result
∆Φc, where the quoted uncertainty comes from the statistics
error.

The evaluation of the main systematic errors is summa-
rized in Table II. The disturbances related only to the exter-
nal freedoms of atoms, such as Coriolis effect and normal
gravity, are suppressed by the common-mode measurement.
k+

L and k−L are different at the π pulse due to non-zero value
of Vπ. The difference

∣∣∣k+
L − k−L

∣∣∣ /k+
L is about 7 × 10−9, giv-

ing a suppression ratio at level of 10−9 for normal gravity
in the common-mode measurement. The residual contribu-
tion of normal gravity is -5.6(1) mrad. For the disturbances
related to the wavefront of the Raman laser, for example,
the wavefront abbreviations [48], the corresponding error is
suppressed by |k1 − k2| /keff

L ∼ 10−5 as different beams travel
through additional optical elements for different directions of
~keff

L . Here, k1,2 denotes the corresponding wave number of
the two beams making up the Raman laser. Therefore the in-
fluence of wavefront abbreviations can be safely neglected.
For the light shifts induced by the Raman laser, single-photon
light shift (SPLS) and two-photon light shift (TPLS) are con-
sidered. SPLS induced by the Raman laser is measured by

TABLE II. Main systematic errors affecting the common-mode mea-
surement for the WEP test.

Systematic effect Bias/mrad Un./mrad
Magnetic field gradient 192 3
Single-photon light shift 4 2
Two-photon light shift -0.8 0.3

Finite light speed -11.2 0.1
Frequency chirp -5.6 0.1
Gravity gradient 0.3 0.1

Total 178.7 3.6
∆Φc 180 2

Result 1.3 4.1
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the microwave Rabi spectroscopy [49]. The intensity ratio of
the two beams comprising of the Raman laser is varied to in-
duce a modulation of the light shift, and the corresponding
variation of the interferometer phase shift is measured. The
slope of the phase shift varying with the light shift is ob-
tained from this modulation experiment, which is -0.207(6)
mrad/Hz. Correspondingly, the determined contribution due
to light shift is 4(2) mrad. TPLS is mainly induced by the
off-resonant counterpropagating Raman beams here, and the
shift is δωTPLS = −Ω2

eff
/8(~keff

L ·
~Vπ/2)−Ω2

eff
/8(~keff

L ·
~Vπ/2 + 2ωr)

[50]. Here Ωeff = 2π×10.0(4) kHz is the effective two-photon
Rabi frequency, ωr = ~(keff

L )2
/2m is the recoil frequency, and

Vπ/2=0.085(1) m/s is the velocity of the atom cloud at the sec-
ond interfering π/2 pulse. The error due to TPLS can be still
partially suppressed by the common-mode measurement even
with the presence of ωr. The resultant contribution is -0.8(3)
mrad. The disturbances related to the internal energy shift
of atoms during the free evolution of the wave packets, such
as dc-Stark shift and Zeeman shift, will induce an effective
differential acceleration for atoms in different HSs. For 87Rb
atoms, the differential dc-Stark shift for the two HSs is quite
small [51], and the corresponding error is safely neglected.
The disturbance due to Zeeman shift can be divided into the
bias current dependent and independent parts. The two parts
are individually determined using different methods (see the
supplemental material for detail), and the final contributions
is 192(3) mrad. In addition, the influence of the finite light
speed (FLS) is calculated as −2αLVπT 2/c according to Ref.
[52], where αL is the frequency chirp rate of the Raman laser.
Taking into account the measured velocity Vπ of 1.064(1) m/s
and the chirp rate αL of 25.10 MHz/s, the FLS induced phase
shift is -11.2(1)mrad. The gravity gradient induces a resid-
ual phase shift in the common-mode measurement, which is
keff

L r1

(mg

mi

)
γVrT 3/2 (Vr = ~keff

L /m is the recoil velocity). Sub-

stituting with
(mg

mi

)
γ ≈3000 E, the corresponding error is 0.3

mrad with an uncertainty smaller than 0.1 mrad.

The final measured value for the WEP violation signal is
1.3(4.1) mrad, corresponding to a value of 0.9(2.9) × 10−11

for the Eötvös parameter, when keff
m =1.44(1) × 109 m−1,(mg

mi

)
g=9.793(1) m/s2, T=100 ms are substituted in Eq. (4).

For the evaluation of the systematic errors, many disturbances
significant in usual gravity measurements are suppressed here
by the common-mode measurement. We note that benefit-
ing from the de-Broglie wave to enhance WEP test signal, a
precision of 4.1 mrad for resolving the phase shift of the in-
terferometer will lead to a test precision of 2.9 × 10−11 for
our WEP test. By comparison, a precision of 4.1 mrad for re-
solving the phase shift corresponds only to a precision of 2.5
µGal for usual gravity measurement with T=100 ms. On the
other hand, phase shifts dependent on the initial velocity of the
atom are usually avoided [53, 54], since the initial velocity is
difficult to be measured or controlled with a high precision.
However, WEP tests are null test experiments, and (r2 − r1)
only needs to be measured with few significant figures. Thus,
as the coefficient of (r2−r1) in the test signal, Vπ only needs to

be determined with a relative precision of about 10%. For the
corrections due to gravity gradient, FLS, etc., a precision of 1
mm/s for Vπ here is sufficient for our aimed test precision.

Our scheme is to incorporate the WEP test for atoms with
respect to different HSs in AIs with HSs varied during in-
terference. As showed in the typical MZI studied here, this
incorporation yields a direct WEP test signal in single AI.
With the idea of this incorporation, it is worthy to exam-
ine other types of AIs (for example, Ramsey interferometers
[55], Ramsey-Bordé interferometers [56] and AIs with mul-
tiple HSs involved) and the off-diagonal elements of M̂gM̂−1

i
as explored in Ref. [33]. The WEP test signal is proportional
to the de-Broglie wavelength in this situation, which means a
possibility of WEP test using AIs insensitive to the absolute
gravity, but sensitive to difference of the interested free fall
accelerations [57]. It is also expected that the WEP test using
this scheme can be improved by a magnitude of two orders in
a 10 m atomic fountain because of a matter-wave wave vector
with a larger magnitude and a prolonged interrogation time
[58, 59]. In conclusion, we demonstrate a de-Broglie wave-
length enhanced WEP test for atoms in different HSs, and a
violation of WEP is not observed at the level of 2.9 × 10−11.
This is the first WEP test using the de-Broglie wavelength,
which effectively improves the test precision. This work pro-
vides an instructive idea for WEP tests with AIs.

The authors acknowledge the inspiring discussion with
Shun Wang and Ze-Huang Lu. The authors also acknowl-
edge anonymous referees for the insightful comments, which
helped improve this work substantially. The work was sup-
ported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China
(Grants No. 11727809, No. 11625417, No. 11904114 and
No. 11574099).

∗ duanxiaochun2011@hust.edu.cn
† zkhu@hust.edu.cn

[1] S. Weinberg, Gravitation and Cosmology: Principles and Ap-
plications of the General Theory of Relativity (New York: Wi-
ley, 1972).

[2] C. W. Misner, K. S. Thorne, and J. A. Wheeler, Gravitation
(Princeton University Press, 1973).

[3] T. Damour, Classical and Quantum Gravity 29, 184001 (2012).
[4] Y. Su, B. R. Heckel, E. G. Adelberger, J. H. Gundlach, M. Har-

ris, G. L. Smith, and H. E. Swanson, Physical Review D 50,
3614 (1994).

[5] T. M. Niebauer, M. P. McHugh, and J. E. Faller, Physical Re-
view Letters 59, 609 (1987).

[6] K. Kuroda and N. Mio, Physical Review Letters 62, 1941
(1989).

[7] S. Carusotto, V. Cavasinni, A. Mordacci, F. Perrone, E. Polacco,
E. Iacopini, and G. Stefanini, Physical Review Letters 69, 1722
(1992).

[8] J. O. Dickey, P. L. Bender, J. E. Faller, X. X. Newhall, R. L.
Ricklefs, J. G. Ries, P. J. Shelus, C. Veillet, A. L. Whipple,
J. R. Wiant, J. G. Williams, and C. F. Yoder, Science 265, 482
(1994).

[9] J. G. Williams, S. G. Turyshev, and D. H. Boggs, Physical Re-

mailto:duanxiaochun2011@hust.edu.cn
mailto:zkhu@hust.edu.cn
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/29/18/184001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.3614
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.3614
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.59.609
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.59.609
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.1941
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.1941
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.1722
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.1722
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.265.5171.482
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.265.5171.482
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.261101


5

view Letters 93, 261101 (2004).
[10] S. Schlamminger, K.-Y. Choi, T. A. Wagner, J. H. Gundlach,

and E. G. Adelberger, Physical Review Letters 100, 041101
(2008).
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C. Bréant, D. Bassi, and G. Scoles, Physical Review A 30, 1836
(1984).

[57] Z.-K. Hu, X.-C. Duan, M.-K. Zhou, B.-L. Sun, J.-B. Zhao, M.-
M. Huang, and J. Luo, Physical Review A 84, 013620 (2011).

[58] S. M. Dickerson, J. M. Hogan, A. Sugarbaker, D. M. S. John-
son, and M. A. Kasevich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 083001 (2013).

[59] L. Zhou, Z. Y. Xiong, W. Yang, B. Tang, W. C. Peng, K. Hao,
R. B. Li, M. Liu, J. Wang, and M. S. Zhan, General Relativity
and Gravitation 43, 1931 (2011).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.261101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.041101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.041101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.231101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.231101
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217732301003619
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.63.2701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.63.2701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.64.825
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.64.2115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.64.2115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.022002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.042005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.042005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.051103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.261101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.261101
https://doi.org/10.1038/23655
https://doi.org/10.1088/0026-1394/47/4/l01
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.038501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.203002
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13786
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13786
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2020-10132-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.240404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.240404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.043615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.043615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.023005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.013004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.013004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.191101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.022822
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.023001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.023001
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms15529
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms15529
https://doi.org/10.1088/0256-307X/37/4/043701
https://doi.org/10.1088/0256-307X/37/4/043701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.34.1472
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.34.1472
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/7/073035
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/32/15/201
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/32/15/201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043240
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043240
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.021014
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-0043-3_16
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-0043-3_16
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0197-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1498
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1498
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3366
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3366
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53192-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.1735
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.063626
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5039653
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5039653
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/13/6/065025
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/13/6/065025
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.053615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.043615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.022510
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.022510
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.013612
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.013612
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.023617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.183604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.183604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.78.695
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.30.1836
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.30.1836
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.013620
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.083001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-011-1167-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-011-1167-9

	de-Broglie Wavelength Enhanced Weak Equivalence Principle Test for Atoms in Different Hyperfine States
	Abstract
	 References


