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A major challenge in high-precision light-pulse atom interferometric experiments such as in tests of the
weak equivalence principle is the uncontrollable dependency of the phase on initial velocity and position of the
atoms in the presence of inhomogeneous gravitational fields. To overcome this limitation, mitigation strategies
have been proposed, however, valid only for harmonic potentials or only for small branch separations in more
general situations. Here, we provide a mitigation formula for anharmonic perturbation potentials including local
gravitational effects that vary on length scales much smaller than the spatial extent probed by the atoms and
originate e.g. from buildings that surround the experiment. Furthermore, our results are applicable to general
interferometer geometries with arbitrary branch separation and allow for compensation of Coriolis effects in
rotating reference frames.

I. INTRODUCTION

The high sensitivity of light-pulse atom interferometry with
promising applications as inertial sensor in gravimetry [1, 2],
gradiometry [3–5] and tests of the weak equivalence principle
(WEP) [6–8] has led to ambitious proposals on ground [9–12]
and in space [13, 14].
A serious challenge for next-generation atom interferometric

high-precision measurements is posed by non-linearities in
the gravitational potential and Coriolis forces which lead to
non-perfect overlap of the trajectories in both momentum and
position after the final laser pulse. As a consequence, the
phase contains the initial position and velocity of the atoms
and the contrast drops dramatically in long-time interferometry
[13, 15]. Since control over the initial conditions is limited
[16], mitigation strategies had to be developed. Interferometer
schemes insensitive to initial kinematics in the presence of
homogeneous gradients and rotations can be constructed by
folding the interferometer geometry symmetrically [17, 18].
However, in these schemes also the dominant part of the phase
from linear gravity cancels, including a possible violation signal
in a test of the WEP.
Similar to the mitigation strategies developed for Coriolis

effects by using tip-tilt mirrors [19–21], the crucial insight to
achieve compensation of initial-condition-dependent phases
in the presence of homogeneous gravity gradients was a mod-
ification of the pulse timing [15] or the momentum transfer
of the central pulse e.g. in a Mach-Zehnder (MZ) interfer-
ometer as a function of the gradients [22–24]. This method
reduces the mismatch of the trajectories at the end of the
interferometer sequence while leaving the phase from linear
gravity unaffected. Besides other successive work to mimic
an inertial frame [25, 26], gravity-gradient compensation was
extended to spatially inhomogeneous gravity gradients [24]
based on an additional modification of the momentum transfer
of the final laser pulse. However, the derivation in Ref. [24]
is based on the midpoint theorem [27], which becomes less
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accurate with increasing branch separation when applied to
anharmonic potentials. Therefore, future proposals including
large-momentum-transfer techniques [28, 29] to increase the
space-time area of the interferometer or long-time interferome-
try with large branch separation require a further generalization
of the method to such situations.
In this article particular emphasis is put on the perturbative

character of the description which allows the application of
the mitigation scheme to arbitrary anharmonic perturbations
in the gravitational potential as for example present in the
experimental setups of Refs. [24, 30]. The formula derived in
the present article is furthermore valid for general interferometer
geometries and arbitrary branch separation. Our derivation
within a full quantum-mechanical framework also allows to
consistently include contributions from wave-packet dynamics.
In Sec. II we briefly review the perturbative formalism em-

ployed to derive the compensation formula for inhomogeneous
gravity gradients in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we generalize the
formula to include rotations and finally discuss conditions for
validity of our derivation in Sec. V.

II. PATH-DEPENDENT DESCRIPTION

In this article, we rely on the perturbative formalism recently
developed in Refs. [31, 32]. The Hamiltonian

𝐻̂ (𝛼) = 𝐻̂
(𝛼)
0 +𝑉 (𝒓, 𝑡) (1)

describes the evolution through the interferometer along the
upper (𝛼 = 𝑢) and the lower (𝛼 = 𝑙) branch. It consists of a
dominant part 𝐻̂ (𝛼)

0 with respect to which the interferometer
is closed (that is perfect overlap after the final pulse) and a
perturbation 𝑉 (𝒓, 𝑡) which slightly opens the interferometer
and renders the phase dependent on initial position and velocity
of the atoms. As an example we illustrate in Fig. 1 the case
of an MZ interferometer where a small cubic potential leads
to a slight mismatch of the trajectories at the final laser pulse
and explain how custom-tailored laser pulses can mitigate this
effect.
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Figure 1. Gravity-gradient compensation in a small cubic potential.
In an MZ interferometer a 𝜋/2 pulse at 𝑡 = 0 splits the initial wave
function into two components and transfers the momentum ℏ𝑘 on one
of them. The atoms are then redirected by a 𝜋 pulse at 𝑡 = 𝑇 and finally
the wave function is recombined by a second 𝜋/2 pulse at 𝑡 = 2𝑇 .
In absence of a non-linear gravitational potential the atoms follow
the unperturbed trajectories (thin solid lines). These trajectories are
modified (dashed lines) in presence of a small perturbation potential
so that the branches do not overlap perfectly in both momentum and
position at the final laser pulse, the interferometer is then referred to as
open. Note that this deviation is displayed strongly exaggerated in the
figure. If the wave vector of the second and the final pulse is modified
appropriately by Δ𝒌ℓ (decreased in the example shown in the figure),
the interferometer can be closed (thick solid lines) and dependence of
the phase on the initial conditions is eliminated to first order.

In a gravimeter configuration the natural choice for the
unperturbed Hamiltonian is

𝐻̂
(𝛼)
0 =

𝒑̂2

2𝑚
− 𝑚𝒈𝒓 +𝑉 (𝛼)

em (𝒓, 𝑡) (2)

where 𝑚 is the mass of the atoms and 𝒈 is the local linear
acceleration. Furthermore,

𝑉
(𝛼)
em (𝒓, 𝑡) = −ℏ

∑︁
ℓ

[𝒌 (𝛼)
ℓ

𝒓 + 𝜑
(𝛼)
ℓ

]𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡ℓ) (3)

is the effective laser interaction potential, imprinting the mo-
mentum ℏ𝒌ℓ and the laser phase 𝜑 (𝛼)

ℓ
at time 𝑡ℓ on branch 𝛼.

Additional contributions to the gravitational potential such as
gradients of Earth’s gravitational potential, gravitational fields
of the local environment such as from buildings surrounding
the experiment [30] etc., are incorporated into the perturbation
potential 𝑉 (𝒓, 𝑡) and treated perturbatively.
The phase 𝜑 and contrast 𝐶 of a matter-wave interferometer

is defined as

〈𝑈̂ (𝑙)†𝑈̂ (𝑢)〉 = 〈ei𝜙̂〉 = 𝐶ei𝜑 (4)

where 𝑈̂ (𝛼) is the time-evolution operator with respect to
Hamiltonian (1) for the respective branch and the expectation
value is taken with respect to the initial wave function. In

Refs. [31, 32] we merged the two time-evolution operators on
the left-hand side in favour of the operator 𝜙, which reads to
first order in the perturbation

𝜙 = 𝜙0 −
1
ℏ

∮
d𝑡 𝑉 (𝒓 (𝑡)) (5)

and where 𝜙0 is the interferometer phase for vanishing pertur-
bation. The integral runs along the upper branch and returns
along the lower. It is taken over the perturbation potential eval-
uated at the branch-dependent and operator-valued Heisenberg
trajectories 𝒓 (𝛼) (𝑡) generated by the unperturbed Hamiltonian
(2).
The Heisenberg trajectories can be decomposed into the sum

of the classical trajectory with the initial conditions given by
the initial mean position and velocity of the wave packet and a
fluctuation operator of the form 𝒓̂ (𝑡) = 𝒓 − 〈𝒓〉 + [ 𝒑̂ − 〈 𝒑̂〉]𝑡/𝑚
where the expectation values are taken with respect to the
initial wave function [32]. This decomposition is valid as
the unperturbed Hamiltonian is only linear in the position
operator. The standard deviation of the fluctuation operator
is a measure for the size of the expanding wave packet and
characterizes wave-packet effects. In a modification to the form
from Ref. [32] we define the fluctuation operator

𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡) = 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡) + 𝒓 − 〈𝒓〉 + 𝒑̂ − 〈 𝒑̂〉
𝑚

𝑡 (6)

which includes the deviation of the trajectories 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡) due to
uncertainties in the initial conditions. Thus, the Heisenberg
trajectory reads

𝒓 (𝛼) (𝑡) = 𝒓 (𝛼)0 (𝑡) + 𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡) (7)

where 𝒓 (𝛼)0 (𝑡) is the classical unperturbed trajectory without
this deviation. Consequently, we find for the expectation value
that 〈𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡)〉 = 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡). Note that all expectation values are
taken with respect to the initial wave function. In summary,
in the real classical unperturbed trajectories 𝒓 (𝛼)0 (𝑡) + 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡)
we choose 𝒓 (𝛼)0 (𝑡) as a fixed reference while 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡) describes
their uncertainty due to e.g. limited initial characterization time
[16].
Making use of the decomposition from Eq. (7), a small value

of 𝛿𝒓0 (𝑡) and a small wave-packet size will allow for a Taylor
expansion of the perturbation potential around the classical
unperturbed trajectories in the next section. The dominant linear
contribution of 𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡) in 𝜙 not only introduces a dependence on
the initial conditions but also leads to a loss of contrast [13, 15]
when calculating the expectation value in Eq. (4). Following
Refs. [22], slightly modifying the momentum transfer of the
laser pulses will eliminate 𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡) to leading order and therefore
strongly mitigate these two effects.
In our fully quantum-mechanical treatment phase contri-

bution that arise from the square and higher powers of 𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡)
include both the residual, strongly suppressed dependence on
the initial conditions and wave-packet effects due to e.g. differ-
ent dynamics along the interferometer branches.
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III. GRAVITY GRADIENTS

As anticipated in the previous section, we start by replacing

𝒌 (𝛼)
ℓ

→ 𝒌 (𝛼)
ℓ

+ Δ𝒌 (𝛼)
ℓ

for each laser pulse and modify the effective laser-atom inter-
action potential in Eq. (3) accordingly. As the validity of the
perturbative approach requires a closed unperturbed interferom-
eter [32], we keep the unperturbed Hamiltonian (2) unchanged
and therefore consider

Δ𝑉
(𝛼)
em (𝒓, 𝑡) = −ℏ

∑︁
ℓ

Δ𝒌 (𝛼)
ℓ

𝒓𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡ℓ)

as part of the perturbation potential𝑉 (𝒓, 𝑡). In the following we
will omit the branch index 𝛼 whenever possible. Furthermore,
quantities without operator hat are understood to be evaluated at
the unperturbed trajectories 𝒓0 (𝑡) and we will omit the explicit
time dependence.
Inserting Eq. (7) into the perturbation potential followed

by Taylor expansion about the classical trajectories, we find
𝑉 (𝒓) = 𝑉 − 𝑚𝒂𝛿 𝒓̂ + ... with the acceleration 𝒂 = −∇𝑉/𝑚 and
consequently to first order in 𝛿 𝒓̂

𝜙 = 𝜙0 −
1
ℏ

∮
d𝑡

(
𝑉 − 𝑚𝒂𝛿 𝒓̂

)
+ Δ𝜙𝑘 +

∑︁
ℓ

Δ𝒌ℓ𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡ℓ) . (8)

The last contribution in Eq. (8) and the phase

Δ𝜙𝑘 =
∑︁
ℓ

Δ𝒌 (𝑢)
ℓ

𝒓 (𝑢)0 (𝑡ℓ) − Δ𝒌 (𝑙)
ℓ

𝒓 (𝑙)0 (𝑡ℓ)

originate from the perturbation Δ𝑉em evaluated at Heisenberg
trajectories andwe abbreviatedΔ𝒌ℓ = Δ𝒌 (𝑢)

ℓ
−Δ𝒌 (𝑙)

ℓ
to alleviate

notation.
Thanks to the simple form of the unperturbed Hamiltonian

we find 𝛿𝒓0 = 𝛿𝒓i + 𝛿𝒗i𝑡 where 𝛿𝒓i and 𝛿𝒗i are the uncertainties
of initial position and velocity. Thus, making additionally use
of the explicit form of the fluctuation operator shown in Eq. (6),
all terms in Eq. (8) linear in 𝛿 𝒓̂ vanish if we require that

𝑱0 = −
∑︁
ℓ

Δ𝒌ℓ and 𝑱1 = −
∑︁
ℓ

Δ𝒌ℓ 𝑡ℓ (9)

with the abbreviations

𝑱0 =
𝑚

ℏ

∮
d𝑡 𝒂(𝑡) and 𝑱1 =

𝑚

ℏ

∮
d𝑡 𝒂(𝑡)𝑡 . (10)

After eliminating the operator-valued terms in Eq. (8), the
operator 𝜙 has become a 𝑐-number (to the order considered
here) and we find

𝜑 = 𝜙0 −
1
ℏ

∮
d𝑡 𝑉 + Δ𝜙𝑘 (11)

where we stress again that 𝑉 is evaluated at the classical
unperturbed trajectories 𝒓 (𝛼)0 . The linear set of equations in
Eq. (9) can be solved in general if we slightly change the wave

vectors of the laser at two different times, say 𝑡1 and 𝑡2, so that
we find

Δ𝒌1 = − 𝑱1 − 𝑱0𝑡2
𝑡1 − 𝑡2

and Δ𝒌2 =
𝑱1 − 𝑱0𝑡1
𝑡1 − 𝑡2

. (12)

The functions 𝑱0 and 𝑱1 in Eq. (10) allow an intuitive interpre-
tation. The former is proportional to the integrated differential
acceleration between the branches, while the latter corresponds
to its average over time. As shown in Appendix A and B, the
dependence of Δ𝒌1 and Δ𝒌2 on these quantities allows to de-
sign interferometer geometries for which the mitigation scheme
simplifies. Furthermore, in Eq. (12) any two distinct laser
pulses can be chosen that not necessarily have to correspond to
the second and final laser pulse.
Once Δ𝒌1 and Δ𝒌2 are known, the shifts in momentum

transfer can be distributed between the two branches satisfying
Δ𝒌ℓ = Δ𝒌 (𝑢)

ℓ
− Δ𝒌 (𝑙)

ℓ
. For example we find in case of a laser

pulse imprinting opposite momentum on the two branches that
Δ𝒌 (𝑢)

ℓ
= −Δ𝒌 (𝑙)

ℓ
= Δ𝒌ℓ/2 as for instance in case of the central

pulse in Fig. 1.
Before we generalize Eq. (12) to rotating frames in the next

section, we conclude by the following remarks.
The key advantage of the mitigation scheme is that the

accuracy to which initial momentum and position of the atoms
need to be determined is significantly relaxed, which might
otherwise take longer than the experiment itself in future
satellite-based WEP tests [16].
After mitigation of the initial kinematics the phase still de-

pends on the local gradients [33] (second and third term on the
right-hand side of Eq. (11)) and it was discussed whether it is
meaningful to extent the mitigation scheme to also compensate
these contributions [34, 35]. While in principle compensation
of the initial conditions can be achieved without knowledge of
the gravitational background by calibrating the interferometer
prior to the measurement [8, 24], extension of the mitigation
scheme to cancel all gradient-dependent phases would still re-
quire a precise characterization of the gravitational background
as in classical tests with torsion balances [36]. It therefore
seems more practical to postcorrect these phases. This postcor-
rection of course can only be done to the accuracy by which
the gravity gradients are known. Therefore, it needs to be
guaranteed that the remaining phase shifts only influence the
measurement result below the target accuracy.
In atom interferometric tests of theWEP the phases of two in-

terferometers operated with different atomic isotopes or atomic
species are compared. In the latter case the wave numbers
of the lasers are generally different. In order to compare the
differential effective gravitational acceleration, the phases have
to be rescaled by the respective wave numbers (assuming the
same interferometer time 𝑇) before taking the difference. In
ground-based tests this procedure is only meaningful as long
as the uncertainty in the wave vectors is smaller than the target
accuracy of the WEP violation parameter. In microgravity,
however, this constraint is significantly relaxed. If the miti-
gation scheme is applied, remaining gradient-induced phase
shifts independent of the initial kinematics cancel differentially
in case of homogeneous gradients. In case of locally varying
gravitational potentials, however, the atoms feel different lo-
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cal potentials along the species-dependent trajectories. As a
consequence, these phase contributions are only suppressed
in the differential rescaled phase but not cancelled. While
this remaining differential phase is small, it might nevertheless
impose limits on future tests of the WEP on ground if the
gravitational background is not known precisely.
In Eq. (8) the Taylor expansion is truncated at first order in

𝛿 𝒓̂. Corrections to the phase from higher powers in the fluctua-
tion operator can be calculated with the cumulant expansion
[31, 32, 37], however, are often negligible [32]. Corrections
of this kind will be discussed in more detail in Sec. V. As
anharmonic potentials are treated quantum mechanically in
this work rather than within a semiclassical approximation, our
results also cover the application of large-momentum transfer
techniques where the branch separation can become compara-
ble to the spatial extent probed by the atoms. In Appendix A
we explain the approximations needed to obtain the expressions
derived in the Supplemental material of Ref. [24] and discuss
their validity. We furthermore show how Eq. (12) reduces to the
result originally derived in Ref. [22] for an MZ interferometer
in presence of homogeneous gravity gradients. In Appendix B
we investigate simplifications of our general results in case of
trajectories symmetric in time. We stress the importance of
treating the perturbation potential locally [38]. For instance
the gravitational profile reported in Ref. [30] cannot be Tay-
lor expanded over the extent of the interferometer due to its
variations on short lengths scales. A numerical integration of
Eq. (10) for this example shows that these local perturbations
influence the value of Δ𝒌1 at the ten-percent level and above.

IV. ROTATIONS

For experiments in a rotating reference frame Coriolis and
centrifugal forces need to be considered additionally. Fortu-
nately, it is straightforward to extend our result to such situations
as will be shown next. The Hamiltonian in a rotating frame is
obtained by adding

𝐻̂Ω = 𝛀 · ( 𝒑̂ × 𝒓)

to Hamiltonian (1) where 𝛀 is the rotation frequency. Ad-
ditional centrifugal forces present for example in a reference
frame fixed on Earth’s surface only redefine the direction and
absolute value of 𝒈. In complete analogy to Sec. III we inte-
grate 𝐻̂Ω along the Heisenberg trajectories shown in Eq. (7)
and recall that 𝒑̂(𝑡) = 𝑚 d/d𝑡 𝒓 (𝑡). Consequently, Eq. (8) is
extended by the term

−1
ℏ

∮
d𝑡𝛀·[ 𝒑̂(𝑡)×𝒓 (𝑡)] = 𝜙Ω+

2𝑚
ℏ

∮
d𝑡 [𝒗0 (𝑡) ×𝛀]·𝛿 𝒓̂ (𝑡)

where we neglected terms quadratic in the fluctuation operator
and made use of partial integration for which we appreciated
that the unperturbed interferometer is closed. Furthermore,
𝒗0 (𝑡) is the velocity of the atoms on the unperturbed trajectories
and we abbreviated

𝜙Ω = −1
ℏ

∮
d𝑡𝛀 · [ 𝒑0 (𝑡) × 𝒓0 (𝑡)] .

Consequently, by comparing to Eq. (8), the mitigation schemes
can be generalized to rotating reference frames with the re-
placement

𝒂(𝑡) → 𝒂(𝑡) + 2𝒗0 (𝑡) ×𝛀

in Eq. (10) and by adding 𝜙Ω to Eq. (11). Alternatively, the
effects of rotations can be analyzed in a non-rotating frame,
where the laser is rotating instead [39].

V. VALIDITY OF PERTURBATIVE TREATMENT

In the previous section we developed a general mitigation
scheme based on a perturbative treatment, covering both ro-
tations and gravity gradients. In the following we discuss the
validity of this approach and the approximations made in the
derivation.
In a perturbative calculation of the phase in powers of the po-

tential𝑉 subsequent orders are suppresses by 𝜖 = Δ𝑉𝑇2/(𝑚𝜉2)
[32] where Δ𝑉 is the characteristic change of the potential over
the interferometer size, 𝜉 is the typical length scale on which
the potential changes and 𝑇 the characteristic interferometer
time. The parameter 𝜖 can be understood as the deviation of the
trajectories caused by the perturbation compared to the length
𝜉. For gravity gradients on Earth’s surface corresponding to
the potential 𝑉 = 𝑚𝒓TΓ𝒓/2, one would choose 𝜉 as the extent
of the interferometer, given approximately by 𝜉 = 𝑔𝑇2/2 in
a gravimeter configuration. Thus, Δ𝑉 ∼ 𝑚Γ𝜉2/2 and con-
sequently 𝜖 = Γ𝑇2, leading to a value 𝜖 < 10−5 for typical
interferometer times. Local variations as in the gravitational
potential of Ref. [30], in contrast, can lead to values of 𝜉 much
smaller than the spatial extent probed by the atoms. A similar
suppression factor for rotations takes the form 𝜖Ω = Ω𝑇 with
𝜖Ω < 10−4 for the rotation of Earth. Consequently, the relative
uncertainty in the phase achieved by a first-order calculation
already is of the order of 𝜖 .
The term 𝑚

∮
d𝑡 𝒂𝛿 𝒓̂/ℏ in Eq. (8) introduces the dominant

dependence on the initial conditions. Estimating ∇𝑉 ∼ 𝛿𝑉/𝜉
[32] where 𝛿𝑉 is the change of the potential over the branch
separation and introducing the abbreviation 𝜂 = 𝛿𝑉𝑇/ℏ, this
phase contribution scales as 𝜂𝛿𝑟0/𝜉.
Application of the mitigation scheme requires prior knowl-

edge of the gravitational background which can be obtained
by measurement, numerical simulation of the gravitational
sources surrounding the experiment, or a combination of both.
However, determination of deviations from linear gravity will
only be possible to some relative uncertainty 𝜅, which then
also constitutes the suppression factor for initial-condition de-
pendent phases. Estimations suggest that at least 𝜅 = 10−3
seems plausible [14, 24], thereby considerably relaxing the
requirements on determination of initial position and velocity
of the atoms. As described in the beginning of this section,
further terms linear in the initial conditions which would result
from the second-order calculation in the perturbation potential
are suppressed by 𝜖 compared to the first-order terms. Con-
sequently, an extension of the mitigation scheme to second
order in the perturbation [31] is only necessary if 𝜅 < 𝜖 since
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otherwise initial-condition-dependent phases that are compen-
sated only partially are still larger than contributions from
the second-order calculation. Higher-order corrections to the
dominant phase in Eq. (11), in contrast, can be obtained as
shown in detail in Ref. [32].
Moreover, Taylor expansion of Eq. (5) around the classical

unperturbed trajectories to first order neglects terms scaling as
𝜂(𝛿 𝒓̂/𝜉)2. Comparing to the residual contribution 𝜅 𝜂𝛿 𝒓̂/𝜉 from
the first-order calculation, these terms and further corrections
can be disregarded if 𝛿𝑟i/𝜉 < 𝜅 and 𝛿𝑣i𝑇/𝜉 < 𝜅. For 𝛿𝑟i ∼ 1µm
as well as 𝛿𝑣i ∼ 1µm/s and 𝜉 ∼ 1m the latter requirements are
satisfied well.
In addition, wave-packet effects originating from different

expansion dynamics along the branches in an anharmonic
potential are generally small but straightforward to include if
necessary.

VI. DISCUSSION

Finally, we conclude by the following remarks. The accelera-
tion in Eq. (10) not necessarily points in direction of momentum
transfer. Consequently, gravity-gradient compensation might
also require a tilt of the mirrors in order to adapt the direction
of 𝒌 appropriately. However, generally for experiments on
Earth’s surface the required modification of momentum trans-
fer orthogonal to the sensitive axis (𝒌 pointing in direction of
𝒈) often is much smaller than the parallel component due to
symmetry in the mass distribution surrounding the apparatus
[30].
Obviously, the compensation method is equally applicable

to perturbations of non-gravitational origin. However, initial
condition-dependent phases from e.g. magnetic field gradients
[40], black-body radiation [41], etc. are generally much smaller
than those from gravity and can be neglected.
Moreover, to avoid the necessity of a precise characterization

of the gravitational background, the compensation scheme can
be implemented experimentally through calibration prior to the
measurement by introducing artificial large deviations of the
initial conditions [8, 24].
In the reference frame of an inertial-pointing satellite orbiting

Earth the gravitational potential is time dependent. In a WEP
test the varying projection of a possible violation signal on the
sensitive axis can be utilized to demodulate systematic effects
[14]. This technique also might relax the required accuracy
[42] to which the gravity gradients have to be measured for
application of the mitigation scheme. Note that formula (12)
also applies to time-dependent gravitational potentials as in
this situation.
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Weakly varying potential

In this appendix we start from the general result in Eq. (12)
and rederive the result of Ref. [24] in case of small branch
separation. The modified wave vector in Eq. (12) is a function
of the atom’s mass as the gravitational potentialΦwith𝑉 = 𝑚Φ

is evaluated at the mass-dependent trajectories. However, if
the local acceleration varies only moderately over the branch
separation (of the order of centimeter for a few ℏ𝑘 momentum
transfer and a 10-m baseline) this dependence cancels out and
we will find the result of Ref. [24] for an MZ interferometer.

1. Local gravity gradients

To prove this statement, we first decompose the trajectories

𝒓 (𝛼)0 (𝑡) = 𝒓 (𝑡) + 𝒓 (𝛼)∗ (𝑡)

into a suitably chosen branch-independent mean trajectory 𝒓 (𝑡)
and the deviation 𝒓 (𝛼)∗ (𝑡). Thus, we Taylor expand

𝒂 (𝛼) (𝒓0) = 𝒂(𝒓) − Γ(𝒓)𝒓 (𝛼)∗ + ... (A1)

where the gradient tensor is defined as Γ𝑖 𝑗 = 𝜕𝑖𝜕 𝑗𝑉/𝑚. Substi-
tuting Eq. (A1) into Eq. (10), we find

𝑱0 = −𝑚

ℏ

∮
d𝑡 Γ(𝒓)𝒓∗ and 𝑱1 = −𝑚

ℏ

∮
d𝑡 Γ(𝒓)𝒓∗ 𝑡 (A2)

since 𝒂(𝒓) is independent of the branch and therefore cancels
in the looped integrals. If the mean trajectory 𝒓 only contains
the mass-independent part of the trajectory generated by linear
gravity while 𝒓∗ is the additional contribution from the laser
pulses, Eq. (A2) becomesmass independent since 𝒓∗ is inversely
proportional to the mass through 𝒗𝑟 = ℏ𝒌/𝑚. To connect with
previous results, we specify the case of an MZ gravimeter
where the atoms are launched initially in 𝑧 direction so that
𝒓 = 𝑔𝑡 (𝑇 − 𝑡/2)e𝑧 . Consequently, with

𝒓 (𝑢)∗ = 𝒗𝑟 𝑡 , 𝒓 (𝑙)∗ = 0 0 ≤ 𝑡 < 𝑇

𝒓 (𝑢)∗ = 𝒗𝑟𝑇 , 𝒓 (𝑙)∗ = 𝒗𝑟 (𝑡 − 𝑇) 𝑇 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 2𝑇

we find from Eq. (A2) the expressions

𝑱0 = −
𝑇∫
0

d𝑡 𝑡Γ(𝒓)𝒌 −
2𝑇∫

𝑇

d𝑡 (2𝑇 − 𝑡)Γ(𝒓)𝒌 (A3)

http://dx.doi.org/10.13039/501100002946
http://dx.doi.org/10.13039/501100006360
http://dx.doi.org/10.13039/501100003542
http://dx.doi.org/10.13039/501100003542
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Figure 2. Compensation for uniform gravity gradients. a) In an
MZ interferometer the position of the geometric center 𝑡𝑐 on the
time axis of the space-time area 𝑨 enclosed by the two branches
coincides with the position of the central pulse. For this reason, as
shown in the main text, global gravity gradients can be compensated
by adapting the momentum transfer of the central pulse only. The
required modification is proportional to the space-time area enclosed
by the trajectories. b) In a Ramsey-Bordé interferometer the geometric
center is situated exactly in between the two central pulses at 𝑡 = 𝑇1 and
𝑡 = 𝑇1 + 𝑇2. In this case compensation can be achieved by modifying
the momentum transfer of these pulses equally.

and

𝑱1 = −
𝑇∫
0

d𝑡 𝑡2Γ(𝒓)𝒌 −
2𝑇∫

𝑇

d𝑡 (2𝑇 − 𝑡)𝑡Γ(𝒓)𝒌 (A4)

derived in the Supplemental material of Ref. [24] after appro-
priate resummation of the integrals.
In Eq. (A1) corrections from the next order of the Taylor

expansion are suppressed by 𝑣𝑟𝑇/𝜉 where 𝜉, the characteristic
length scale on which the potential changes. For the local
variations in the gravitational profile from Ref. [30] the factor
𝑣𝑟𝑇/𝜉 might approach unity in future experiments involving
large-momentum transfer techniques and therefore limits the
validity of Eqs. (A3) and (A4). Instead, using the midpoint
theorem [27] without the approximation in Eq. (A1), the result
still deviates from the exact expressions in Eq. (10) but only by
a factor (𝑣𝑟𝑇/𝜉)2 which justifies its application in many cases
but care has to be taken when employing LMT techniques or the
potential changes on short length scales. This deviation results
from the semiclassical approximation in the derivation of the
midpoint theorem which limits its application to anharmonic
potentials.

2. Global gravity gradients

So far we have discussed general anharmonic perturbations
which might even change rapidly over the branch separation.
In this paragraph we assume that the deviations from linear
gravity are smooth enough to be accurately described over
the extent of the whole interferometer by a global gradient.
Correspondingly,

𝑉 =
1
2
𝑚𝒓TΓ𝒓

where the position-independent gradient tensor Γ is chosen fully
symmetric. In case all laser pulses are aligned, we define the
vector 𝑨 =

∮
d𝑡 𝒓0, whose modulus corresponds to the space-

time area enclosed by the two branches of the unperturbed
interferometer. With 𝒂 = −Γ𝒓0 the expression

𝑱0𝑡𝑐 = 𝑱1 (A5)

defines the position of the geometric center 𝑡𝑐 of this area on
the time axis and we can distinguish two different situations
corresponding to the two classes of interferometer geometries
displayed in Fig. 2: a) Suppose the interferometer exhibits a
laser pulse at 𝑡1 = 𝑡𝑐 as for example in the MZ interferometer
visualized in Fig. 2 a). From Eq. (12) together with Eq. (A5)
we find

Δ𝒌1 =
𝑚

ℏ
Γ𝑨 , and Δ𝒌2 = 0

which agrees with the result of Ref. [22] for an MZ interfer-
ometer with 𝑨 = 𝒗𝑟𝑇 where the modification of momentum
transfer is distributed equally over both branches. Thus, in case
of uniform gradients, compensation is particularly simple if
the interferometer exhibits a laser pulse at the geometric center
of the space-time area enclosed by the branches. b) In contrast
if 𝑡𝑐 is located exactly in between two pulses at 𝑡1 and 𝑡2, that
is 𝑡𝑐 = (𝑡1 + 𝑡2)/2 = 𝑇1 + 𝑇2/2, we find

Δ𝒌1 = Δ𝒌2 =
𝑚

2ℏ
Γ𝑨 .

This situation is for example found in a Ramsey-Bordé interfer-
ometer shown in Fig. 2 b) for which we find 𝑨 = 𝒗𝑟𝑇1 (𝑇1 +𝑇2).

Appendix B: Symmetric trajectories

In this appendix we consider interferometer schemes sym-
metric around a pulse at time 𝑡𝑠, that is 𝒓0 (𝑡𝑠 + 𝑡) = 𝒓0 (𝑡𝑠 − 𝑡)
for both branches. Since a function 𝑞(𝑡) symmetric around
time 𝑡𝑠 satisfies∫ 2𝑡𝑠

0
d𝑡 𝑞(𝑡)𝑡 = 𝑡𝑠

∫ 2𝑡𝑠

0
d𝑡 𝑞(𝑡) ,

we conclude from Eq. (10) that

𝑱0𝑡𝑠 = 𝑱1 .
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Consequently, with the help of Eq. (12) the compensation
scheme simplifies to

Δ𝒌1 = −𝑱0 and Δ𝒌2 = 0

for e.g. 𝑡1 = 𝑡𝑠, so that only the pulse at this time must be
modified. A geometry satisfying this symmetry requirement is
realized for example in an MZ interferometer with initial veloc-
ity 𝑣0𝑧 = 𝑔𝑇 − 𝑣𝑟/2 of the atoms in direction of the subsequent
momentum transfer. This result remains a good approximation
if the branches are only approximately symmetric [24].

[1] A. Peters, K. Y. Chung, and S. Chu, “Measurement of gravita-
tional acceleration by dropping atoms,” Nature 400, 849 (1999).

[2] T. Farah, C. Guerlin, A. Landragin, P. Bouyer, S. Gaffet, F. Pereira
Dos Santos, and S. Merlet, “Underground operation at best
sensitivity of the mobile LNE-SYRTE cold atom gravimeter,”
Gyroscopy Navig. 5, 266 (2014).

[3] M. J. Snadden, J. M. McGuirk, P. Bouyer, K. G. Haritos, and
M. A. Kasevich, “Measurement of the Earth’s gravity gradient
with an atom interferometer-based gravity gradiometer,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 81, 971 (1998).

[4] G. W. Biedermann, X. Wu, L. Deslauriers, S. Roy, C. Ma-
hadeswaraswamy, and M. A. Kasevich, “Testing gravity with
cold-atom interferometers,” Phys. Rev. A 91, 033629 (2015).

[5] P. Asenbaum, C. Overstreet, T. Kovachy, D. D. Brown, J. M.
Hogan, and M. A. Kasevich, “Phase shift in an atom interferom-
eter due to spacetime curvature across its wave function,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 118, 183602 (2017).

[6] S. Fray, C. A. Diez, T. W. Hänsch, and M. Weitz, “Atomic inter-
ferometer with amplitude gratings of light and its applications to
atom based tests of the equivalence principle,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
93, 240404 (2004).

[7] D. Schlippert, J. Hartwig, H. Albers, L. L. Richardson, C. Schu-
bert, A. Roura, W. P. Schleich, W. Ertmer, and E. M. Rasel,
“Quantum test of the universality of free fall,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
112, 203002 (2014).

[8] P.Asenbaum, C.Overstreet,M.Kim, J. Curti, andM.AKasevich,
“Atom-interferometric test of the equivalence principle at the
10−12 level,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 191101 (2020).

[9] J. Hartwig, S. Abend, C. Schubert, D. Schlippert, H. Ahlers,
K. Posso-Trujillo, N. Gaaloul, W. Ertmer, and E. M. Rasel,
“Testing the universality of free fall with rubidium and ytterbium
in a very large baseline atom interferometer,” New J. Phys. 17,
035011 (2015).

[10] S. Dimopoulos, P. W. Graham, J. M. Hogan, andM. A. Kasevich,
“Testing general relativity with atom interferometry,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 98, 111102 (2007).

[11] C. Ufrecht, F. Di Pumpo, A. Friedrich, A. Roura, C. Schubert,
D. Schlippert, E. M. Rasel, W. P. Schleich, and E. Giese, “Atom-
interferometric test of the universality of gravitational redshift
and free fall,” Phys. Rev. R. 2, 043240 (2020).

[12] A. Roura, “Gravitational redshift in quantum-clock interferome-
try,” Phys. Rev. X 10, 021014 (2020).

[13] D. N. Aguilera, H. Ahlers, B. Battelier, A. Bawamia, A. Bertoldi,
et al., “STE-QUEST—Test of the universality of free fall using
cold atom interferometry,” Class. Quantum Grav. 31, 115010
(2014).

[14] B. Battelier, J. Bergé, A. Bertoldi, L. Blanchet, K. Bongs, et al.,
“Exploring the foundations of the universe with space tests of the
equivalence principle,” arXiv:1908.11785 (2019).

[15] A. Roura, W. Zeller, and W. P. Schleich, “Overcoming loss of
contrast in atom interferometry due to gravity gradients,” New J.
Phys. 16, 123012 (2014).

[16] A. M. Nobili, “Fundamental limitations to high-precision tests
of the universality of free fall by dropping atoms,” Phys. Rev. A
93, 023617 (2016).

[17] K.-P. Marzlin and J. Audretsch, “State independence in atom
interferometry and insensitivity to acceleration and rotation,”
Phys. Rev. A 53, 312 (1996).

[18] J. Audretsch and K.-P. Marzlin, “Atom interferometry with
arbitrary laser configurations: exact phase shift for potentials
including inertia and gravitation,” J. Phys. II France 4, 2073
(1994).

[19] A. Peters, K. Y. Chung, and S. Chu, “High-precision gravity
measurements using atom interferometry,” Metrologia 38, 25
(2001).

[20] J. M. Hogan, D. M. S. Johnson, and M. A. Kasevich, “Light-
pulse atom interferometry,” in Atom Optics and Space Physics,
Proceedings of the International School of Physics "Enrico
Fermi", Vol. 168, edited by E. Arimondo, W. Ertmer, W. P.
Schleich, and E. M. Rasel (IOS Press, Amsterdam, 2009) p. 411.

[21] S. Y. Lan, P. C. Kuan, B. Estey, P. Haslinger, and H. Müller,
“Influence of the Coriolis force in atom interferometry,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 108, 090402 (2012).

[22] A. Roura, “Circumventing Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle
in atom interferometry tests of the equivalence principle,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 118, 160401 (2017).

[23] G. D’Amico, G. Rosi, S. Zhan, L. Cacciapuoti, M. Fattori, and
G. M. Tino, “Canceling the gravity gradient phase shift in atom
interferometry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 253201 (2017).

[24] C. Overstreet, P. Asenbaum, T. Kovachy, R. Notermans, J. M.
Hogan, and M. A. Kasevich, “Effective inertial frame in an atom
interferometric test of the equivalence principle,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
120, 183604 (2018).

[25] P.-P. Wang, Y.-J. Wang, Y.-J. Tan, C.-G. Shao, and Z.-K. Hu,
“Establishing the quasi-inertial reference system based on free-
falling atom and its application on gravity experiments,” Class.
Quantum Grav. 37, 115008 (2020).

[26] Y.-J. Wang, X.-Y. Lu, Y.-J. Tan, C.-G. Shao, and Z.-K. Hu,
“Improved frequency-shift gravity-gradient compensation on
canceling theRaman-pulse-duration effect in atomic gravimeters,”
Phys. Rev. A 98, 053604 (2018).

[27] C. Antoine and C. J. Bordé, “Quantum theory of atomic clocks
and gravito-inertial sensors: an update,” J. Opt. B: Quantum
Semiclass. Opt 5, s199 (2003).

[28] R. H. Parker, C. Yu, W. Zhong, B. Estey, and H. Müller,
“Measurement of the fine-structure constant as a test of the
Standard Model,” Science 360, 191 (2018).

[29] T. Kovachy, P. Asenbaum, C. Overstreet, C. A. Donnelly, S. M.
Dickerson, A. Sugarbaker, J. M. Hogan, and M. A. Kasevich,
“Quantum superposition at the half-metre scale,” Nature 528, 530
(2015).

[30] M. Schilling, É. Wodey, L. Timmen, D. Tell, K. H. Zipfel,
D. Schlippert, C. Schubert, E. M. Rasel, and J. Müller, “Gravity
field modelling for the Hannover 10 m atom interferometer,” J.
Geod. 94, 122 (2020).

https://doi.org/10.1038/23655
https://doi.org/ 10.1134/S2075108714040051
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.971
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.971
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.033629
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.183602
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.183602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.240404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.240404
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.203002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.203002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.191101
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/17/3/035011
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/17/3/035011
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.111102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.111102
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043240
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.10.021014
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/31/11/115010
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/31/11/115010
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.11785
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/16/12/123012
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/16/12/123012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.023617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.023617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.53.312
https://doi.org/ 10.1051/jp2:1994248
https://doi.org/ 10.1051/jp2:1994248
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0026-1394/38/1/4/meta
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0026-1394/38/1/4/meta
http://ebooks.iospress.nl/volumearticle/26737
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.090402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.090402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.160401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.160401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.253201
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.183604
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.183604
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab81ce
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab81ce
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.053604
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1464-4266/5/2/380
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1464-4266/5/2/380
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap7706
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16155
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16155
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-020-01451-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-020-01451-y


8

[31] C. Ufrecht, “Theoretical approach to high-precision atom inter-
ferometry,” Ph.D. thesis, Universität Ulm (2019).

[32] C. Ufrecht and E. Giese, “Perturbative operator approach to
high-precision light-pulse atom interferometry,” Phys. Rev. A
101, 053615 (2020).

[33] A. M. Nobili, A. Anselmi, and R. Pegna, “Systematic errors
in high-precision gravity measurements by light-pulse atom
interferometry on the ground and in space,” Phys. Rev. R. 2,
012036 (2020).

[34] B. Dubetsky, “Comment on “circumventing heisenberg’s uncer-
tainty principle in atom interferometry tests of the equivalence
principle”,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 128903 (2018).

[35] A. Roura, “Roura replies,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 128904 (2018).
[36] Y. Su, B. R. Heckel, E. G. Adelberger, J. H. Gundlach, M. Harris,

G. L. Smith, and H. E. Swanson, “New tests of the universality
of free fall,” Phys. Rev. D 50, 3614 (1994).

[37] H. Cramér,Mathematical methods of statistics (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, Princeton, 1999).

[38] C. Ufrecht and E. Giese, “Reply to “Comment on ‘Perturbative
operator approach to high-precision light-pulse atom interferom-

etry’ ”,” Phys. Rev. A 102, 027302 (2020).
[39] S. Kleinert, E. Kajari, A. Roura, and W. P. Schleich,

“Representation-free description of light-pulse atom interfer-
ometry including non-inertial effects,” Phys. Rep. 605, 1 (2015).

[40] É. Wodey, D. Tell, E. M. Rasel, D. Schlippert, R. Baur,
U. Kissling, B. Kölliker, M. Lorenz, M. Marrer, U. Schläpfer,
et al., “A scalable high-performance magnetic shield for very
long baseline atom interferometry,” Rev. Sci. Instrum. 91, 035117
(2020).

[41] P. Haslinger, M. Jaffe, V. Xu, O. Schwartz, M. Sonnleitner,
M. Ritsch-Marte, H. Ritsch, and H. Müller, “Attractive force on
atoms due to blackbody radiation,” Nat. Phys. 14, 257 (2018).

[42] S. Loriani, C. Schubert, D. Schlippert, W. Ertmer, F. Pereira
Dos Santos, E. M. Rasel, N. Gaaloul, and P. Wolf, “Resolu-
tion of the colocation problem in satellite quantum tests of the
universality of free fall,” Phys. Rev. D 102, 124043 (2020).

https://oparu.uni-ulm.de/xmlui/handle/123456789/17980
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.053615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.053615
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.012036
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.012036
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.128903
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.128904
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.3614
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.102.027302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2015.09.004
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.5141340
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.5141340
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-017-0004-9
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.124043

	Generalized gravity-gradient mitigation scheme
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Path-dependent description
	III Gravity Gradients
	IV Rotations
	V Validity of perturbative treatment
	VI Discussion
	VII Acknowledgements
	 Appendix
	A Weakly varying potential
	1 Local gravity gradients
	2 Global gravity gradients

	B Symmetric trajectories
	 References


