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This paper explores the sensitivity gains afforded by spin-squeezed states in atom interferometry,
in particular using Bragg diffraction. We introduce a generalised input-output formalism that ac-
curately describes realistic, non-unitary interferometers, including losses due to velocity selectivity
and scattering into undesired momentum states. This formalism is applied to evaluate the perfor-
mance of one-axis twisted spin-squeezed states in improving phase sensitivity. Our results show that
by carefully optimising the parameters of the Bragg beam splitters and controlling the degree of
squeezing, it is possible to improve the sensitivity of the interferometer by several dB with respect
to the standard quantum limit despite realistic levels of losses in light pulse operations. However,
the analysis also highlights the challenges associated with achieving these improvements in prac-
tice, most notably the impact of finite temperature on the benefits of entanglement. The results
suggest ways of optimising interferometric setups to exploit quantum entanglement under realistic
conditions, thereby contributing to advances in precision metrology with atom interferometers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The enhancement of interferometry using en-
tangled states, particularly squeezed states has
become a routine practice in gravitational wave
observatories [1], and is a highly researched area
in frequency metrology [2] and atom interferom-
etry [3–7]. In the domain of atom interferometry,
squeezing-enhanced setups, the focus of the cur-
rent paper, have been realised in [8–10], and re-
cently applied successfully for gravimetry in [11].
This holds the perspective for improving atom in-
terferometric measurements of the fine-structure
constant [12, 13], gradiometry [14–17], tests of
general relativity [18–22], and the detection of
gravitational waves [23–31].

In general, entanglement-enhanced interfer-
ometry with squeezed states in principle holds
the potential to achieve a 1/

√
N improvement

over the standard quantum limit in interferom-
etry [32]. However, the impact of noise and
losses under realistic conditions often makes re-
alizing this improvement challenging or even im-
possible [33, 34]. Consequently, the optimal en-
hancement must be determined through a de-
tailed, case-by-case analysis, considering the spe-
cific characteristics of the given interferometric
platform.

In this study, we consider atom interferome-
ters based on Bragg diffraction [35, 36], which
currently offer the largest metrological scale fac-
tor [37]. Bragg diffraction enables highly effi-
cient, yet inherently lossy, light-pulse operations

for atom interferometry [38–41]. The dominant
loss mechanisms, such as Doppler detunings lead-
ing to velocity selectivity and diffraction into un-
desired momentum states, must be carefully anal-
ysed [42] to evaluate the potential improvements
in phase sensitivity from using squeezed states.

Evaluating the squeezing enhancement while
accounting for Doppler effects and the multi-
path, multi-port nature inherent to Bragg diffrac-
tion is a non-trivial task. It requires tracking the
propagation of a correlated N -particle wave func-
tion through the interferometer. To address this,
we develop a general formalism for monitoring
the first and second moments using polarization
vectors and covariance matrices of the relevant
pseudo-spins that describe the initial state of the
atoms and the detected output ports of the inter-
ferometer.

This formalism is applied to a case study in-
volving a Mach-Zehnder interferometer (MZI)
with a squeezed input state. We focus specifically
on the scheme proposed by Szigeti et al. [4], which
utilizes s-wave scattering to generate squeezed
states via one-axis-twisting. We derive the op-
timal light-pulse parameters to maximize squeez-
ing enhancement, considering finite momentum
width (Doppler effects) and undesired diffraction
orders. Our findings reveal that while squeez-
ing enhancement can be significant, the details
of the input states—such as the levels of squeez-
ing and momentum width—and the characteris-
tics of the interferometer’s light-pulse operations
crucially determine the efficacy of entanglement
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enhancement.
The paper is organised into two main sections.

In Section 2, we develop the generalised input-
output formalism for the treatment of entangled
input states in lossy atom interferometers. Sec-
tion 3 focuses on the specific example of a MZI
based on Bragg diffraction, where we determine
the optimal light-pulse operations for maximising
squeezing enhancement.

II. INPUT-OUTPUT RELATIONS FOR
ATOM INTERFEROMETERS WITH

CORRELATED INPUT STATES

A. Setting

We consider atom interferometers based on
Bragg diffraction of matter waves on timed light
pulses, as schematically shown in Fig. 1a. The
space-time diagram refers to a MZI as an exam-
ple, but the consideration developed in the fol-
lowing apply to any interferometer geometry with
two input and two output channels.

These channels (labelled by i = 1, 2) refer to
two classes (bins) of momentum states centered
around momenta differing by a multiple of 2ℏk,
the momentum recoil experienced by atoms in a
two-photon transition. For the concrete example
shown in Fig. 1a, the momentum bins for chan-
nels i = 1, 2 would be e.g. ∓nℏk if the Bragg
beam splitter was an n-th order Bragg diffraction
imparting 2nℏk of momentum. Accordingly, the
width of these bins in momentum space will be
2ℏk, which we assume to be larger than the mo-
mentum width ∆p of the incoming atomic wave
packet, whose corresponding wave function we
denote by ϕ(p). In this limit of a sufficiently
narrow wave packet, cf. [43, 44], it is justified
and convenient to associate with each of the rel-
evant momentum bins a one-dimensional bosonic
field, with corresponding momentum space cre-
ation and annihilation operators obeying

[ψ̂i(p), ψ̂
†
j (p

′)] = δijδ(p− p′). (1)

The mirror and beam splitter operations based
on Bragg diffraction will generate a net trans-
fer matrix Z(p, φ) for the full interferometer se-
quence propagating each momentum component
as (

ψ̂out
1 (p)

ψ̂out
2 (p)

)
= Z(p, φ)

(
ψ̂in
1 (p)

ψ̂in
2 (p)

)
. (2)

t

z

ψ̂in
1 (p)

ψ̂in
2 (p)

ψ̂out
1 (p)

ψ̂out
2 (p)

(a)

(b)

ŜĴ|Ψ〉

~P in,Γin ~P out,Γout

Z(p, ϕ)

Figure 1. Schematic of an atom interferome-
ter (a) Space-time diagram of a MZI with two in-
put and two output ports, each described by field
operators ψ̂

in(out)
i (p) in momentum space for port

i = 1, 2. Light-pulse beam splitter and mirror op-
erations based on Bragg diffraction are inherently
lossy due to scattering into undesired diffraction or-
ders (dashed lines). (b) The interferometer maps a
pseudo-spin Ĵ in input state |Ψ⟩ to an output pseudo-
spin Ŝ, whose first and second moments are described
by the polarization vectors P⃗ in(out) and covariance
matrices Γin(out). The transfer matrix of the inter-
ferometer in momentum space is Z(p, φ), where φ is
the interferometer phase, and determines the input-
output relations for the polarization vectors and co-
variance matrices.

Here, φ denotes the interferometer phase, which
could arise due to gravity. With Z(p, φ), the out-
put field operators will also depend on φ. This
dependency will be suppressed in the following,
and only explicitly written out when necessary.
Formally, Z(p, φ) is a 2× 2 matrix that would be
unitary for an ideal, lossless interferometer and
p–independent when Doppler detunings in the
Bragg diffraction processes are disregarded. Due
to parasitic diffraction orders and interferometer
paths, as indicated in Fig. 1a, the transfer ma-
trix of an interferometer based on Bragg diffrac-
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tion will ultimately never be unitary and may ex-
hibit a highly non-trivial dependence on the in-
terferometer phase [41]. The specific form of the
transfer matrix can be derived for a given inter-
ferometer geometry, as will be done in Sec. III
for a MZI. In this section, we take Z(p, φ) as be-
ing given and make statements about the general
class of interferometers described by input-output
relations as given in Eq. (2).

The signal measured in the output of the inter-
ferometer is the population difference in the two
output channels i = 1, 2, and thus corresponds to
the pseudospin operator Ŝ3 given by

Ŝ3 =
1

2

(
n̂out1 − n̂out2

)
, (3)

n̂outi =

∫
dp ψ̂out†

i (p)ψ̂out
i (p). (4)

It will be convenient to introduce also the remain-
ing components of this pseduospin,

Ŝα =
1

2

∫
dp

2∑
i,j=1

ψ̂out†
i (p)[σα]ijψ̂

out
j (p), (5)

where [σα]ij denotes the ij–component of the
Pauli matrix σα for α = 1, 2, 3. In order to ac-
count for the effects of losses and the ensuing
non-unitarity of the interferometer transfer ma-
trix Z(p, φ), it will be useful to also consider the
case α = 0 for which σ0 is the identity matrix
and Ŝ0 = 1

2 (n̂
out
1 + n̂out2 ) measures the total pop-

ulation in both output ports.
From the measured signal ⟨Ŝ3⟩, the phase φ

can be inferred with a sensitivity

∆φ =
∆Ŝ3√
∂⟨Ŝ3⟩
∂φ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
φ=0

, (6)

as follows from simple error propagation. The ul-
timate goal is to explore how much this phase sen-
sitivity can be increased (i.e., how much ∆φ can
be decreased) by using entangled states of atoms
as an input to a (generally lossy) interferometer.
It is expected that, for a given non-unitary trans-
fer matrix Z(p, φ), there will be optimal levels of
entanglement. E.g. for an optical interferome-
ter, this has been shown in [45]. Conversely, the
light-pulse parameters must be chosen optimally
to tailor the transfer matrix to a given entangled
input state in order to achieve optimal sensitivity
enhancement.

These optimisations hinge on an evaluation of

the phase sensitivity in Eq. (6) for a given inter-
ferometer transfer matrix and atomic input state
|Φ⟩. This is a rather simple task if the interfer-
ometer is operated with independently prepared,
uncorrelated atoms, in which case the N -body
input state would be

|Φ⟩ = 1√
N !

[
â†i

]N
|vac⟩ , (7)

and correspond to a simple tensor product. Here,

â†i =
∫
dp ϕ(p)ψ̂in†

i (p) (8)

and âi denote the creation and annihilation op-
erators corresponding to the specific mode de-
termined by the input momentum-wave function
ϕ(p). For a tensor product state as in Eq. (7),
evaluating the sensitivity ∆φ using Eqs. (2) and
(3) reduces to a one-body problem and merely
requires propagating each component of ϕ(p)
through the interferometer using the transfer ma-
trix Z(p, φ). The result of this would exhibit the
standard quantum limit (SQL), ∆φ = 1/

√
N . In

contrast, when the input state |Φ⟩ is an entan-
gled, for example squeezed, state of N atoms,
momentum components of different atoms will be
correlated. Accordingly, propagating the N -body
wave function becomes much more complicated
and in general quite cumbersome.

In order to cope with this difficulty, it is practi-
cal to introduce yet another pseudospin, this time
referring to the input of the interferometer,

Ĵα =
1

2

2∑
i,j=1

â†i [σα]ij âj , (9)

where α = 0, 1, 2, 3 as before. Due to the linearity
of the interferometer, as expressed in Eq. (2), it is
in fact sufficient to know the first and second mo-
ments of this pseudospin for an entangled input
state |Φ⟩ in order to evaluate its phase sensitivity.
These numbers are conveniently collected in the
polarization 4-vector

P⃗ in
α = ⟨Ĵα⟩ (10)

and the 4× 4 covariance matrix of the input

Γ in
αβ =

1

2
⟨{Ĵα, Ĵβ}⟩ − P in

α P
in
β . (11)

where all averages are understood with respect
the given state |Φ⟩. Correspondingly, the po-
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larization vector and covariance matrix of the
output state are P⃗ out

α = ⟨Ŝα⟩ and Γ out
αβ =

1
2 ⟨{Ŝα, Ŝβ}⟩ − P out

α P out
β . Knowing these is suf-

ficient to determine the sensitivity, since ∆Ŝ2
3 =

Γout
33 and ∂φ ⟨Ŝ3⟩ = ∂φP

out
3 . What is thus re-

quired, is a connection between input and output
of polarization vectors and covariance matrices,
as indicated in Fig. 1b.

B. Input-Output Relations for Polarization
Vector and Covariance Matrix

The primary outcome of this section is an
input-output relation that connects the polariza-
tion vectors and covariance matrices of the pseu-
dospins Ĵ (input) and Ŝ (output). While the
derivation involves some algebraic steps, which
are detailed in Appendix A 1, the resulting input-
output relation is surprisingly simple in its final
form,

P⃗ out = QP⃗ in (12a)

Γ out = QΓ inQT + Γnoise. (12b)

where we define a noise matrix associated to
losses

Γnoise = Λ(QP⃗ in)−QΛ(P⃗ in)QT . (12c)

The 4× 4 matrix Q is given componentwise by

Qαβ =

∫
dp |ϕ(p)|2 1

2
tr
{
Z†(p, φ)σαZ(p, φ)σβ

}
,

(13)

and depends on the transfer matrix Z(p, φ) and
the input wave function ϕ(p). For a given 4–
vector P⃗ , the 4 × 4 matrix Λ(P⃗ ) used in the ex-
pression for the noise matrix is defined as

Λ(P⃗ ) =

P0 P1 P2 P3

P1 P0 0 0
P2 0 P0 0
P3 0 0 P0

 . (14)

We note that in general both Q and Γnoise depend
on the interferometric phase φ via the transfer
matrix.

Some comments are in order regarding the
input-output relations in Eqs. (12): Firstly, if
the interferometer was ideal, that is lossless and
free of Doppler effects, the transfer matrix would
be unitary and independent of p. In this case,

M0 BS1 M1 BS2

t

z

Figure 2. MZI with squeezed input In the scheme
of Szigeti et al. [4], a squeezed state (schemtically de-
picted on Bloch sphere) is generated by s-wave scat-
tering during propagation through a first interferome-
ter generated by a first beam splitter (not shown) and
mirror pulse M0. In the main interferometer (gener-
ated by pulses BS1, M1, and BS2), the interferometer
phase is picked up and detected in the output ports.
Dashed lines indicate losses due to diffraction into
undesired momentum states.

Eq. (13) implies that Q takes on the block-
diagonal form

Q =

(
1 0
0 R(φ)

)
(15)

where R(φ) is a 3×3 orthogonal matrix, which in
turn ensues Γnoise = 0, as follows from (12c) and
(14). This recovers the limit of an ideal SU(2)
interferometer [46] whose effect is to simply rotate
polarization vectors and covariance matrices (as
first and second order tensors, respectively).

Secondly, Eqs. (12) offer a noteworthy distinc-
tion between the aspects related to momentum
width and Doppler effects, which are incorpo-
rated in Q, and those associated with the type
and strength of entanglement in the initial state,
as reflected in P⃗ in and Γin. The separation of
these aspects is very useful for optimisations of
quantum correlations for given interferometers
and, vice versa, of pulse sequences for given en-
tangled input states, as will be demonstrated in
the next section.

Thirdly, the assumptions leading to Eqs. (12)
regarding the input state are minimal: only
that the two input channels, i = 1, 2, are
populated and that all atoms occupy the same
mode defined by the momentum wave function



5

0 1 · 10−3 2 · 10−3 3 · 10−3 4 · 10−3

−15

−10

−5

0

µ

ξ
in

d
B

Figure 3. Squeezing of OAT states Wineland spin
squeezing parameter ξ as function of the twisting
strength µ for N = 2 · 104 particles.

ϕ(p), cf. Eq. (8). No further assumptions are
made about the specific quantum state. There-
fore, these input-output relations can be applied
to a wide range of input states of the form
|Φ⟩ = f(a1, a

†
1, a2, a

†
2) |vac⟩, where f is an arbi-

trary function. This includes, for example, GHZ
(NOON) states [(a†1)

N +(a†2)
N ] |vac⟩ or one-axis-

twisted states (OAT) [32],

|T ⟩ = e−iθĴ1e−iµ
2 Ĵ2

3

(
â†1 + â†2√

2

)N

|vac⟩ (16)

with µ ∈ R paramterizing the twisting strength.
The angle θ controls a rotation of the state about
the 1-axis, and will be addressed later on. The
performance of these states will be investigated
in the next section for the concrete example of a
MZI.

III. MACH-ZEHNDER BRAGG
INTERFEROMETER

A. Mach-Zehnder Bragg Interferometer
with squeezed input states

In the following, we will apply the general for-
malism developed in the previous section to the
case of a MZI interferometer based on Bragg
beam splitter and mirror operations with an in-
put corresponding to a OAT state, as given in
Eq. (16). The specific geometry considered here is
motivated by the scheme suggested, and worked
out in great detail, by Szigeti et al. [4].

The setup of this proposal is shown schemati-

cally in Fig. 2. The main idea there is to run an
auxiliary interferometer before the main metro-
logical interferometer, and to keep the atomic
density large enough during the propagation
through the auxiliary interferometer in order to
acquire a nonlinear phase in each arm due to s-
wave scattering. It has been shown in [4] that this
dynamics effectively generates an OAT state with
a twisting parameter µ in Eq. (16), which can be
controlled by the propagation time in the auxil-
iary interferometer. Building on these results, we
adopt an effective description of the scheme illus-
trated in Fig. 2, where the OAT state is assumed
to be sequentially injected into both the auxil-
iary and main interferometers. Since our focus
is on evaluating the impact of losses during the
light-pulse operations, we consider the approxi-
mation that the entangled state is present from
the start, rather than being gradually developed,
as a worst-case scenario.

The main feature of the OAT state of Eq. (16)
exploited here for achieving metrological en-
hancement is that it provides spin squeezing, that
is, a reduction of spin projection noise along a
particular direction transverse to its mean polar-
ization along the 1-axis. The degree of squeezing
is measured in terms of the Wineland squeezing
parameter [32]

ξ =

√
N(∆Ĵ2)

⟨Ĵ1⟩
(17)

We assume that the projection noise is reduced
in the 2-direction, which can be achieved without
loss of generality by an appropriate choice of θ in
Eq. (16). In Fig. 3, we show the dependence of the
squeezing on the twisting parameter µ. For suf-
ficiently weak twisting, the squeezing parameter
decreases monotonically, allowing us to express
the input squeezing in terms of ξ rather than the
more abstract µ. We will follow this convention
in the subsequent discussion.

To determine the phase sensitivity using the
input-output relations of Eqs. (12), we must fol-
low these steps: (i) determine the polarization
vector P⃗ in and the covariance matrix Γin for the
given input state; (ii) construct the transfer ma-
trix Z(p, φ) of the interferometer under consid-
eration; (iii) calculate Q and Γnoise to determine
P⃗ out and the covariance matrix Γout, and finally
derive the sensitivity ∆φ from this analysis.

Regarding (i), the input polarisation vector P⃗ in

and covariance matrix Γin for the OAT state have



6

5 6 7 8 9 10
−15

−10

−5

0

Ω0 (units of ωr)

∆
ϕ
√
N

in
d
B

Optimal Phase Sensitivity
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Figure 4. Entanglement enhanced phase sensitivity (a) Maximal achievable sensitivity ∆φ obtainable and
(b) corresponding optimal squeezing of the input state versus peak Rabi frequency Ω0 of the two beam splitters
in the interferometer sequence, for different momentum widths ∆p (in units of ℏk) of the input state as indicated
in the legend. The number of particles is N = 2 · 104. The black line represents the maximally achievable gain
for a OAT state of the given particle number N . The red line corresponds to the (quasi)momentum component
p = 0. The peak Rabi frequency Ω0 is given in terms of the recoil frequency ωr = ℏk2/2m where m is the
atomic mass.

been worked out previously analytically in [47]
for a general number of atoms N and squeezing
parameter ξ (or twisting strength µ). Since the
explicit expressions are somewhat bulky, we re-
frain from reproducing them here, and refer the
reader to the given reference.

Concerning (ii), the transfer matrix of the in-
terferometer is constructed as a product of the
transfer matrices from the mirror and beam split-
ter operations shown in Fig. 2, that is,

Z(p, φ) = ZBS(p)G(φ)ZM(p)ZBS(p)ZM(p).
(18)

Here, we denote by G(φ) =
diag(exp(−iφ/2), exp(iφ/2)) the matrix ac-
counting for free propagation and relative phase
gain φ among the two interferometer paths. The
transfer matrices of individual mirror and beam
splitter operations ZM(p) and ZBS(p) are in
turn determined by numerically integrating the
Schrödinger equation in momentum space. The
procedure essentially follows the lines of [41],
and is further detailed in Appendix A2. For
the example considered here, we use third-order
Bragg diffraction imparting ±6ℏk of momentum
recoil driven by Gaussian pulses characterised
by a peak Rabi frequency Ω0 and duration τ . A
previous publication [40] developed an analytic
pulse-area relation that links the parameter pair
(Ω0, τ) to achieve either a mirror or a beam

splitter. For mirror operations ZM(p), we fix
(Ω0, τ) such as to realise the adapted mirrors
introduced in [41], and realised recently in [48].
These mirror pulses are designed specifically
to reflect the main interferometer paths back,
while being maximally transparent to dominant
parasitic paths, thereby avoiding closing parasitic
interferometers. We note that the fact that the
overall transfer matrix Z(p, φ) can be understood
as a product of the 2 × 2 transfer matrices of
individual pulses depends crucially on the fact
that there are no parasitic interferometer paths.
For the beam splitter pulses, ZBS(p) will depend
on the peak Rabi frequency Ω0, which can be
tuned to achieve highest sensitivity, and will be
used as a control parameter in the following.

For step (iii), we assume a Gaussian momen-
tum wave packet ϕ(p) of width ∆p and numeri-
cally perform the integrals involved to determine
Q in Eq. (13), and eventually the output polariza-
tion vector and covariance matrix and the phase
sensitivity. In this way, we arrive at a prediction
for the achievable phase sensitivity ∆φ for a given
ensemble size N , input squeezing ξ, momentum
width ∆ϕ and beam splitter peak Rabi frequency
Ω0.
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B. Optimal Squeezing Enhancement

To quantify the gain beyond the SQL, we will
present the scaled sensitivity ∆φ/

√
N , which

would match the squeezing parameter ξ in an
ideal, lossless interferometer. However, for an in-
terferometer based on realistic light-pulse oper-
ations, some reduction in the entanglement en-
hancement should be expected. The scaled phase
sensitivity ∆φ/

√
N is shown in Fig. 4a versus the

beam splitter peak Rabi frequency Ω0, for various
momentum spreads ∆p. In each case, the level of
squeezing ξ has been optimised such as to achieve
a maximal sensitivity (minimal ∆φ/

√
N). The

corresponding optimal input squeezing ξ is shown
in Fig. 4b.

The optima exhibited by Fig. 4a with respect to
the peak Rabi frequency in the beam splitter op-
erations can be understood from the trade-off in-
herent to Bragg diffraction in managing the asso-
ciated losses: Low peak Rabi frequencies require
longer pulse durations, which increase Doppler
selectivity and lead to significant losses, partic-
ularly for wave functions with broad momentum
uncertainty ∆p. Conversely, high Rabi frequen-
cies and shorter pulse durations (Raman-Nath
regime) result in losses to undesired diffraction
orders due to Landau-Zener transitions [40]. Bal-
ancing these losses optimally is crucial for maxi-
mizing phase sensitivity.

This balance is important even in an interfer-
ometer without correlations [41, 42], but it be-
comes more critical when using entangled and
squeezed states. Unlike a lossless interferometer,
where increased squeezing always enhances phase
sensitivity, a lossy interferometer achieves opti-
mal performance with a finite level of squeezing,
tuned to the specific level of losses. This is be-
cause atom losses disrupt quantum correlations,
leaving the remaining atoms in a decohered state
with increased projection noise, thereby under-
mining the benefits of squeezing. Fig. 4b shows
that the optimal level of squeezing indeed de-
pends very sensitively on balancing of losses by a
proper control of the beam splitter pulses.

Comparing the input squeezing in Fig. 4b to
the achieved gain in phase sensitivity, as dis-
played in Fig. 4a, it becomes clear that a signifi-
cant entanglement enhancement is achieved only
for a small momentum spread, that is, low ef-
fective temperature of the atomic cloud. This
is further underlined by Fig. 5, where we show
the gain in phase sensitivity in its dependence on
the ensemble size N , where in each case the Rabi

102 103 104
−15

−10

−5

N

∆
ϕ
−
1
/
√
N

in
d
B

Sensitivity over N

∆p in h̄k

0.25%

0.5%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

Figure 5. Optimal entanglement enhancement
versus particle number Phase uncertainty ∆φ
scaled to the SQL achieved for an optimal choice of
input squeezing and beam splitter pulses for varying
ensemble size N , for different momentum widths ∆p
as indicated in the legend. The black line represents
the enhancement from a maximally one-axis twisted
state with lowest Wineland squeezing parameter ξ for
an idealised, lossless interferometer.

frequency was optimised for highest sensitivity.
Largest gains, close to the optimum achievable
with OAT squeezed states, will require narrow
momentum distributions, with matched levels of
squeezing and light-pulse operations as in Fig. 4.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we developed a comprehensive
framework for analyzing and optimizing the per-
formance of atom interferometers utilizing OAT
spin-squeezed states, specifically within the con-
text of a Mach-Zehnder Bragg interferometer.
We derived input-output relations for polariza-
tion vectors and covariance matrices, account-
ing for the non-unitary nature of realistic inter-
ferometers. This general formalism actually ap-
plies to any interferometer where up to two input
ports are populated and two output ports are
measured, and thus is relevant well beyond the
scenario of a Mach-Zehnder Bragg interferometer
considered here as a case study. In this specific
context losses are due to Doppler detuning and
undesired diffraction orders, and can be fully ac-
counted for in our theoretical framework. With
carefully tuned Gaussian Bragg beam splitters,
suitably one-axis twisted spin-squeezed states can
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significantly improve phase sensitivity. The anal-
ysis also makes evident the substantial challenges
regarding the effective temperature of the atomic
initial state in realizing the full potential of en-
tanglement enhancement. Optimal performance
was found to depend on a precise combination of
momentum spread, squeezing strength, and light-
pulse parameters. These findings underscore the
potential of quantum entanglement to advance
the sensitivity of atom interferometry, paving the
way for more precise measurements in fundamen-
tal physics and applied metrology.

As an outlook, we believe that our general
input-output formalism provides a suitable basis
to design cost functions for systematic optimisa-
tions of light pulses beyond the class of Gaussian
Bragg pulses, along the lines of [42, 49], but allow-
ing for entangled input states. Also, the current
analysis focuses on squeezed input state, which
does not fully exploit the entanglement inherent
to OAT states [32, 47]. Extension of the current
treatment to states with higher OAT strength
along the lines of [6] would be an attractive pos-
sibility.
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Appendix A: Appendix

1. Derivation of input-output relation

Here, we present the derivation of the input-
output relations in Eqs. (12). We start by in-

troducing without loss of generality an orthonor-
mal basis {ϕξ(p)}ξ∈N in L2(R) whose first element
ϕ0(p) corresponds to the particular wave function
ϕ(p) of the input state. We thus have∑

ξ

ϕ∗ξ(p)ϕξ(p
′) = δ(p− p′). (A1)

We can introduce creation and annihilation op-
erators associated to these modes in momentum
bin i

âi,ξ =

∫
dp ϕ∗ξ(p)ψ̂i(p) (A2)

where the âi,0 correspond to the operators intro-
duced in Eq. (8). Inverting this relation yields

ψ̂i(p) =
∑
ξ

ϕξ(p)âi,ξ (A3)

We consider here input states |Ψ⟩ which only
have particles in the first and second port in the
mode ϕ0, that is

|Ψ⟩ = f(a1,0, a2,0, a
†
1,0, a

†
2,0) |vac⟩ , (A4)

where f is an arbitrary function. For this general
class of states we have the convenient property

ψ̂i(p) |Ψ⟩ =
∑
ξ

ϕξ(p)âi,ξ |Ψ⟩ (A5)

=

{
ϕ0(p)âi,0 |Ψ⟩ , for i ≤ 2

0, else
(A6)

The complete interferometer sequence is in
principle described by a unitary operator U if
all (countably infinite) momentum bins i would
be taken into account. This U defines a unitary
transfer matrix Z(p) for the field operators

Û†ψ̂i(p)Û =
∑
j=1

Zij(p)ψ̂j(p) (A7)

Note that in the main text, we denote by Z(p)
just the 2× 2 sub-block referring to the main in-
terferometer input and output ports. For sake
of simplicity, we will use the same symbol here
to denote the full (formally infinite dimensional)
transfer matrix. What will be shown here, is that
only the 2× 2 sub-block matters.

The α–component of the output polarization
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vector is

P out
α = ⟨Ψout| Ŝα |Ψout⟩ . (A8)

Inserting the definition of the measured pseudo-
spin Ŝ from Eq. (5) and using relations (A5) and
(A7) yields

P out
α =

∫
dp |ϕ0(p)|2 (A9)

×
2∑

i,j=1

2∑
k,l=1

Z†
ki(p)σ

α
ijZjl(p) ⟨Ψ| â†kâl |Ψ⟩

By introducing the matrix Q(p) via

Qαβ(p) =
1

2

2∑
i=1

Z†
ij(p)σ

α
jkZkl(p)σ

β
li (A10)

we can write

Z†
ik(p)σ

α
klZlj(p) =

3∑
β=0

Qαβ(p)σ
β
ij . (A11)

The polarization vector component becomes

P out
α =

∫
dp |ϕ0(p)|2

3∑
β=0

2∑
k,l=1

Qαβ(p)σ
β
kl ⟨Ψ| â†kâl |Ψ⟩

=

3∑
β=0

Qαβ⟨Ĵβ⟩ (A12)

where we used the definition of the pseudo-spin
input operator Ĵα in Eq. (9) and introduced the
matrix Q via

Qαβ =

∫
dp |ϕ0(p)|2Qαβ(p). (A13)

With P in
β = ⟨Ĵβ⟩, the last two equations estab-

lish, respectively, Eq. (12a) and (13) of the main
text.

The derivation of the input-output relation for
the covariance matrix is somewhat more tedious,
but proceeds essentially along the same line. We

consider first the non-symmetrized product

⟨ŜαŜβ⟩ = ⟨Ψ| Û†ŜαŜβÛ |Ψ⟩ (A14)

=

2∑
rstu=1

∫ dp |ϕ0(p)|2
2∑

ij=1

Z†
ri(p)σ

α
ijZjt(p)


×
(∫

dp̄ |ϕ0(p̄)|2
2∑

kl=1

Z†
sk(p̄)σ

β
klZlu(p̄)

)
× ⟨Ψ| â†râtâ†sâu |Ψ⟩ (A15)

+

2∑
ru=1

∫
dp |ϕ0(p)|2 (A16)

×
2∑

ijl=1

Z†
ri(p)σ

α
ijσ

β
jlZlu(p) ⟨Ψ| â†râu |Ψ⟩

−
2∑

ru=1

∫
dp |ϕ0(p)|2

∫
dp̄ |ϕ0(p̄)|2

×
2∑

ijklt=1

Z†
ri(p)σ

α
ijZjt(p)Z†

tk(p̄)σ
β
klZlu(p̄)

× ⟨Ψ| â†râu |Ψ⟩ (A17)
= (I)αβ + (II)αβ − (III)αβ (A18)

The last equality invokes again relations (A5) and
(A7) and some algebra. From here on we will fo-
cus separately on the three terms in (A15), (A16),
and (A17), which we denote by (I)αβ , (II)αβ , and
(III)αβ .

By means of the definition of the matrix Q in
Eqs. (A10) and (A13), and following the logic of
the calculation for the polarization vector, one
can show

(I)αβ =

3∑
γδ=0

Qαγ⟨Ĵγ Ĵδ⟩QT
δβ . (A19)

Symmetrization with respect to the indices (α, β)
yields

(I)αβ + (I)βα =

3∑
γδ=0

Qαγ

〈{
Ĵγ , Ĵδ

}〉
QT

δβ .

(A20)

where {., .} denotes the anticommutator.

For the other two terms, it will be advanta-
geous to consider directly the symmetrized form
and to express the anti-commutator of the Pauli
operators by means of the 4× 4 matrix Λ(σ⃗) de-



10

fined componentwise by{
σα, σβ

}
= 2[Λ(σ⃗)]αβ . (A21)

This implies

Λ(σ⃗) =

σ
0 σ1 σ2 σ3

σ1 σ0 0 0
σ2 0 σ0 0
σ3 0 0 σ0

 (A22)

With this definition, one can show

(II)αβ + (II)βα = 2
[
Λ
(
QP⃗ in

)]
αβ

(A23)

(III)αβ + (III)βα = 2
[
QΛ
(
P⃗ in
)
QT
]
αβ

(A24)

With the definitions for the incoming and out-
going covariance matrices

Γin
αβ =

1

2

〈{
Ĵα, Ĵβ

}〉
− P in

α P
in
β (A25)

Γout
αβ =

1

2

〈{
Ŝα, Ŝβ

}〉
− P out

α P out
β , (A26)

and using the symmetrized form of Eq. (A18)
with Eqs. (A20), (A23), and (A24), we arrive at

Γ out
αβ =

[
QΓ inQT + Λ(QP⃗ in)−QΛ(P⃗ in)QT

]
αβ

(A27)

which is Eq. (12b).

2. Interferometer Transfer Matrix Z(p, φ)

Here, we briefly comment on how the transfer
matrix for the interferometer sequence in Eq. (18)
is constructed. The approach follows closely [40,
41]. In order to determine the beam splitter and
mirror matrices ZBS(p) and ZM(p) we solve the
Schrödinger equation U̇(t, t0) = −iH(t)U(t, t0)
with the Bragg Hamiltonian

H(t) =
p2

2m
+

ℏΩ(t)
2

(
e2ikz + e−2ikz

)
(A28)

for a Gaussian pulse

Ω = Ω0e
− t2

2τ2 . (A29)

This is done by expanding on a basis {|2nℏk + p⟩}
for n ∈ N (with a suitable truncation) and
p ∈ [−ℏk, ℏk]. Due to its periodicity in space,
the Hamiltonian couples only states for fixed
(quasi)momentum p. In this way we infer
the relevant transition amplitudes An,n′(p) =
⟨2nℏk + p|U(t0,−t0)|2n′ℏk + p⟩ for a suitable
time interval with t0 ≫ τ . The 2×2 beam splitter
and mirror matrices for 3rd-order Bragg diffrac-
tion as considerd in the main text are assembled
from the elements A3,±3(p) and A±3,3(p).
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