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A discrete-event approach, which has already been showivéoagcause-and-effect explanation of many
guantum optics experiments, is applied to single-neutnterfierometry experiments. The simulation algorithm
yields a logically consistent description in terms of indial neutrons and does not require the knowledge of
the solution of a wave equation. It is shown that the simafatethod reproduces the results of several single-
neutron interferometry experiments, including experiteemhich, in quantum theoretical language, involve
entanglement. Our results demonstrate that classicatifaoniltonian) systems can exhibit correlations which
in quantum theory are associated with interference anchglament, also when all particles emitted by the
source are accounted for.
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. INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory has proven extraordinarily powerful foradibéng the statistical properties of a vast number of lalbany
experiments. Conceptually, it is straightforward to use guantum theoretical formalism to calculate numbers thatle
compared with experimental data, at least if these numledes to statistical averages. However, a fundamental probl
appears if an experiment provides access to the individigadte that contribute to the statistical average. Primengkas are
the single-electron two-slit experiment [1], neutron ifdeometry experiments|[2] and similar experiments in optvhere the
click of the detector is identified with the arrival of a siagihoton|[3].

Although quantum theory provides a recipe to compute thquieacies for observing events it does not account for the
observation of the individual detection events themsddgs]. From the viewpoint of quantum theory, the centralissss how
it can be that experiments yield definite answers. As stayddelygett [6]: “In the final analysis, physics cannot forexefuse
to give an account of how it is that we obtain definite resultemever we do a particular measurement”. For a recent review
of various approaches to the quantum measurement probldraraexplanation of it within the statistical interpretaticee
Ref. [7].

Perhaps the most simple and clear demonstration of the fo@ui@l nature of this problem is provided by two-path irgerf
ence experiments with electrons, photons, or neutronsoiaeg to Feynman, the observation that the interferentteipe are
built up event-by-eventis “impossible, absolutely impbkesto explain in any classical way and has in it the heartuargum
mechanics. In reality it is thenly mystery.” [8].

Reading “any classical way” as “any classical Hamiltoniaethmanics way”, Feynman’s statement may be difficult to dispu
However, taking a broader view by allowing for dynamicalteyss that are outside the realm of classical Hamiltoniamdyios,
it may be possible to model the gradual appearance of imégrée patterns through a discrete-event simulation thes dot
make reference to wave theory. This is precisely the apprtaen in the present paper which is not about interpretatio
or extensions of quantum theory (see Ref. [2] for an overyiemt adopts a new paradigm [9+11] to deal with the fact that
experiments yield definite results.

Feynman’s statement that the event-by-event realizafi@m interference pattern is the only mystery suggests tieating
interference patterns by a (local and causal) discretatgu®cess may be an important step in demystifying this cispie
guantum phenomena. Neutron interferometry is a closeédaliexperimental technique to address this issue [2]. Hs&b
device used in the neutron interferometry experiments kivhie covered in this paper is a Laue-type interferometelrZ213].

A large, perfect crystal of silicon is cut as shown in K. IneTcrystal plate BSO acts as a beam splitter: neutrons incide
from the left are transmitted with or without being refrattyy this plate. Neutrons refracted by beam splitters BS1B8®lare
directed to the third plate (BS3) which also acts as a beaittespNeutrons which are not refracted by beam splitters B&d
BS2 leave the interferometer. To observe interferencesrystal planes of the different components have to be @talhigh
accuracy![12] and the whole device needs to be protectedviorations [14]. All beam splitters are assumed to have émees
reflection and transmission coefficients [2]. Neutron detesocan have a very high, almost 100%, efficiency [2].

Many neutron interferometry experiments show that thenisitg in the O- and H-beam, obtained by counting individual
neutrons for a certain amount of time, exhibit sinusoidalat®ns as a function of the phase shjft a prime characteristic
of interferencel[2]. Feynman’s “mystery” pops up immeditéone wants to entertain the idea that only waves can predu
interference.

Adopting a wave-packet picture for an individual neutrdre tvave packet first splits in two parts at BSO, then each part
splits in two at BS1 and BS2. Two of the four parts go off to iitfinthe other two parts “reunite” at BS3. At BS3 the
merged wave packet splits again in two parts. Only one oftlpests triggers a detector. It is indeed a mystery how fowmewa
packets can conspire to do such things. Assuming that ongué&ran, not merely a part of it can trigger the nuclear reacti
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FIG. 1: Picture of the perfect crystal neutron interferomné12]. BSO,...,BS3: beam splitters; phase shifter: atwmi foil; neutrons that are
transmitted by BS1 or BS2 leave the interferometer and deomtribute to the interference signal. Detectors counhtimber of neutrons in
the O- and H-beam.

that causes the detector to “click”, on elementary logicalgds, the argument that was just given rules out a wavkepac
picture for the individual neutron (invoking the wave fuioct collapse only adds to the mystery) but there is no conflittt the
statistical interpretation of quantum mechani¢$ [5, 7]1a%sy as we consider descriptions of the statistics of thegment with
many neutrons, we may still think of one single “probabfliyave propagating through the interferometer and as ttisttal
interpretation of quantum theory is silent about singlenésiethere is no conflict with logic eithér [2]. In this papee do not
solve the aforementioned mystery but give an affirmativevango the question whether it is possible to construct acklyi
consistent, cause-and-effect description in terms ofeliseevent, particle-like processes which produce resuidit agree with
those of neutron interferometry experiments and the quatheory thereof.

In previous work [9] 11, 15-21] we have demonstrated, using\@nt-based corpuscular model, that interference is not
necessarily a signature of the presence of waves of somebkinchn also appear as the collective result of particleshvat
any time do not directly interact with each other. In gendfs event-based approach takes as a starting point thevabsa
that experiments yield definite results, such as for exainf@endividual detector clicks that build up an interferemmattern.
We call these definite results “events”. Instead of tryin§jttthe existence of these events in some formal, mathenhétieary,
in the event-based approach the paradigm is changed bylgisearching for the rules that transform events into odwents
and, which by repeated application, yield frequency distibns of events that agree with those predicted by clakgiave
or quantum theory. Obviously, such rules cannot be derik@t ffuantum theory or, as a matter of fact, of any theory that i
probabilistic in nature simply because these theories demtail a procedure (= algorithm) to produce events thevesel

The paper is structured as follows. In Sectidn Il, we spettify event-based model in detail. Sectiéns[II3VII present
our results for the basic neutron interferometer (see[Bigedperiments with stochastic and deterministic absonpta Bell
inequality test, an experiment that creates entanglemetmtden the neutron path, spin and energy, and experimegitauth
performed in a non-stationary regime. For reference anddiithte comparison, for each of the experiments that weudis
in this paper, we give the results of the quantum theoretieatription of these experiments, adopting the terminotbgt is
commonly used in quantum theory. In contrast, when we dssthesevent-by-event, particle-like models of these expenis,
there is no need to invoke concepts such as probability &undel$, particle-wave duality etc. Our conclusions andoaltiare
given in Sectiof V.

Il. EVENT-BASED MODEL

The event-based approach has successfully been used tompelitcrete-event simulations of the single beam splitet
Mach-Zehnder interferometer experiment of Grangieal.[22] (see Refs[[9, 11, 15]), Wheeler's delayed choice eixpent of
Jacqueet al.[23] (see Refs[[11, 16, 17]), the quantum eraser experimfe®¢hwindtet al.[24] (see Ref.[[1]1, 18]), double-slit
and two-beam single-photon interference experimentslamgingle-photon interference experiment with a Fresneidn of



4

Jacqueet al.[25] (see Ref.[[11, 19]), quantum cryptography protocate(Ref.[[26]), the Hanbury Brown-Twiss experiment of
Agafonovet al.[27] (see Ref.[11, 20]), universal quantum computatioe ef. [10, 28]), Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen-Bohm-type
experiments of Aspeat al.[29,30] and of Weihst al.[31] (see Refs. [11, 32-37]), and the propagation of elecagnetic
plane waves through homogeneous thin films and stratifiedan{ede Ref.|[11, 38]). An extensive review of the simulation
method and its applications is given in Ref./[11]. Propofaisingle-particle experiments to test specific aspecth@kvent-
based approach are discussed in Refs. |[19, 21]. For mareradiff optics experiments, the event-based corpusculaelmod
reproduces the probability distributions of quantum temrresults of Maxwell's wave theory by assuming that phetbave a
particle character only.

The event-based corpuscular model is free of paradoxesdhalt from the assumption that photons exhibit a dual, wave
particle behavior, and as we demonstrate in this paperatie fiolds for neutrons as well. A crucial property of the ¢\msed
corpuscular models is that they reproduce various “wavalti®gsobserved in different experiments without any chaige
algorithms modeling the particles and components (e.gnisgditters) [11]. Although the event-based algorithms bamgiven
an interpretation of a realistic cause-and-effect detionighat is free of logical difficulties, in the present stagf development
it is difficult to decide whether or not such algorithms or rifiedtions of them are realized by Nature. Only new, deditate
experiments may teach us more about this intriguing questio

A. Definition of messenger and message

A neutron is regarded as a messenger, carrying a message.olis éarlier event-based models for quantum optics experi-
ments|[11], we represent a message by the two-dimensiomgiles-valued unit vector

[ ¥ cog8/2)
y(e“”<2)sin(6/2) ' W

As is often the case, it is convenient though by no means gaknwork with complex-valued vectors. The message By. (1
encodes the time of flight and the magnetic moment of the aeutr

In a pictorial manner, the neutron carries with it a clocle tland of which rotates with angular frequenc{to be discussed
later). The clock may be used by event-based processorsckiiim the interaction of neutrons with materials, to detire
the neutron’s time of flight. Similarly, if we think of the ntan as a tiny classical magnet spinning around the directio
m = (cos@sinB,singsinB,cosh), relative to a fixed frame of reference defined by a magnetit, fieen, the two angleg and
6 suffice to specify the magnetic moment.

According to Eq.[(IL), within the present model, it is posteththat the internal state of the neutron is fully determibg the
three anglegyV), ¢(@, and@ and by rules, to be specified, by which these angles chanfe agtitron moves through space. In
Eq. (1), we have introduced three angles to characterize#dssage. The differenge= ) — ¢/ and@ suffice to represent
the magnetic moment and the third degree of freedom is usecttmunt for the time of flight of the neutron.

At this stage of the development, itis not clear whether tbdahof the messenger that we describe here is sufficienplaiex
all possible neutron interferometry experiments that mighcarried out but to explain the neutron interferometyyeziments
which are covered in this paper, it cannot be simplified ferth

As the messenger moves for a tiffigit is postulated that the message changes according talthe r

y«— Ty, 2

whereT is the time of flight, relative to the time of creation of the seenger, and is an angular frequency. A monochro-
matic beam of incident neutrons is assumed to consist oforsithat all have the same valuew{Z2]. Put differently, of all
the neutrons created in the fission process, the purpose ghtimochromator is to select those neutrons that share the sa
characteristics: the velocity and direction in a classmathanical picture [2] and the angular frequenand direction in the
event-based picture. The direction merely serves to sensgdiected neutrons to the interferometer.

In the event-based picture, messengers can travel alongle giath only. As they travel through the interferometeie(at a
time) and are detected by one of the detectors, their timéigbf may be different from messenger to messenger, depgaai
which path they followed and the delay they experiencedémtlaterial that acts as a phase shifter. Still within the ebased
picture, the experimental fact that the measured intengipends on the position of the phase shifter is a direct ghatfthe
messenger conveys its time of flight to the processors. Hiénwogst have some kind of internal clock.

A very plausible choice would be to relateto the energ\E of the neutron, that is we could make the hypothesis that
v O E/h where Planck’s constant appears as a scale factor to reffddimensionless. However, in this paper, the emphasis
is on demonstrating that a particle-only model can repredbe interference phenomena observed in neutron intensrg
experiments and to simplify matters, we only consider idedl experiments with monochromatic beams of neutronshifn t
case, the actual value of does not affect the detector counts. Event-based simotatd experiments in which the actual
value(s) ofv are important, e.g. experiments which involve gravitaflai89-+-41], are left for future research.
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FIG. 2: Diagram of a DLM-based processing unit that perfoamgvent-based simulation of the beam splitters in the oeutterferometer
(see Fig[dL). The processing unit consists of three stagespat stage (DLM), a transformation stage and an outpgestahe solid lines
represent the input and output ports of the device. The pcesaf a message(incident neutron) is indicated by an arrow on the corregjpan

port line. The DLM has storage for two real numbexsdnd two complex vectorg andY 1 that are updated according to the rules Egs. (5)
and [3), respectively. This data is combined to yield a 4edisional complex-valued vector which, after transfororaby a matrixT, is fed

into the output stage which decides through which port thedifred) message leaves the device. The dashed lines indicate the data flow
within the unit.

In the presence of a magnetic field, a magnetic moment rotdtest the direction of the magnetic field according to the
standard, classical equation of motion. In terms of the aggssthis corresponds to a rotationyobout the same direction.
As Eq. [1) suggests, the magnetic moment is representedghrnie well-known Bloch-sphere representation of a spin-1
particle [5]. Exploiting the relation between rotationdlimee-dimensional space and rotations in spin-1/2 Hilkgate, in the
presence of a magnetic field, the message changes accardimgrule

y  dl0"BrrotBya)y 3)

whereg*, 0¥, ando? are the Pauli spin-matrices aBd= (B, By, B;) denotes the magnetic field vector. Although Kq. (3) is
reminiscent of the rotation operator of a spin-1/2 quantbjedt, in the present context Ef] (3) is just a convenienstrant to
implement rotations in three-dimensional space.

B. Particle source

The source creates messengers and initializes the me&sageder to demonstrate that the class of models which weidens
can produce interference without solving wave equatioesexplicitly exclude the possibility that at any time theseriore than
one messenger passing through the interferometer, an pgsawhich is often made in the discussion of neutron itenfnetry
experiments [42]. In the simulation, it is trivial to readizhis condition: except for the first particle, the sourceates a new
particle only after the previous particle has been detected also straightforward to let the source produce pkasiavith
specific properties. For instance, a fully coherent spilajiwed beam is simulated by generating messengers witméssage
given by Eq.[(1) wherey™, @, and6 are the same for all messages. Throughout this paper, tleniaber of particles
generated by the source is denoted\by

C. Beam splitter

In Fig.[2, we show the diagram of the event-based procesabsitiulates the operation of a beam splitter. This procédsso
three stages. The input stage consists of a so-called datstimlearning machine (DLM) [9, 11, 15]. This machine &pable
of learning, on the basis of the individual events, aboutrtiative frequencies of messengers arriving on ports 0 anih 1
neutron interferometry experiments, it is assumed thatyatiene, at most one neutron passes through the interfeemifigtl 2].

In the event-based approach, this assumption impliestibdDL M receives a message on either input port 0 or 1, neveotin b
ports simultaneously.
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FIG. 3: Simulation data of the internal variabigas a function of the number of received input evenigenerated by Eq.5). Initiallyy = O.
Forn=0,...,999, the input is eithev = (1,0) (v = (0,1)) with probability 08 (0.2). Forn= 1000Q...,2000, the input is either = (1,0)
(v=(0,1)) with probability Q2 (0.8). The horizontal lines represent the probabilitie&s&nhd 02 The data okg is shown as markers connected
by thin lines. The running averagexf is shown as a thick line. At = 1001, the value of the running average is set equal to themivalue
of xg. Solid squares and solid lingz= 0.99; Open circles and dashed line= 0.5. The data is plotted for every 20 input events.

The arrival of a messenger at port O or 1 is represented byabersv = (1,0) or v = (0,1), respectively. A DLM that
is capable of performing the desired task has an internabwgc= (Xg,x1), wherexp+x; < 1 andxg > 0 for allk = 0,1. In
addition to the internal vector, the DLM should have two sets of two registefig= (Y 1, Yi2) to store the last messagehat
arrived at pork. Thus, the DLM has storage for exactly 10 real numbers.

Upon receiving a messenger at input gorthe DLM performs the following steps: it copies the elensarftmessagg in its
internal registely

Yy (4)
while leavingY ;i unchanged, and updates its internal vegtaccording to
X yX+(1-y)v. (5)

Itis easy to see thag + x; < 1 at all times. Each time a messenger arrives at one of thé jigts, the DLM updates the values
of the internal vectok and overwrites the values in the regist¥is Thus, the machine can only store data of two messengers,
not of all of them.

The parameter & y < 1 affects the number of events the machine needs to adaptww aituation, that is when the ratio of
particles on paths 0 and 1 changes. By redugirthe number of events needed to adapt decreases but thaacwtth which
the machine reproduces the ratio also decreases. In thethiatiyy = 0, the machine learns nothing: it simply echoes the last
message that it received [9,) 15].yf— 1~, the machine learns slowly and reproduces accurately tteeafparticles that enter
via port 0 and 1. It is in this case that the machine can be usegproduce, event-by-event, the interference patteatsatte
characteristic of quantum phenomenz.[9, 11, 15].

For later applications, it may be useful to have some insigtt the dynamics of this DLM. In Fid.]3, we show some
representative results obtained by executing the ruleqFrom Fig[3, it is clear that all the features that we haseubssed
are presentin the data. As=0.99 is close to one, the processor learns slowly. It takegabwvendreds of input events befoge
fluctuates around the probability®for a(1,0) input event. If we change the latter from 0.8 to 0.2, the DLIslats immediately
but again it takes a few hundred steps to reach the statictaigy that corresponds to the new input sequence. Thevedyati
slow pace with which the DLM responds to a change of the inpgusnce has a significant impact on the running average,
represented by the thick solid line. For the number of evembsvn, fory = 0.99, the running average does not come close to its
asymptotic value (for 20000 input events it does, data nowsh. Fory = 0.5, we see that the DLM responds very fast but this
at the cost of large fluctuations rj.



For applications to the event-based simulation of quanthempmena, the value of the running average is of no impogtanc
but the fluctuations ok are. We will see later that large fluctuations reduce thebiitsi of the interference signal. The
number of events, required to establish the stationarg,db@comes an important issue for simulating experimenthioh the
conditions rapidly change with time (see Secfion MII B). €nhise it is not an issue. Summarizing: the paramgtigtermines
the “quality” of the event-by-event model of the interfereter, the ideal interferometer correspondingte 1.

Returning to the diagram of the processor, the second stagp® a message from the input stage and transforms it into a
new message. From the description of the DLM, it is clear thatinternal register¥y andY; contain the last message that
arrived on input port O and 1 respectively. First, this datadmbined with the data of the internal vectothe components of
which converge (after many events have been processed) telttive frequencies with which the messengers arriveooh(
and 1, respectively. The output message generated by tiefdrenation stage is

Zo1 VIR 0 0\ (x>0 0 0\ /Yy,
Z.| [iVR VT 0 0 0o x* 0 o0 Y11 6
Zo | | 0o 0o VT iVR 0 O xé/z 0 Yoo |’ ©)
Z1p 0 0 iWR VT 0O 0 0 Xi/2 Yi2

where the reflectiolR and transmissio = 1 — R are real numbers that are considered to be parameters, tetéenihed
from experiment. Note that in contrast to optics/[11] whereaBd P-polarized waves may behave differently upon reflec-
tion/transmission [43], in the case of neutrons, the firstrixén Eq. (@) (reading from left to right) treats the firstcaeecond
pair of the four-dimensional vector on equal footing, in cert with the quantum theoretical treatment in sediionlllF&rther
note that aso +x, < 1 atall times andYo|| = ||Y1| = 1, we haveZo 1|2 +|Zo2|? + |Z11|% + |Z122 = 1.

The output stage uses the data provided by the transformsttige to decide through which of the two ports a messenger
(representing a neutron) will be sent. The rule is very semple compute = |Zl’1|2qL |Zl,2|2 and select the output pdxt by
the rule

K =0(z-2%), (7)

where®(.) is the unit step function and € # < 1 is a uniform pseudo-random number (which changes with esdsenger
processed). From a simulation point of view, there is na@imecial about using pseudo-random numbers. On a digitgbater,
pseudo-random numbers are generated by deterministiegges and therefore the pseudo-random number generatdremay
replaced by any algorithm that selects the output port instesyatic, uniform manner![9, [11], as long as the zero’s amkson
occur with a ratio determined by In fact, we use pseudo-random numbers to mimic the appargredictability of the
experimental data only.

The messenger leaves through either gost 0 or portk’ = 1 carrying the message

2= ! ( Ze ) , (®)
VNZialP+1Ze o2 N K2

which, for internal consistency and modularity of the eveased approach, is also a unit vector.

D. Detector

In the simulation model, we simply count all neutrons thawkethe apparatus through the O- and H-beam. In other words,
we assume that the detectors have 100% detection efficiblodg.that real neutron detectors can have efficiencies of &9d6
more [14].

E. What makes it work?

Anticipating that the event-based processor describeisnsection will perform as expected, that is, produce theeeted
interference patterns, it may be useful to have a deeperrstadeling of how it can be that these patterns appear wigwving
a wave problem.

Let us consider BS3 in Fifl] 1, the beam splitter at which, inaaevpicture, the two beams join to produce interference.
The event-based processor simulating a beam splitterresjtwwo pieces of information to send out particles such tiingit
distribution matches the wave-mechanical descriptiorheftieam splitter. First, it needs an estimate of the raticastigle
currents in the O- and H-beam, respectively. Second, itsieekave information about the time of flight along the twdedint
paths.
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FIG. 4: Diagram of the interferometer shown in Hif). 1. BS®BS3: beam splitterspy and ¢y phase shifters. Detectors count all particles
that leave the interferometer via the O- and H-beam. In éxpant and in the event-based simulation, neutrons enteintbegferometer via
the path labele&/y only. The paths labeled;, W,, and¥3 are used in the quantum theoretical treatment only (sep teatticles leaving the
interferometer via the dotted lines are not counted.

The first piece of information is provided for by the intermakttorx. As explained above, through the update rule Ef. (5),
for a stationary sequence of input evemtss (xo,X1) converges to the average of the number of events on input fand 1,
respectively. Thus, the intensities of the waves in the twput beams are encoded in the vectoNote that this information is
accurate only if the sequence of input events is stationary.

After one neutron arrived at port 0 and another one arrivgaetl, the second piece of information is always availabkhée
registersy g andY 1. This information plays the role of the phase of the wavesntwvo input beams.

It is now easy to see that all the information (intensity ahdge) is available to compute the probability for sending ou
particles according to the distribution that we know fromvaanechanics. Indeed, in the stationary state,[Bq. (6) ittiichd to
the transformation of the wave amplitudes which we know fieawe theory of a beam splitter [2,/43].

The idea that the event-based model of a beam splitter has s@mory and a learning capability may seem strange enough
to reject the model at first sight. However, applying the sémgéc to for instance Maxwell's theory of electrodynamiose
should reject this model as well. Indeed, the interactiothefelectromagnetic wave and a material invariably takesra that
involves memory. This can be seen as follows. In Maxwelleotty, for electromagnetic radiation with frequenythe (linear
part of the) interaction of the electric fiel(w) and a material takes the forR{w) = n(w)E(w) whereP(w) andn(w) are
the polarization and dielectric susceptibility of the nitk respectively [43]. Transforming this relation to tti@e domain and
assuming thaE(t = 0) = P(t = 0) = 0 yields [44]

t
P = [ nt—wEWadu ©

where the memory kernel(t) is the Fourier transform aof (w). Clearly, Eq.[[®) shows that the response of the polarimatio
vector to the electric field involves memory.
It is instructive to make the analogy with the update rule ).more explicit. Assume that andvy are the values of
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time-dependent vectorgt) andv(t) sampled at regular time intervatsIf x(t) allows a Taylor series expansion, we may write
Xk = X(TK), Xx_1 = X(TK) — 10X (t) /dt|e= 7k + €(1?) such that the update rule Ef] (5) can be expressed as

dx(t) 11—y l1-vy
i X(t) + o v(t). (10)

In order that Eq.[(TI0) makes sense for» 0, we must have lim,o(1—y)/Ty =T. This requirement is trivially satisfied by
puttingy = 1/(1+ 1I"). Then Eq.[(ID) takes the form of the first-order linear défeial equation

d);—(tt) = —Ix(t) +Tv(t). (11)
Assumingx(0) = 0, the formal solution of EqL(11) reads
t

x(t) = F/ e v(t—u)duy, (12)
0

which has the same structure as Kq. (9). From the derivafi@yo(11), it follows that if we interpret as the time interval
between two successive messages and &giproach zero, thep= 1/(1+ 1) approaches one and the DLM defined by the
update rule Eq[{5) “solves” the differential equation Ell)( Therefore, we may view Ed.{|11) as a course-grainediramm
approximation to the event-by-event process defined byEq. (

Summarizing, the general idea that objects retain some ‘onghabout their interaction with external agents (pads;!
fields,...) is not only common but even essential to some efrttost successful theories of physical phenomena and can
therefore not be used as an argument to dismiss a partidats of models. Furthermore, it is worth noting that E¢j. §éat
the only update rule which yields an event-based model #abduces the averages predicted by quantum theory![9,)11].
other words, there is nothing “unique” to EQJ (5). Whetheegent-based model accounts for what is actually happemirige
level of single events can only be decided by experimentsathdress this specific question.

Ill.  NEUTRON INTERFEROMETER

A detailed wave-mechanical description of the diffractadmeutrons by the perfect silicon plate and the completéroau
interferometer is given in Ref.[[2]. In this paper, to sinfiplinatters without giving in on the fundamental issues, wepddn
effective model for the scattering process of the neutrahtae plate. We assume that the neutrons are monochromatic an
satisfy the Bragg condition for scattering by the silicoatpl[2]. This is not an essential simplification. In the thyemirneutron
interferometry, it is customary to compute the incoheremtrage over slight deviations from the exact Bragg conditiad
neutron energy [2] and the same can be done in the event-Bppeaach as well (see Sectlon V1I B). Thus, we will charazéeer
the beam splitters BSO,...,BS3 by effective reflection aaddmission coefficientsandt, respectively.

Once it has been established that the event-based appegaclduces the results of wave theory, a ray-tracing scheote s
as the one outlined in Ref./[2] can be combined with the ebasied processors to yield a more complete description otthew
individual neutrons propagate through the interferomatet produce interference. We leave this technically chgiley topic
for future research.

A. Quantum theory

A detailed quantum mechanical treatment of the interfetemgepicted in Fig.]1 is given in Ref. [45]. Assuming that the
incident wave satisfies the Bragg condition for scatteripghie first crystal plate (BS0), the Laue-type interferomatds as a
two-path interferometer [46]. The two-path interferommetay be represented by a more abstract, theoretical mbealjagram
of which is shown in Fig.4. This diagram is similar to the orfi¢he Mach-Zehnder interferometer for light [43], excemitithe
latter has mirrors instead of beam splitters BS1 and BS2.

Quantum theory describes the statistics of the interfetgnesperiment depicted in Figsl 1 aipd 4 in terms of the stattor

;
W) = (Wor, Woy, Wiy, W1 Wor, Wo , War, W3 ), (13)

where the components of this vector represent the comlkied amplitudes of the wave function. The first subscripelsa
the pathway and the second subscript denotes the diredtide anagnetic moment relative to some B-field, the directibn
which becomes relevant if the experimental outcome depemdlse magnetic moment of the neutron (see later). This itheot
case for the experiment shown in Hig. 1, hence there is no teeddell on this aspect any further. As usual, the state vecto
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is assumed to be normalized, meaning t¥#f¥) = 1. Note that in the abstract representations of the expetsnsuch as in
Fig.[4 for example, we use the notatigh = (W;;, W) for j =0,...,3.
As the state vector propagates through the interferonietdranges according to

Wy = tr tr vbd# 0 Vae® o
Tt o\ Tt e 0 vben /g, 0 Jae® ),

t*r) ( t*r) (t—r*> <t—r*> (t—r*) (t—r*>
X * * * * * * |L|J>, (14)
< )\ U)o\ U s\ U o\ T U g\ U g,

wheret andr denote the transmission and reflection coefficients, réispdc and the subscripisj refer to the pair of elements
of the eight-dimensional vector on which the matrix actsn&svation of probability demands tH&e + |r|? = 1. For a later
application, we have included in Eq.{14), a path-dependesbrption parameterized by the coefficiem{® < a < 1) andb
(0<b<1).

In neutron interferometry experiments, particles enteriiterferometer via the path corresponding to the amditdglonly
(see Fig[4), meaning thd¥) = (1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0). The probabilities to observe a particle leaving the irserfeter in the H-
and O-beam are then given by

P = |Wo 2+ Wy 2 = R(aT2+bR2—2RT\/%cosx), (15)

2 2
Po = W[+ W3,

RT (a+ b+ 2\/%cosx) , (16)

wherex = @ — @ is the relative phase shiR=|r|? andT = |t|> = 1— R. Note thatpy andpo do not depend on the imaginary
part oft or r, leaving only one free model parameter (eR). In the case of a 50-50 beam splittdr £ R= 1/2) and zero
absorption § = b = 1), Egs. [(T5) and{16) reduce to the familiar expressians= (1/2)sir? x /2 andpo = (1/2)cog x/2,
respectively. The extra factor two is due to the fact thattwad€of all incoming neutrons, that is the neutrons that exedmitted
by BS1 or BS2 (see Figl 1), leave the interferometer witheirigpcounted.

The expression Eq._(IL6) shows that the normalized (to thémrmanr value) O-beam intensity does not depend on the value of
the reflectiorR. Furthermore, it follows from Eg[{16) that the visibility the O-beam is given by

max, Po —Miny po _ 2v/ab
max, po+miny po  a+b’

V(a,b) = 17)

and that the modulation amplitude of the interference &g given by(a+ b)V(a,b)/2 = v/ab.

B. Interferometer: Event-by-event simulation model

Using the event-based processor described in Sdctioridlsitaightforward to construct a simulation model for thieifer-
ometer shown in FigJ4. Without any modification, we use thenébased model of a beam splitter to simulate the operation
of BSO, BS1, BS2, and BS3. Neutrons that are not refracted3iy & BS2 leave the apparatus and do not contribute to the
detection counts in the O- or H-beam. During their flight frB®1 or BS2 to BS3, the neutrons pass through a metal foil which
changes their time of flight [2]. In the event-based moded #ffect of the metal foil is accounted for by the phase stsfgg
and¢qy, see Figl¥. Thereby it is assumed that the absorption oforesiby the metal foil is negligible [2]. When the messenger
passes through the phase shifter, its message changediagdor

y €%y, (18)

whereg; represents the change in the time of flight as the neutrorepabsough the metal foil on its way from BS1 to BS3
(j=0) or BS2to BS3[=1). In neutron interferometry experiments, minute rotagiof the foils about an axis perpendicular to
the base plane of the interferometer induce large varigiiog; [2,147]. All the neutrons which emerge from the interferoemet
through the O- or H-beam contribute to the neutron countésétbeams.

C. Simulation results

The simulation results presented in [Eiy. 5(a) demonstnatetiie event-by-event simulation reproduces the residfsantum
theory if y approaches onel[9,/11,/15]. Indeed, there is excellent agmeewith quantum theory. In this example, the reflection
coefficient of the beam splitters is taken tolRe= 0.2. The parametey which controls the learning pace of the DLM-based
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FIG. 5: Event-by-event simulation results of the numbereaitrons leaving the interferometer via the H-beam (redesiand O-beam (blue
squares) as a function of the phase differepdmtween the two paths inside the interferometer. For edcle v x, the number of particles
generated in the simulation = 100000. The lines are the predictions of quantum theorpferb = 1. Solid line: p4, see Eq.[(15); dotted
line: po, see Eq.[{I6). (a) Model parameters: reflectioa 0.2, y = 0.99. (b) Same as (a) except that 0.5, reducing the accuracy and
increasing the response time of the DLM. (c) Same as (a) &€xieapto mimic the partial coherence of the incident neutseam, the initial
message carried by each particle has been modified by addipig'tandyy(® a random angle drawn uniformly from the interyal6 0, 60°],
reducing the amplitude of the interference. (d) Same as«@pt thaty = 0.5.

processor can be used to account for imperfections of theoreinterferometer. This is illustrated in Fig. 5(b) whishows
simulation results foy = 0.5.

The quantum theoretical treatment of Secfion 1l A assumediyacoherent beam of neutrons. In the event-based aphroac
the case of a coherent beam may be simulated by assumindgéhdegree of freedom that accounts for the time of flight of
the neutron takes the same initial value each time a messagedted. In the event-based approach, we can mimic allyartia
coherent beam by simply adding some random noise to the gegbat is when a message is created, a pseudo-random number
in a specified range is added¢o? and @ In Fig.[B(c), we present simulation results for the casettiarandom angle is
drawn randomly and uniformly from the intervgt 11/3, 11/3], showing that reducing the coherence of the beam reduces the
visibility, as expected on the basis of wave theory [43]. @anng Fig[5(b) and Fid.]5(c), we conclude that the sameaediu
visibility can be obtained by either reducipgr by adding noise to the messages. On the basis of thiséntenketry experiment
alone, it is difficult to exclusively attribute the cause ofemluced visibility to one of these mechanisms. For compexs,
Fig.[3(d) shows the combined effect of decreasingnd adding noise to the messages on the visibility of thefarence
fringes.

Conclusive evidence that the event-based model reprodiieessults of a single-neutron interferometry experintemes
from comparing simulation data with experimental data. ig. B, we present such a comparison using experimental data
extracted from Fig. 2 of Ref,_[14]. It was not necessary tattrynake the best fit: the paramet&andy and the offset iny
were varied by hand. As shown in Fig. 6, the event-based aiiionl model reproduces, quantitatively, the experimeesllts
reported in Fig. 2 of Ref| [14].
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FIG. 6: Comparison between the data of a neutron interfetgnexperiment|[14] (open symbols) and the results of an ebgrevent
simulation (solid symbols). Open circles: counts per sdamd per square cm in the O-beam; open squares: counts padsaw per square
cm in the H-beam; solid circles: number of particles per dargaving the interferometer via path 0; solid squares: lmemof particles per
sample leaving the interferometer via path 1. The experialelata has been extracted from Fig. 2 of Ref. 14. The sinonlgtarameters
R = 0.22 andy = 0.5 have been adjusted by hand to obtain a good fit and the nurilrgident particles in the simulation N = 22727.
Lines through the data points are guides to the eye.

IV. STOCHASTIC AND DETERMINISTIC BEAM ATTENUATION

The second series of experiments that we consider are menterferometry experiments in which the beam from BSO to
BS1 is attenuated either by a partial, stochastic absozhd8], (see Fid.J7(a)), an absorbing lattice [2,149, 50] oalahopper, a
rotating absorbing disc (see Hig. 7(b)) that periodicalbcks neutrons from traveling to BS1 [2,/48+-50]. We denoteaberage
fraction of neutrons which pass the absorber/lattice/peopy 0< a < 1.

Let us assume that the incident flux of neutrons is constatitni@. Of all neutrons passing through the stochastic alesprb
only the fractom “survives” the interaction with the absorber material. €idering the case of the experiment with a chopper, as
the rotation frequency of the chopper increases up to tha girat each individual neutron passes the chopper withaidity
a, the difference between the deterministic and stochastomtion is expected to disappear [2} 148-51]. Althoughhm t
experiment, the chopper rotates inside an aluminum charnitgeyvibrations associated with the rotation have an adwffect
on the amplitude of the interference fringes and hence,dtsion frequency of the chopper was effectively limitecatéew
rotations per second [48]. This problem could partially bevéated by using an absorbing lattice instead of a rotatlisc [2,
49,50]. In this section, we assume that the rotation of thepplkr does not affect the experimental outcomes other than b
stopping particles from reaching BS1.

A. Quantum theory

The case of the stochastic absorber has already been tieaé@edtior IITA. When the stochastic absorber is replaced by
chopper that either passes the neutrons or blocks them etghplguantum theory prescribes that the experiment isrithes
in terms of a mixed state|[5], that is the observed intensitihe weighted sum of the two different experimental sitrei
Denoting the average fraction of the neutrons which pasethtbpper bya, the probability and visibility of the O-beam are given
by [48]

Po = (1—a)po(a=0,b=1)+apo(a=1b=1)=TR(1+a+_2acosx). (19)
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FIG. 7: Diagram of the single-neutron interferometry expent with a stochastic (left) and deterministic (rightsatber.
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FIG. 8: Diagram of the single-neutron interferometry expent with a stochastic or deterministic absorbel [12]. BSBS3: beam splitters;
@ andgy: phase shifters. Neutrons pass through the stochastidennaaistic absorber with probability.

and
max, po —miny pp _ 2a

V(a) = - = )
@ max, pp+miny py  1+a

(20)

respectively. In contrast to the case of the stochasticrhbswhere the modulation amplitude of the interferenceges is given
by v/a, when a chopper is used to block neutrons that travel tow8ds the modulation amplitude of the interference fringes
is given by(1+a)V(a)/2 = a, that is it is linear ina [12].
In quantum theory, the difference between the stochasticdaterministic absorber enters through the choice of tite sin
the former case, we use a pure state to describe the inteckepattern whereas in the latter case, a mixed state whahthd
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FIG. 9: Modulation amplitude of the intensity as a functidrtle probabilitya that the neutrons pass the absorber, obtained from event-by
event simulations of single-neutron interferometry ekpents [48-50] with a stochastic (a) and a deterministioder (b,c,d) for different
values ofNpc, the number of incident particles per cycle and per valudefithase shifk, andNc, the number of cycles, keeping the total
numberNpcNc fixed. Solid line: square root dependence predicted by guanheory for the case of a pure state (see text); dashed line:
linear dependence predicted by quantum theory for the dasenixed state (see text); solid triangldgsc = 1000,N. = 10; open squares:
Npc = 100, N = 100; solid squaredipc = 250, N = 40; open circlesNpc = 500, N; = 20; solid circlesNpc = 1000,N; = 10; open triangles:

Npc = 10000,Nc = 1. Model parameters: reflectidR= 0.2, y = 0.98 (a,b),y = 0.9 (c), y = 0.5 (d). Within the statistical fluctuations,
the simulation results for the stochastic absorber do npemied onNpc or Ne. For all cases, increasing the number of cydlgseduces the
statistical fluctuations only. The maximum count of neusromthe O-beam is less than 2000.

probabilities for the two different experimental configtimas (chopper blocking or not). However, this stationatgte wave
theory does not include as a parameter the rotation spebé chbpper. Only the fractiom) of neutrons which pass with each
cycle enters, not how many neutrons pass through one openthg disc at a time. This problem calls for a solution of the
time-dependent Schrodinger equation but, to the authwe/ledge, there is no report of successful work in this dioec Put
differently, in the quantum theoretical description oktbkperiment, the parameter (chopper rotation frequenkighweconnects
Eq. (19) to Eq.[(Ib) is lacking.
Regarding the individual neutron as a particle, consideicdse in which the chopper rotates very slowly relative égpidce
with which the neutrons arrive. Then, when the position efthopper allows the neutrons to pass, many of them passbefor
the chopper closes and during this period, we may expecttdheeinterference signal which is characteristic of the-path
interferometer. If the chopper blocks the beam, there isnterfierence. It is in this case that the mixed state desctibe
statistics of the experiment.
But what if the chopper rotates very fast such that with egoénéclose change, on average one neutron impinges on the
chopper? In this case, the detected signal is not simplyuhred two independent experiments (one with the path from BSO
to BS1 blocked and another one with no blocked paths) butlghmithe same as in the case of a stochastic absorber (with
the corresponding value @j. The next subsection shows that the event-based modeilesisly reproduces this behavior and
provides a unified, logically consistent description ofsghexperiments.
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B. Event-based model

Both the case of a stochastic and time dependent absorbeaigihgincorporated in the event-based model of the intenfe-
ter. In the former case, particles leaving BSO towards BS$ faough the absorber# < a wherea is the fraction of particles
that passes an# is a uniform pseudo-random number (which changes with eaxtfc|e). In the latter case, the procedure is as
follows. First, we define the (dimensionless) unit time im& by the time it takes for the chopper to open and close.rilimber
of neutrons incident on the interferometer per unit timerwl and the number of such intervals will be denotedgyandN;,
respectively. Thus, in one simulation run, the total nuntfereutrons created by the sourceNs= NgN;. Uniform pseudo-
random numbers are used to geneftimes in the intervalO,N,|. These are the times, relative to the motion of the chopper,
at which the neutrons will arrive at the chopper, if theydoled the path from BSO to BS1. To a very good approximatias, th
interarrival times are distributed exponentially or, ih@twords, the events are created according to a Poissoitdiitn [52].
Neutrons are sent to the interferometer, one at a time, iondtogical order. When a neutron arrives at the choppeayritsal
time is used to determine if the chopper is open or closedhdfchopper is open, the neutron continues its journey to BS1.
Otherwise, it is removed from the system and does not canéito the detection counts. All neutrons that appear in therO
H-beam are recorded by the detectors.

The data is collected as follows. First we choos€ & < 1. Then, for each setting of the phase sliftthe source sends
N = NpcNc neutrons to the interferometer. HeMy is the number of incident particles per cycle and per valub@phase shift
x andN; is the number of cycles. For a fair comparison between diffecases, we kedy fixed. IncreasindN; while keeping
Npc constant reduces the statistical fluctuations only. As éndase of the interferometer without absorbers, the evastd
processors in BSO, BS1, BS2 and BS3 perform their task, ipiglcounts in the O- and H-beam. By changpgnd repeating
the simulation, we determine the visibiligy(a). Plotting (1+a)V(a)/2 as a function of, we can directly compare to the
experimental results [[2, 48-50]. According to Eqs](17) @), (1+ a)V(a)/2 is proportional to,/a anda for a pure and
mixed state, respectively.

C. Simulation results

In the event-based approach, a certain number of partiaketotpass through the interferometer before an interfergattern
appears (obviously, as in experiment, a single particle eimd produce an interference pattern). In addition, withezhange
of the chopper position, the learning machine in BS3 has &pttb the change in input as particles arrive on either port O
1 when the path via BS1 is not blocked and no particles arnivparst 0 when the path via BS1 is blocked. Thus, the learning
machine should adapt quickly to a new situation, a requirgmich is in conflict with the desire to reproduce the resolt
guantum theory, which demangs— 1~. From these simple observations, we expect that the paeamean be used, not only
to control the visibility of the interference fringes (seig.f5(a,b)) but can also be used to produce features whichiamtym
theory, are characteristic of the mixed state. The resuoétsgmted in Fid.]9 confirm these expectations.

In Fig.[d(a), we present the results for the stochastic dlesoDisregarding the statistical fluctuations, the datelyifollow
the \/a curve predicted by quantum theory and is in agreement wigeigment|[2| 48-50]. Note that in this case, as long as
N = NpcNc is fixed, the values o, andN; themselves should, and also do not matter because the prtoce®ck neutrons
from reaching BS1 is time independent.

Simulation results for the case of the deterministic absoabe presented in Fidd. 9(b,c,d), correspondingtd.98,0.9,0.5,
respectively. Foy = 0.98, see Fid.19(b), the machines learn fairly slowly. YetXge = 10000 (the value ofl; merely affects
the statistical fluctuations), the signature of the mixextestthe linear dependence d@f+ a)V(a)/2 ona, starts to appear
(open triangles). Foy = 0.9, see Figl.B(c), the simulation produces the results of thethpure and the mixed state (solid and
open triangles, respectively). Note that the event-basedetralso delivers intermediate results (solid circles)pbserved in
experiment|[2| 49, 50]. Foy = 0.5, see Fig[0(d), the processors can quickly adapt to a nestisih, yielding results that
interpolate smoothly between the linear- and square-lgveddence oa.

Summarizing, the event-based model produces results ginae avith the stochastic absorber or very fast chopper,ta fas
chopper and a slow chopper, but unlike in the quantum thieatedescriptions, without any modification to the simudati
model but only by changing the number of neutrons per opeséatycle, that is the rotation frequency of the choppetivela
to the number of incident neutrons.

V. VIOLATION OF A BELL INEQUALITY

The neutron interferometry experiment reported in Ref] fi&8nonstrates that it is feasible to manipulate indepethyj¢he
spatial and spin degree of freedom of massive particles.eXperiment shows that it is possible to create correlati@tseen
these two degrees of freedom which, within quantum the@mnot be described by a product state. The direct experahent
evidence is that the data for this correlation violates &-BelSH inequality [53].
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FIG. 10: Diagram of the single-neutron interferometry eipent to observe correlations that cannot be accountebyfarquantum system
in the product state, see also Fig. 1 in Ref| [53]. BS0,.3;:Bfam splitters. The combination of the mu-metal spindyrphase shifter, and
spin rotator allow the independent manipulation of the r@$ spatial and magnetic degrees of freedom.

In this section, we show that the event-based model falthfaproduces all the features of quantum theory for thiseexp
iment and, by changing the model paramegtecan also reproduce the numerical values of the correlgtias measured in
experiments [53, 54].

A diagram of the single-neutron interferometry experinisshown in Fig[ZID, see also Fig.1 of Réf.[[53]. Incident neus
pass through a magnetic-prism polarizer (not shown) theatyores two spatially separated beams of neutrons withrtrenetic
moments aligned parallel (spin up), respectively antafealr(spin down) with respect to the magnetic axis of theapakr which
is parallel to the guiding field. The spin-up neutrons impinge on a silicon-perfect-chyistarferometer. On leaving beam
splitter BSO, neutrons may or may not experience refractiomu-metal spin-turner changes the orientation of the retign
moment from parallel to perpendicular to the guiding fiBldIn detail, the result of passing through the mu-metal spiner
is that the magnetic moment of a neutron that travels towBRlik (BS2) rotates byr/2 (—/2) about they-axis. Before the
different paths join at the entrance plane of beam split®3,B difference between the times of flight (correspondirayghase
in the wave mechanical description) along the two paths eamanipulated by a phase shifter. The neutrons that experien
two refraction events when passing through the interfetenferm the O-beam and are analyzed by sending them through a
spin rotator and a Heusler spin analyzer. If necessary,doca an extra spin rotation af, a spin flipper is placed between
the interferometer and the spin rotator. The neutrons tfeaselected by the Heusler spin analyzer are counted withutaame
detector (not shown) that has a very high efficierrey99%) [53].

A. Quantum theory

An essential feature of the experimentis that as the neptisses through the interferometer, its path and its magmetinent
become correlated [53]. The quantum theoretical desoriftf the experiment reported in Ref, [53] requires a foatessystem
for the path and another two-state system to account forinel$2 degree-of-freedom. Thus, the statistics of thesexpental
data is described by the state vector [Eq] (13).

In the experiment [53], the neutrons that enter the interfeter have their spins up, relative to the direction of thieligg
field B (see Fig[ID). Thus, the state describing the incident oestis|W) = (1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0)T, omitting irrelevant phase
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factors. As the state vector propagates through the imtarfeter and the spin rotator (see Figl 11), it changes atuptal
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where the subscripisj refer to the pair of elements of the eight-dimensional vectowhich the matrix acts. Reading back-
wards, the first pair of matrices in E§._{21) represents bealittes BSO, the second pair the mu-metal (a spin rotatioouab
they-axis by/4 and—r/4, respectively), the third and fourth pair beam splitteBlBind BS2, respectively, the fifth pair the

phase shifters, the sixth pair beam splitter BS3, and therasix represents the spin rotator SR.
From Eq.[(21), it follows that the probability to detect a tven with spin up in the O-beam is given by

Po(a.X) = |W5,*=TR[1+coga+X)], (22)
wherex = @ — @. From Eq.[(2D) it follows that the correlatidn(a, x) is given by [53]

Po(d, X) + Po(a + T, X + 1) — po(a + 11, X) — Po(a@, X + 1)
Po(a, X) + Po(a + 1T, X + 11) + po(a + 11, X ) + po(a, X + 1)

independent of the reflectidR= |r|> = 1— T of the beam splitters (which have been assumed to be id§ntiRepeating the
calculation for the probability of detecting a neutron ie tH-beam shows thdiy(a, x) = 0, independent of the direction of

Eo(a,x) = =coqa + X), (23)
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FIG. 12: CorrelatiorE(a, x) between spin and path degree of freedom as obtained fromean-ky-event simulation of a single-neutron
interferometry experiment which shows violations of a Be#quality [53]. Solid surfaceE(a, x) = coga + x) predicted by quantum
theory; solid circles: simulation data. The lines conmegthe markers are guides to the eye only. Model parametisctionR = 0.2 and

y = 0.99. For each paita, x), N = 10000 particles were used to determine each of the four sdi(at, x), N(a + 1, x + 1), N(a, x + 1),
andN(a + m, x + ) that appear in EqL(25).

the spin. Note that if the mu-metal would rotate the spin abioex-axis instead of about theaxis, we would fincEg(a, x) =
cosa cosy, a typical expression for a quantum system in a product.state

The fact thatEg(a, x) = coga + x) implies that the state of the neutron cannot be written adymt of the state of the
spin and the phase. In other words, in quantum parlanceptheand phase-degree-of-freedom are entangled [53, 63his
context, it is customary to form the Bell-CHSH function|[&5]]

S=S(a1,X1,02,X2) = Eo(a1,X1)+Eo(a1, X2) — Eo(a2, X1) + Eo(02, X2), (24)

for some set of experimental settingsg, X1, a2, andx». If the quantum system can be described by a product stateywsé
have|S < 2. Therefore, if experiment shows th& > 2, it is impossible to interpret the experimental resultéms of a
quantum system in the product stete [5].olf = 0, x1 = 11/4, o, = /2, andx, = 11/4, thenS= 21/2, the maximum value
allowed by quantum theory [58].

The single-neutron interferometry experiment yields thent rateN(a, x) for the spin-rotation angle and the differenceg
of the phase shifts of the two different paths in the intenfieeter [53]. Following Refl[53], the correlatidf(a, ) is defined
by

(a,X)+N(a+ 71, x+1m) —N(a,x+ 1) — N(a+ m,x)
(a,x)+N(a+mx+m+N(a,x+m)+Na+mx)’

E(a,x) = E (25)

and, if guantum theory describes this experiment, we expatE(a, x) ~ Ep(a, x). Experiments show th&> 2 [53,/54].

B. Event-by-event model: realization

The components that constitute the interferometer have escribed in Sectidnll. In the following, we specify thetian
of the remaining components, namely the magnetic-prisrarpzar (not shown), the mu-metal spin-turner, the spiatmtand
spin analyzer.

Magnetic-prism polarizer: this device takes as input a neutron with an unknown magmetinent and produces a neutron with
a magnetic moment that is either parallel (spin up) or aatafel (spin down) with respect to tteaxis (which by definition
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FIG. 13: Same as Fif_112 except that the reflecBoa 0.2 andy = 0.55. The differences between the quantum theoretical eeanld the
simulation data are due to the choige- 0.55. The event-based simulation reproduces the exactsesduduantum theory iy — 1~ (data not
shown).

is parallel to the guiding fiel®). In the experiment, only a neutron with spin up is injectet ithe interferometer. Therefore,
to simplify matters a little, we assume that the neutronsehéer the interferometer all have spin up. This assumjsieasily
incorporated in the procedure that creates the initial ams®y simply setting = 0 (see Eq.{1)).

Mu-metal spin-turner: the action of this componentis to rotate the magnetic mowifghe neutron byt/2 (—11/2) about they-
axis, depending on whether the neutron was transmitteé¢tefl) by BSO. The processor that accomplishes this is waples.
It takes as input the direction of the magnetic moment, =pTeed by the messageand performs the rotation < €7°/4y
which corresponds to a rotation about thaxis by /2. We emphasize that we use Pauli matrices as a conveniétd ®@ress
rotations in 3D space, not because in quantum theory the etiagnoment of the neutron is represented by spin-1/2 opex.at

Spin-rotator: the action of this component is to rotate the magnetic morakatneutron by an angle about thex-axis. It
changes the message according te €99 /2y.

Spin analyzer: this component selects neutrons with spin up, after whigsahneutrons are counted by a 100% efficient
detector. The simplest algorithm that performs this task @roject the magnetic moment on thaxis and send the neutron to
the detector if the projected value exceeds a pseudo-randotherZ.

Detector: We simply count all neutrons that appear in the O- and H-beam.

C. Simulation results

In Fig.[I2 we present results for the correlation Eq] (25) @sioed from event-by-event simulations of the experimkent
setup depicted in Fig._11, assuming that the experimentalitions are very close to ideal. For the ideal experimemangum
theory predicts thaE(a, x) = coga + x) (represented by the solid surface in igl 12) and as showhébgntirkers in Fid. 12,
disregarding the small statistical fluctuations, therddse-to-prefect agreement between the event-by-eventaiion data and
guantum theory.

The real experiment suffers from unavoidable imperfeajdeading to a reduction and distortion of the interferepae
terns [53]. In an event-by-event approach, it is easy toripe@te mechanisms for different sources of imperfectipnsod-
ifying or adding rules. After all, we can manipulate eachivighial event. However, to reproduce the available data, ith
not necessary because, as before, we can use the pargeieontrol the deviation from the quantum theoretical resin
particular, we can use the parametéo fit the simulation results to the experimental data fontilele ofS.
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For instance, takinfR = 0.2 andy = 0.55, the simulation (see FiQ.113) yiel&@sax = 2.05, in excellent agreement with the
value 2052+ 0.019 obtained in experiment [53]. F&= 0.2 andy = 0.67, the simulation yield§ywax = 2.30, in very good
agreement with the valueZ291+ 0.008 obtained in a similar, more recent experiment [54].

D. Discussion

An Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen-Bohm (EPRB) experiment candael to test for violations of a Boole-Bell-type inequabtyt
not all experiments that test for violations of a Boole-Bghe inequality are EPRB experiments. Essential featniras EPRB
(thought) experiment are that (1) a source emits pairs dfghes with properties of which at least one is correlat@) as the
particles leave the source, they no longer interact (butdneslations of their properties do not change), (3) thepprties of the
particles are determined by two spatially separated aaedy@hich do not communicate with each other and have settivag
may be changed independently and randomly, (4) all pastleleving the source are analyzed and contribute to thege®end
correlations. Clearly, the neutron interferometry exmet which we have discussed in this section is not an EPRErampnt.

It only satisfies the fourth criterion if we disregard the tieas that are transmitted by BS1 or BS2.

The violation of the Bell-CHSH inequality observed in thaitren interferometry experiment demonstrates that it ssjize
to create a correlation between the path and the magneticemioaf the neutron, although there is no direct “interaction
between the two. If we interpret the outcome of this expeniieterms of quantum theory, the observed violation of tied-B
CHSH inequality implies that it is impossible to describe tutcome of the experiment in terms of a product state of @ath
spin states. Hence, the system must be described by an Ettatate. On the other hand, a classical, Einstein-lochtansal,
event-by-event process can also reproduce all the feadfitbe entangled state. Hence, not too much significanceldtoeu
attached to the latter.

For completeness, we mention that if we pick the anglandomly from the same finite set of predetermined valued use
to produce FiglT12, an event-based simulation witk 0.99 yields (within the usual statistical fluctuations) theretation
E(a,x) =~ (1/2)coga + x), which does not lead to a violation of a Bell-type inequaldgta not shown). Thus, if the neutron
interferometry experiment could be repeated with randoaice!s for the position of the phase shiftgn (and the experimental
results would show a significant violation of a Bell-typeduality, the event-based model that we have presented trerel Wwe
ruled out.

VI. COHERENT MANIPULATION OF THE NEUTRON SPIN, PHASE AND ENE RGY

In the language of quantum theory, the neutron interfergmstperiment described in Ref. |59] demonstrates thatgusin
magnetic resonance techniques, it is possible to crea@gement between the spin, path and energy degree of freefibe
neutron.

The set-up of the single-neutron interferometry experinfienthe observation of interference between the phasasced
by a phase shifter (PS) and by two radio-frequency (RF) figdshown in Fig[I¥ (see also Fig. 1 in Ref.[[59]). Neutrons
with their spin polarized along the static magnetic fiBle- Be, impinge on the interferometer. The radio-frequency col IR
within one path of the skew-symmetric neutron interferamét tuned such that it flips the spin from up to down and induce
a phase shiftg;). Neutrons that leave the interferometer in the H-beam av@ted by a neutron detector. Neutrons that leave
the interferometer in the O-beam pass an accelerator cGjj {Aat compensates for the differences in times of flighheftivo
different paths in the interferometer. These neutrons grassigh a second radio-frequency coil (RF2) which is plaiced
region where the static magnetic fieldBg2 and which is driven by the half frequency of that of RF1. Riasfthe spin and
induces a phase shiff). Subsequently, neutrons with their spin up are counteth&ygdmbination of ar/2 spin rotator (SR),
an analyzer and a neutron detector.

A. Quantum theory

In Fig.[I8, we show the diagram that corresponds to the exgsti[59]. Spin-polarized neutrons impinge on beam splitte
BSO0. A constant magnetic fiel@¢é,) defines the spin-up direction. The Hamiltonian that déssithe spin of the neutron as it
moves through the radio-frequency coil RF1 reads

Hi = —Be,S—BigyS coqwt + ¢1), (26)

whereB andB; are the static and radio-frequency (RF) fields andnd ¢; denote the angular frequency and phase of the RF
field, respectively. The wave function of the neutron spenated by W(t)) satisfies the time-dependent Schrédinger equation
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FIG. 14: A single-neutron interferometry experiment foe thbservation of interference between the phases inducadobgse shifter (PS)
and by two RF field< [59]. BSO0,...,BS3: beam splitters; MFRgnetic field prismB = Be,: constant magnetic field; PS: phase shifter ; RF1,
RF2: radio-frequency spin-flippers; AC: accelerator ¢&$: spin turner.

(TDSE)
2 1w() = HLOI() @)

where from now on, we use units such thiet 1. Writing |W(t)) = &(@+91)FgBitS/2|@(t)), and imposing the resonance
conditionB = w, the TDSE for{®(t)) readsid|d(t))/dt = H;(t)|P(t)) where

Hit) = —% 9’0052{00t+¢1)—S"sinZ(wt+¢1)cos%—stinZ(thrdJl)sin% , (28)

showing thatH; (t) oscillates with frequenciess2and 2v+ By /2. We assume that the effect of these oscillations on the spin
can be neglected, as is usually assumed in NMR/ESR th 0As the neutron spin passes through the spin flipper RF1,
its time evolution is given by the unitary matrix

Ui(t) = g(@hit+91)gB1t18/2. (29)

wheret; is the time during which the neutron experiences the RF fieRIFd. AdjustingB; such thaBst; /2 = 1, the RF field
changes the neutron spin from up to down (see[Ely. 15) andyeisahe phase bt + ¢1.

As the neutron leaves BS3, its spin can be up or down. All mestthat leave BS3 via the H-beam are sent to a detector.
Neutrons with spin up (down) that are transmitted (reflechgaBS3 fly through the spin-flipper RF2, operatingat= w/2 at
resonance with the static fieRJ 2 that is present in region 2. The two RF-spin-flippers andstatc fields in regions 1 and 2 act
as an interferometer for the energy of the neutroh [59]. IKinée neutrons pass a spin rotator SR which rotates thenetay
moment of the neutron about tlkeaxis by /2, mixing the spin-up and spin-down components.
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FIG. 15: Quantum theoretical model of the single-neutraerfierometry experiment that demonstrates the entangieafi¢he spin, path and
energy degrees of freedom_[59]. Polarizer spin-up neutamesnjected in an interferometer. BSO0,...,BS3: beamtspditgy and ¢: phase
shifters; RF1, RF2 spin flippers: radio frequency coilsedito the resonance frequencies of the neutron spin in thie stagnetic field8
andB/2, respectively; SR: spin rotator (magnet causing a magnaiment to rotate about theaxis by/2). A detector counts the spin-up
neutrons in the O-beam. Another detector counts all nestirothe H-beam.

As the state vector propagates through the interferometkttee spin analyzer, see Higl] 15, it changes according to

Wy = (_1/f2 i/\/§> < -0 ei(wtz/2+¢2)/2) ( t* r) ( t* r>
i/vV2 1/V2 67 _dl(wip/2+62)/2 0 oLt ) L)
X( t*r) ( t*r) (tr*) (tr*) (1 _o)
-t 37 -t 26 rov 15 rov 0,4 0 et 45

0 gt +¢1)/2 g 0 dn 0 t —r* t —r*
(oo #0585 &) 0000

Reading backwards, the matrices in Eq.l (30) represent bphtteisBSO (first pair of matrices), the phase shifters icidg a
relative phase shify = @ — @ (second pair) , the RF-spin-flipper RF1 (fifth matrix), a phakift (sixth matrix) applied to
the spin-down neutron(is the time during which a neutron appearing in the O-beanspmsdown) beam splitters BS1, BS2
and BS3 (matrices 7 through 12), the RF-spin-flipper RF2 (imna&8), and finally the spin rotator SR (a spin rotation abibiet
x-axis bym/2). The analyzer (not included in EQ.{30)) sends the spinewirons in the O-beam to the detector.

From Eq.[(30), it follows that the probability to detect a tven with spin up in the O-beam is given by

Po(@,X) = W52 =TR{L1+sin[x+wt, + (—t1)w/2+¢]}, (31)

where¢ = ¢, — ¢1/2, showing that the spingg,¢>), path ), and energydt,) degree-of-freedom are entangled and can be
manipulated independently. In the experiment [59], thesphanduced by the guiding fields in regions 1 and 2 and thegphas
wty + (t2 —t1)w/2 were compensated for by a tunable accelerator coil witlicanagnetic field along thedirection [59].
Puttingwt; + (t> —t1)w/2 = 0in Eq. [31) yields

Po(9.X) = W52 =TR{1+sinlx +¢]}. (32)
The probability to find a neutron leaving the device via thedéfm reads

PH = |Wh |2 +|W, P =R(T*+RP), (33)
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FIG. 16: Normalized counts(¢, x) as obtained from an event-by-event simulation of a singletnon interferometry experiment that employs
two radio-frequency fields to manipulate the energy of alsingutron|[59]. Solid surface: probabilifyp(¢, x) = (1— R)R2[1+ sin(x +¢)]

to observe neutrons in the O-beam, as predicted by quantomnythsolid circles and open squares: simulation data fontrmalized neutron
counts in the O- and H-beam, respectively. The lines comgettie markers are guides to the eye only. Quantum theodjqisehe probability
to observe a neutron in the H-beam toRE&? + (1 — R)?) = 1/4. Model parameters: reflectidd= 0.5, y = 0.99; number of particles per
data pointN = 10000.

which obviously does not depend gn 1, t1, ¢2, orts.

B. Event-by-event model: realization

The components that constitute the interferometer have thescribed in Sectidn]ll and the components that manig et
neutron spin (in the rotating frame in the case of the RF fligpleave been described in SecfionvV B. Therefore, we simggy u
these components without modification. Also the simulagimtedure is the same as before. The source sends a pariZ3®t
and it is not until that particle has left the interferometehas been detected in either the O- or H-beam that the sailtsend
the next particle.

C. Simulation results

In Fig.[18, we present results for the normalized particlentdN(¢, x) in the O-beam (solid circles) and H-beam (open
squares) in the case of the ideal experiment. The normializabnsists of dividing the actual count by the number ofipkas
N generated by the source. The quantum theoretical exprefsithe normalized O-beam count is given by Eql (32) and is
represented by the solid surface in [igl. 16. According tofE8), quantum theory predicts that the normalized H-beanntis
independent of and¢. From Fig[I6, it is obvious that the event-based simulati@produces all the features of the quantum
theoretical description of this experiment.

The effect of changing the reflection froR= 0.5 (Fig.[16) toR = 0.2 in combination with reducing the parameygs shown
in Fig.[T7. As expected from Eq$.(32) andl(33), the normélzeunts are reduced and, becayse0.5 instead of being close
to one, the simulation data deviate (slightly) from the guamtheoretical results (solid surface) Eq.l(32).

Our conclusion is that the event-based particle-only mogfaloduces the results of quantum theory for a neutronfertan-
etry experiment which, in the language of quantum theotyildts entanglement [59].
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FIG. 17: Same as Fif_1L6 except tiat= 0.2 andy = 0.5. Quantum theory predicts the probability to observe ametin the H-beam to
beR(R? + (1—R)?) ~ 0.19. Differences between the quantum theoretical resuttstas simulation data are due to the chojce 0.5. The
event-based simulation reproduces the exact results otguetheory ify — 1~ (data not shown).

VII. TIME-DEPENDENT PHENOMENA

An important question is whether the event-based apprasats|to new predictions that may be tested experimentadly an
may therefore reveal new physics. As demonstrated in thgempand in our earlier work on (quantum) optics experiméiors
a review see Refi[11], in the stationary state (meaning pfecessing many events) the event-based simulationaapes the
statistical distributions of quantum theory.

Therefore, new predictions can only appear when the evaseesimulation is operating in the transient regime, lectioe
processors reach their stationary state. Optics expetéméth a Mach-Zehnder interferometer and two-beam interfee that
may be able to address this question have been discussed.if2Heand Ref. [19], respectively. Neutron interferonyeis
well-suited to address this issue because the neutronsecdetected with almost 100% efficiency and a relatively low 66
neutrons facilitates labeling each detection event by a 8tamp. Therefore, it is feasible to collect detailed infation about
each neutron, which can then be analyzed further.

A. Low-counting-rate experiments

In these experiments, interference patterns were recaugdthat in a fixed time frame, the sum of neutron counts itOthe
beam over all chosen settings of the phase shifts is appadglyconstant (and relatively small) [2, 63} 64]. This is@nplished
by increasing the rotation angjeof the phase shifter at regular time intervals.

Adopting the same procedure as in experiment, the everbsisnulation yields the results presented in Eig. 18. The
simulation data show the same qualitative features as fouexperiment/[2, 63].

It is instructive to inquire why the event-based processatile to reproduce all these features, even though it asefat
from a stationary-state regime. The main reason for thisbheatraced back to the speed with which the DLM responds to a
change in the input messages (see se€fion Il). In SdctigwiCexplained thay controls the speed and accuracy with which
the event-based processor responds to a change in the frafie imput events on its input ports. In the case of the neutro
interferometer (see Fifll 1), the ratio of the number of rengthat travels from BS1 to BS3 and from BS2 to BS3 is indepethd
of the phase shify. Therefore, as far as the response time to a change is caugemly the message content matters. However,
the event-based processor described in SeCfioh I C ismmst such that the last messages that were delivereduitpops
0 and 1 are stored in the DLM. Hence, the response to a chargyeeinf the messages is immediate and without introducing
errors.
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FIG. 18: Phase shift dependence extracted from interferpatterns taken with a small number of neutrons, see als&HhigRef. 63. The
number of the detected neutrons in the O-beam, summed avéivéehdifferent settings of the phase shift and averaged 8éndependent
simulations is(N). Solid squares: Average counts of 30 simulations; solid: lieast square fit of the average counts to a sinusoidal func-
tion; solid circles: counts obtained from individual runghwapproximately(N) detected neutrons; error bars: one standard deviation. All
simulations where carried out with= 0.2 andy = 0.5.

B. Time-dependent beam blocking

Summhammer’s neutron interferometry experiment [65] witthutter which, upon detection of a neutron, randomly dock
one of the paths through the interferometer provides whagtibaps the most stringent test of the event-based modehwie
present in this paper.

The experimental setup is sketched in Eid. 19. Dependingestate of the Cd metal shutter, neutrons transmitted by BSO
are blocked. Neutrons transmitted by BS1 or BS2 leave tlegfarbmeter and do not contribute to the neutron countsdarCth
or H-beam. Upon detection of a neutron, the shutter may ahdaagtate with probability 1/2. Detection events are latiddy

the state of the shutter.
The experimental data show the following features (see8kifjRef. [65]):

1. If the shutter is kept closed, the relative frequency ef@ibeam detection events does not depend on the phasg shift
that is there is no interference pattern.

2. If the shutter is kept open, the relative frequency of thiegam detection events shows the sinusoidal dependerge on
the characteristic signature of interference.

3. If the state of the shutter is allowed to change accordinthé procedure described earlier, the relative frequehtlyeo
O-beam detection events conditioned on the state of theéestaxthibits a sinusoidal dependence)owhen the shutter
was open and no dependencexowhen the shutter was closed.

4. The maximum of the relative frequency of the O-beam dete@vents when the shutter was open is approximately equal
to the relative frequency of the O-beam detection eventwthe shutter was closed. This maximum is approximately
0.43.

5. The visibility of the relative frequency of the O-beametdion events when the shutter was open is about 0.4.
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FIG. 19: Layout of Summhammer’s neutron interferometryegipent with a shutter [65]. BSO,...,BS3: beam splittersufdons which are
transmitted by BSO may be blocked by a piece of Cd metal, dépgron the state of the shutter. Phase shifter: aluminumNgiutrons that
are transmitted by BS1 or BS2 leave the interferometer angoti@ontribute to the neutron counts in the O- or H-beam. Bcheletected
neutron, the state of the shutter changes with probabily|@5]. The detection events are labeled by the state oftthtes.
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FIG. 20: Event-based simulation results of Summhammetiéraer interferometry experiment with a time-dependenttehn(65], see Fid._19.
The relative frequency is the neutron count in the O-beardéd/by the sum of the counts in the O- and H-beam. Open (sotitles: relative
frequency of events recorded with the shutter open (closaphutter closed; b) Shutter open; c) For each neutrorctéetén the O- or
H-beam, the state of the shutter changes with probabilRy Simulation parameters: number of incident neutidns 250000, reflection
R= 0.4, andy = 0.12. In case (c), the total number of events (per valug)akegistered in the O- and H-beam is approximately 600007 as i
experiment|[65].

Originally conceived to test a nonergodic interpretatibguantum theory [66—68], the experimental results wererpreted
as being in accordance with the Copenhagen interpretatidiniding against predictions based on the nonergodiconggation
of quantum theory [65, 69]. Citing Summhammer about thestatfThis prediction expects that in a neutron interfercnet
successive neutrons interact with each other through athgpized memory to which each neutron contributes a Igtleh that
the quantum mechanical interference phenomenon onlysariben sufficiently many neutrons have passed the interieterm
in a constant experimental condition”.

As explained in Sectiolnlll, the key feature of the event-damedel of a beam splitter is that it can adapt to changes of the
input data, in other words, it can learn. Obviously, leagmiequires some form of memory, which in our case consisteeof t
andyY registers, see Fifjl 2. As Summhammer’s experiment rulésstgae nonergodic interpretation of quantum thepry|[&3, 6
and memory is a key feature of this interpretation, one mégipect that this experiment rules out the event-based appras
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FIG. 21: Same as Fifl. 20 using the simplest approximatioedownt for the incoherence of the incident neutron beamtésel Simulation
parameters: number of incident neutrdhs- 500000, reflection®; = 0.2, R, = 0.9, weightsW, = 20/21,W, = 1/21, andy = 0.12. In case
(c), the total number of events (per value)gfregistered in the O- and H-beam is approximately 60000, agperiment [65].

well. However, as we now show, this is not the case.

For all experiments considered in this paper, it is essentiaclude into the event-based model all the essentiadespf the
real experiments, not just those that are considered r@levathe level of idealized thought-experiments. In Summingr's
experiment, the motion of the shutter induces vibrationthsilicon crystall[65, 69]. In the absence of concrete Kedge
about this effect, it seems very difficult to model in detailhhthe opening and closing of the shutter affects the vibgatrystal.
Therefore, we adopt a pragmatic approach to mimic the affebe shutter motion on the interferometer. Of course, wedttry
different update rules for the event-based processors/euatthat is not necessary. From computer experiments, wedfthat
it is sufficient to reset the internal vectorso zero each time the shutter closes. Alternatively, we eatheir respective values
of yto zero each time the shutter closes and rggdta particular processor to its specified value after it keas eut a message.
Both these modifications have a simple physical interpmtah terms of shaking the crystal and temporarily destigythe
coherence in (parts of) the silicon crystal. Obviously, dhdity to easily incorporate the effect of such processespowerful
feature of a discrete-event simulation approach.

A first set of simulation results is shown in Fig]20. It is ¢l¢gmat the event-based simulation reproduces the mainrfesatu
(see items 1-3 above) of Summhammer’s experimental reffEts What is still missing is the quantitative agreementiwi
Summhammer’s data. In fact, we have found it to be impostiblse the parameteiRsandy to achieve good numerical agree-
ment. This simply means that we should consider moving aveay the effective, average reflection coefficient char&aéon
of the beam splitter, in agreement with the theory given in 2.

Instead of using one reflection coefficidtlet us try to use only two reflection coefficie®g andR;, (for BS0,...,BS3). Two
corresponding weightd4 andW, determine the frequency with which the individual neutreeés” one of the two reflection
coefficients. This approximation can be viewed as a minstialsubstitute of the incoherent averaging over the Péigiey
oscillations and misset angle in the wave theoreticalimeat of the perfect crystal neutron interferometer (seep@nal0 of
Ref. [2]). As Fig[21 demonstrates, this minimal extensioffises to reach quantitative agreement with Summhammats, d
that is the simulation reproduces all five features listeavab

Quantum theoretical treatment

It is instructive to scrutinze the statement that the expenital results are in accordance with the Copenhagen ietatjon
of quantum theory [65]. Adopting the effective, one-partanenodel of the beam splitter, in the case that the shuttepés,
quantum theory predicts that the probabilities to obsemetdron are given by (see EQ.116))

pe" = 2TR(1+ vcosy)
pre" = R(T2+R? - 2vRTcosy)

o = T
R = TR @)

where g} and pga, are the probabilities that the neutrons are transmitted 8y 8nd BS2, respectively. Anticipating for

the observation that the visibility of the interferencenfiés is (much) less than one, we have introduced the vigibitas an
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adjustable parameter. On the other hand, if the shutteosediwe have

pcolosed _ TRZ

pﬂOSEd _ @

Py = T

PESs = RT, (35)

Wherepggsedrepresents the probability that the neutron is absorbetdZt shutter.
From Eqgs.[(34) and (35), it follows that the relative freqeies to observe neutrons in the O-beam are given by

open
P

fOPEx) = WZZTR(PFVCOSX)’ (36)
Po ~+ Py

closed
fclosed _ Po =T
- losed losed — -
pco osed | ch ose

(37)
The experiment shows that mai°Pe\x) = f€°s¢d(see (4) in the list above) hencél2+ v)TR= T or, using the observation
thatv ~ 0.4 (see (5) in the list aboveR = 1/2(1+ v) ~ 0.36 such thatf€°®d~ 0.64, which is incompatable with the experi-
mental observation th&t'°s¢d~ 0.43 (see (4) in the list above). Therefore, the experimerattl dules out the two-parameter
(R,v) quantum model of this interferometry experiment. Howejtest as we did in the case of the event-based model for this
experiment, we may generalize the model summing over iresth@rocesses. As before, for simplicity, we consider aehod
with only two reflectiond?; andR; occurring with probabilitie$Vp andWs, = 1 — W, respectively.

Instead of Eq.[(37), we now have

fopen WiTy R% + VVZTZR%

=2 1+vcos
WiR: +WoR> (+ X)
fclosed _ WlTlR% +VV2T2R% (38)
WiRZ +WLRZ
and imposing the conditions max°Pex) = fclosed= g yields
2(1+V)(WARE +WeR5) = WARy +WaRys,
WITIRE +WeToRS = g(WARE +WLRS). (39)
These equations can be solved in closed form, the nonitsiwiation reading
R, — 1-g-R
2T 1-21+VvR

W — (1-g—Ry)(—2v+2g(v+1)—1) (40)
b BV 1R 12v+ )R+ (vt )RR — 2(g+ (9— L)V)R1— (9— 1)(—2v+ 2g(v+ 1) — 1)

Note that the solutions are bounded by ®; <1,0< Ry < 1,0<v<1,0<g<landO0<W < 1.

Taking for instancd?; = 0.2, v= 0.4 andg = 0.43, we obtairR, = 0.84 andW; = 1 —W, = 0.93, which are all reasonable
numbers, the values &, R,,W; andW, being rather close to the numbers that were used in the d&esad simulation (see
Fig.[21). In conclusion, it is clear that the four-paraméfyr, Ry, Wy, v) quantum model is compatible with the experimental
data. Note that this compatibility is not due to some uniceeddre of quantum theory but merely results from addindh wit
appropriate weights, the results of two independent erpants performed under different conditions.

In spite of the fact that quantum theory can be used to desthid outcome of Summhammer’s experiment, the “mystery”
alluded to in the introduction remains. First, it is mysbeis how the experimental apparatus can “know” the exprasssif the
probabilities Eqs[{34) an@ (B5) before the very first neutias passed through it and a decision about the state of tktersh
was taken. Second, quantum theory postulates that a detestent corresponds to a certain value (one out of four ;dhse)
of a random variable with a probability distribution given &éither Eq. [34) or Eq[{35) but (like probability theory iemgral)
is silent about the process by which these random valuescaally realized. There are no such mysteries in the evaséd
approach as it provides a complete prescription of how idd® (detection) events are to be generated.
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VIlIl. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have demonstrated that the event-basedamty originally introduced in Ref.l[9, 10,115] to simulate
guantum optics experiments, can also be applied to neutterférometry experiments. Our approach gives a detaitgdtery-
free, particle-only description of interference and egtament, as observed in neutron interferometry experigiéihtand does
not suffer from the quantum measurement problem, simplabse the discrete events, such as the detection of a neatson,
taken as the basic entities of the description. The stististributions which are observed in real experimergsaily thought
to be of quantum mechanical origin, emerge from a time sefidscrete events generated by causal, classical, adaystems.

Conceptually, our approach may seem to have similaritiesltalar autonoma modeling [70,/71], the work of 't Hooft [ 7]
or to, for instance, lattice Boltzmann modeling of fluid dymas [74] which all explore the idea that simple rules, whiait
necessarily derive from classical Hamiltonian dynamiefing discrete-event processes which may lead to the (coated)
behavior that is observed in experiments. However, theoreag that lead us to our simulation model is very different.

Starting from the point of view that empirical knowledgedahe concepts created on the basis of this knowledge, derive
from the elementary events which are registered by our sem&explore the consequences of assuming that currentiicie
knowledge is built on the notion of discrete events and tlaioms between them. This is a departure from the prevpitiode
of thinking in theoretical physics, which assumes that thénite results which we observe are signatures of an unidgrly
objective reality that is mathematical in nature. While thgothesis that such a reality exists cannot be refuted gicdb
grounds, their is no experimental evidence that supporf&aiting an indifferent stance on this issue, the urge to tidetithe
existence of definite results (discrete events) from a setx@fms disappears, opening a route to a mode of thinkingishat
much less constrained. Apparently, this change of parafligititates the construction of simulation models whichraduce
the experimental and quantum theoretical results of maalyengeriments, in particular those in which the data is méed
event-by-event.

The discrete-event model that has been described in thex pap also be used to simulate neutron spin-echo expesiiignt
75] and the recent experiments on the uncertainty in negponmeasurements [76]. However, neutron (and optics)reérpats
that involve diffraction/scattering cannot yet be simethtvith the present model. Incorporating this feature isftaf future
research.

We hope that our work will stimulate the design of new singéeitron experiments to explore the applicability of evieased
modeling to physical phenomena. Specifically, to test tHility of our discrete-event modeling, it would be worthuéhio
repeat Summhammer’s experiment with the shutter underittonsithat show much larger visibility.
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