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The Einstein Equivalence Principle (EEP) is of crucial importance to test the foundations of
general relativity. When the particles involved in the test exhibit quantum properties, it is unknown
whether this principle still holds. A violation of the EEP would have drastic consequences for
physics. A more conservative possibility is that the EEP holds in a generalised form for delocalised
quantum particles. Here we formulate such a generalised EEP by extending one of its paradigmatic
tests with clocks to quantum clocks that are in a quantum superposition of positions and velocities.
We show that the validity of such a generalised version of the EEP is equivalent to the possibility
of transforming to the perspective of an arbitrary Quantum Reference Frame (QRF), namely a
reference frame associated to the quantum state of the clock. We further show that this generalised
EEP can be verified by measuring the proper time of entangled clocks in a quantum superposition of
positions in the Earth gravitational field. The violation of the generalised EEP corresponds to the
impossibility of defining dynamical evolution in the frame of each clock, and results in a modification
to the probabilities of measurements calculated in the laboratory frame. Hence, it can be verified
experimentally, for instance in an atom interferometer.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Einstein Equivalence Principle (EEP) is one of the
cornerstones of general relativity. It is widely expected
that the general-relativistic formulation of the EEP re-
quires to be modified when either matter or gravity is
quantum. However, the status of the EEP in conjunc-
tion with quantum theory is still debated: several pro-
posals to extend it to the quantum regime have been
advanced, while some authors have argued that the EEP
is incompatible with situations when either matter (i.e.
the particles used to test it) or gravity acquire quantum
properties [1–17]. A physical theory in which the EEP
does not hold would drastically modify our understand-
ing of gravity, hence it is crucial to understand whether,
at least in some reasonable situations in which gravity is
still classical, the EEP holds in a generalised form. For
instance, this could be the case for quantum particles in
a quantum superposition in the gravitational field of the
Earth.

A classical test of the EEP is usually performed by
testing three different properties of classical test parti-
cles in the gravitational field of the Earth. In particu-
lar (see Ref. [4] for an in-depth discussion), it involves
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a test of 1) the Weak Equivalence Principle (WEP), the
local equivalence between effects due to a uniform grav-
itational field and those due to an accelerated frame; 2)
the Local Lorentz Invariance (LLI), the independence of
the outcome of the experiment from the velocity of the
freely-falling frame inertial to the test particle; and 3)
the Local Position Invariance (LPI), the independence of
the outcome of an experiment from the position of the
test particle.

When the test particles are quantum, they can be,
e.g. in a quantum superposition of positions and veloc-
ities. A straight application of the EEP to this scenario
would necessarily lead to a violation of the EEP because
this would entail defining a single local reference frame
associated to a system that is in superposition of differ-
ent positions or velocities, and such a classical reference
frame does not exist. However, this violation is not re-
lated to any gravitational effect in the theory, but to the
fact that we are enforcing properties of classical parti-
cles on a quantum system: the classical EEP can only
be applied in an arbitrarily small regions of phase-space,
while quantum objects have a fundamental indetermi-
nacy, due to which they cannot be arbitrarily localized.
Hence, to show that a suitable extension of the EEP is
still valid when tested with delocalised quantum parti-
cles, we need to adapt each aspect of the classical test of
the EEP to the motion of quantum particles in a clas-
sical gravitational field. This question is experimentally
relevant given that the wave-packet separation in atom
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interferometers is now large enough to be sensitive to the
variation of the gravitational potential [18]. In addition,
quantum clocks can now discriminate differences in the
gravitational redshift at the millimetre scale [19, 20].

In this paper, we formulate a generalised version of
the EEP that holds for quantum particles in a quantum
superposition state moving in the classical gravitational
field of the Earth, which we call Einstein Equivalence
Principle for Quantum Reference Frames, or EEP for
QRFs for short. Intuitively, this principle states that,
when the quantum particles are in a quantum superposi-
tion state in a classical gravitational field, each amplitude
obeys the usual version of the EEP, namely the metric
is locally flat in each amplitude. This identifies a super-
position of locally inertial frames which leads to a new
formulation of the EEP. Note that the formulation of
this principle does not necessarily require us to consider
situations in which the gravitational field is quantum:
in the laboratory frame, quantum particles evolving in
a classical gravitational field suffice. Our result is also
compatible with an effective field theory of gravity in the
quantum regime [9, 21, 22].

Key to our generalisation is the possibility to trans-
form to the reference frame associated to such quantum
particles, namely a Quantum Reference Frame (QRF).
In particular, the most suitable formulation for our pur-
poses is the one developed in Ref. [23] (see also related
work [13, 17, 23–54]).

We define the EEP for QRFs by generalizing each of
the three aspects of the classical EEP:
(Q-WEP) The local effects of (quantum) motion in a
superposition of uniform gravitational fields are indistin-
guishable from those of an observer in flat spacetime that
undergoes a quantum superposition of accelerations [13].
(Q-LLI) The outcome of any local nongravitational ex-
periment is independent of the velocity of the freely falling
quantum reference frame in which it is performed.
(Q-LPI) The outcome of any local nongravitational ex-
periment is independent of the position of the quantum
reference frame in which it is performed.

The generalisation of the WEP that we refer to as Q-
WEP is equivalent to the one in Ref. [13], where it was
shown that a situation in which a quantum particle is
subject to a superposition of uniform and constant ac-
celerations is equivalent to the particle being in a quan-
tum superposition of uniform and constant gravitational
fields. In Ref. [17] it was instead proposed that the EEP
can be extended to quantum particles in a quantum su-
perposition of spacetimes, i.e. a superposition state of
the gravitational field such that classical gravity holds
in each amplitude. The goal of these extended formu-
lations of the Equivalence Principle in QRFs is to show
that physical laws are not only valid for reference frames
connected by standard coordinate transformations, but
also for those connected by quantum superpositions of
coordinate transformations, i.e. those connecting differ-
ent QRFs. So far, however, no proposal exists about how
such a principle would be tested. Here, we formulate for

the first time a test of the EEP for QRFs.
In particular, we show how such EEP for QRFs can

be verified in an interferometric test involving entangled
quantum clocks [55–63], in the limit of weak gravitational
field of the Earth and v ≪ c, with c being the speed of
light. The relative phase accumulated by the clock in the
two paths of the interferometer depends on the difference
in proper time measured by the clock in each path. The
formulation of QRFs of Ref. [23] allows us to define a
proper time for such clocks in superposition, and describe
the dynamical evolution of the physical systems involved
in the test with respect to that proper time. A violation
of the EEP for QRFs results in a modification of the
proper time of the clocks associated to the particles in
a quantum superposition state. This has a quantifiable
effect in the probabilities measured in the interferometric
test. To quantify the violation, we introduce a model for
violation of the EEP for QRFs, generalising the classical
one.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sec-

tion II is dedicated to a brief overview of atomic clocks
in atom interferometers, where we review the well-known
fact that atomic clocks in superposition of different paths
can accumulate a relative phase that depends on the
proper time difference between the paths. Hence, they
can be used to measure joint effects of quantum theory
and special- and general-relativistic time dilation. In Sec-
tion III we quantify the predictions of the EEP for QRFs,
introducing a model for violations of the principle, and
show that atomic clock interferometers can be used to
test the principle. In Section IV we describe the predic-
tions of the EEP for QRFs in the perspective of one of the
two superposed clock, i.e. we cast the principle in terms
of the proper time of a superposed clock, employing the
QRFs formalism. Finally, in Section V, we show that the
violation of the principle leads to a ill-defined QRF asso-
ciated to a superposed clock, hence showing that if the
principle is violated there is a privileged reference frame,
namely the one of the laboratory, which is inertial and
not in superposition.

II. SUPERPOSITION OF TIME DILATIONS IN
ATOM INTERFEROMETERS

Atom interferometers have been used for precision tests
of the classical equivalence principle (see e.g. Ref. [16] for
a review). An atom interferometer splits the trajectory
of an atom into two paths in a quantum superposition.
At the end of the interferometer, the paths are recom-
bined and the relative phase shift contains information
about the gravitational potential. However, when only
the path degree of freedom is considered, the phase dif-
ference measured in atomic interferometers cannot be
distinguished from the one originating from a suitably
chosen non-gravitational potential. This means that all
gravitational effects of these setups can be simulated or
cancelled by non-gravitational ones. To overcome this
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FIG. 1: Two atomic clocks, A and B, in an
interferometer vertically placed in a gravitational field
V (x). The setup is made of two beam splitters, a

mirror, a controllable phase shifter φ, and two detectors.
The upper trajectory is called γ+ and the lower γ−.

problem, in Ref. [55] it was shown that adding atomic
clocks leads to a reduction of visibility in the interfer-
ometer, and that this effect can only be explained as
coming from gravitational time dilation. This is a gen-
uine interplay of general relativistic effects and quantum
superposition: according to the principle of complemen-
tarity, the accumulation of a different proper time of the
clock in the two paths due to gravity leads to an increase
of distinguishability, and hence a reduction of visibility.

We consider the setup illustrated in Fig. 1, where two
atomic clocks, A and B, enter an interferometer in an
entangled state from the perspective of the laboratory
L. The interferometer is placed vertically in the gravi-
tational field V̂ (x̂) of the Earth. Each clock acquires a
different proper time according to the path it takes in
the interferometer [55, 64], resulting in a relative phase
before the second beam splitter. Each clock X = A,B
lives on a Hilbert space HX = Hext

X ⊗HCX
, where Hext

X
are the external degrees of freedom corresponding to the
position or momentum of the clock, and HCX

≃ L2(R)
is the internal degree of freedom of the clock, ticking ac-
cording to its proper time. We assume an ideal clock,
meaning that each instant of time is associated to an or-
thogonal state. This simplification can be thought as an
idealisation of more complex and realistic models that
are physically realizable (see Ref. [65] for details).

In the laboratory frame, we define the state of the
clocks A and B at the time τL shown by the laboratory
clock as |ψ(L)(τL)⟩AB . The Hamiltonian governing the

time evolution of A and B is Ĥ(L) =
∑

I=A,B(mIc
2 +

Ĥ
(L)
I ) (see Ref. [55] for details), where the energy shift

due to the rest mass is added for future convenience, and

Ĥ
(L)
I =

p̂2
I

2mI
+mIV (x̂I) + ĤI

(
1 +

V (x̂I)

c2
− p̂2

I

2m2
Ic

2

)
.

(1)
The operator multiplying the internal Hamiltonian of
the clocks accounts for the first-order correction to

proper time due to the general-relativistic and special-
relativistic time dilation. It is then easy to see that, since
time dilation is encoded in an operator depending on the
position or momentum of the clock, when the position or
momentum of the clock are in a quantum superposition
state, its proper time also runs differently in each ampli-
tude, i.e. it is in quantum superposition. This situation
is more general than the typical scenario in which the
classical EEP is formulated.

We now review how this setup can indeed be used to
measure effects arising from a quantum superpositions of
special-relativistic and gravitational time dilations: we
show that the proper time of the clock is different in each
amplitude due to velocity and gravity, and this yields a
measurable phase difference. For simplicity, we restrict to
the regime in which the external degrees of freedom can
be treated in the semiclassical limit, meaning that they
appear only as fixed functions inside the Hamiltonian [55,
64]: their time evolution consists only in a phase. Under
this approximation, we can simplify the evolution of the
clocks in the interferometer by assigning them two states,
e.g. {|x+⟩A , |x−⟩A}, corresponding to the upper and
lower path γ± respectively.

The initial state after the first beam splitter is (see
Fig. 1)

|ψ(L)
0 ⟩AB =

|x+⟩A |x+⟩B + e2iφ |x−⟩A |x−⟩B√
2

|τin⟩CA
|τin⟩CB

,

(2)
where φ is a phase that can be experimentally controlled,
and from now on we choose τin = 0 for simplicity. The
evolution inside the interferometer is different for each
trajectory γ±, and is given by the time evolution operator

Û± = e
− i

ℏ
∫
γ±

dtĤ(L)

. The state inside the interferometer,
after the time evolution, is

|ψ(L)(τL)⟩AB =
1√
2
(|x+⟩A |x+⟩B |τ+⟩CA

|τ+⟩CB
+

+ ei(2φ+
∑

j=A,B ∆ϕj) |x−⟩A |x−⟩B |τ−⟩CA
|τ−⟩CB

),

(3)

where ∆ϕj =
1
ℏ
∫
∆γ

dt
(
mjc

2 +
p2

j

2mj
+ V (xj)

)
is the line

integral along the closed path formed by the two arms of
the interferometer, i.e.

∫
∆γ

(· · · ) =
∫
γ+

(· · · ) −
∫
γ−

(· · · )

and |τ±⟩Cj
= e

− i
ℏ
∫
γ±

dt

(
1+

V (xj)

c2
−

p2
j

2m2
j
c2

)
Ĥj

int |τin⟩Cj
, j =

A,B. This phase difference comes from the fact that the
clocks A and B tick in a quantum superposition of differ-
ent proper times, due to special-relativistic and general-
relativistic time dilation.

We now show that this phase difference is measurable.
The interferometric measurements are projections on the
Hilbert space of the path alone (the clock is not mea-
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sured)

|D±⟩AB =
|x+⟩A |x+⟩B ± |x−⟩A |x−⟩B√

2
. (4)

The measurement probabilities for two identical masses
mA = mB = m are P± = | ⟨D±|ψ(L)(τL)⟩AB |2, and
result in

P± =
1

2

(
1± |⟨τ+|τ−⟩|2 cos (2∆ϕ+ 2φ+ 2φ′)

)
, (5)

where ∆ϕ = ∆ϕA = ∆ϕB and φ′ is defined by
⟨τ+|τ−⟩CA

= ⟨τ+|τ−⟩CB
= |⟨τ+|τ−⟩| eiφ

′
.

The phase difference in Eq. (5) encodes the dependence
on the quantum superposition of special-relativistic and
gravitational time dilations between the two interfero-
metric paths. Classical EEP predicts special-relativistic
and general-relativistic time dilation, while here we ob-
serve a quantum superposition thereof. We’ll show that
this is a prediction of the EEP for QRFs (see more in
Section IV). This suggests that when the principle is vio-
lated, the probabilities of Eq. (5) change in a measurable
way, and this is indeed what we show in the next section.

III. GENERALISATION OF THE EEP TO
QUANTUM PARTICLES AND ITS VIOLATION

In the previous section we showed that atomic clock
interferometers with entangled clocks are sensitive to
quantum superpositions of gravitational and special-
relativistic time dilation, that are paradigmatic effects
predicted by the EEP for QRFs. We now give a proce-
dure to use atomic clock interferometers to test the EEP
for QRFs. We introduce a model for violation of the
principle and show that atomic clock interferometers can
measure the violation parameters we introduce, hence
providing a test for the principle.

The standard version of the EEP has been tested with
experiments that prove the validity of each of the three
aspects of the principle (WEP, LLI, LPI). For example,
a paradigmatic test of LPI is the gravitational redshift
experiment (see e.g. Ref. [66]), which measures the dif-
ference in frequency of two clocks at rest at two different
heights x1, x2 in a gravitational field: one clock emits a
signal, which is received by the other at a different fre-
quency. To illustrate this experiment, we assume that
WEP and LLI are valid, while LPI is not. The viola-
tion of LPI implies that in the freely falling frame that is
momentarily at rest with respect to the clock, the proper
time of the clock depends on the position of the clock, for
example through the gravitational potential τ = τ(V ).
We can describe this situation using some static coor-
dinates (ts, xs), that are accelerated with acceleration g
with respect to the previous freely falling frame. Let us
assume for simplicity that the clocks are close, in such a
way that the gradient of acceleration is negligible, namely
g = k∇ϕ is constant between the clocks. The argument

can be easily generalized to include also non-uniform ac-
celerations. The relationship between the freely falling
coordinates (tf , xf ), and the static ones is a sequence of
Lorentz transformations. As a consequence, the gravita-
tional redshift parameter is

Z =
∆ν

ν
= 1− τ(V1)(1 + gx1/c

2)

τ(V2)(1 + gx2/c2)
. (6)

Expanding τ(V ) = τ0 +
∂τ
∂V

g∆x
k , we find

Z = (1 + α (x))
∆V

c2
, (7)

where α(x) = − c2

kτ0
∂τ
∂V . We conclude that a violation of

LPI implies a modification of the gravitational redshift
factor, with a position-dependent parameter of violation
α(x), which is zero if LPI is true. In particular, this
means that if LPI is true, then two clocks at two different
heights experience a time dilation factor Z = ∆V

c2 , inde-
pendently of the nature of the clocks: this is the univer-
sality of the gravitational redshift and the paradigmatic
consequence of LPI.

We now show that this analysis extends naturally to
Q-LPI. In particular, we now generalize the previous ar-
gument to QRFs associated to quantum clocks in a quan-
tum superposition of positions in the gravitational field,
namely we impose that the outcome of local experiments
depend on the (quantum) position of the QRF where
they are performed. If the clock is not localized, but it is
in a quantum superposition, its position must be treated
as an operator. Hence, instead of the parameter α(x),
we should measure an operator α(x̂). This means that
there are more parameters to measure in the quantum
version of the EEP: the out-of-diagonal elements of α(x̂)
are responsible for the quantum violation of the princi-
ple, while the diagonal elements are responsible for the
classical violation.

Similarly to the LPI violation parameter α(x), classical
tests of the EEP involve the WEP violation parameter
η(x, p) and the LLI violation parameter β(p). Here, we
generalize them to η(x̂, p̂) and β(p̂) following an analo-
gous reasoning.

To introduce these violation operators, we modify the
Hamiltonian of the systems. We follow the same strat-
egy of Ref. [11], where a model for violation of a differ-
ent quantum version of the EEP was introduced. The
model in Ref. [11] uses the mass-energy equivalence to
introduce mass operators: the energy of the internal de-
grees of freedom, namely the clock, is accounted for in
the mass, and since it is quantised, also the mass is
quantised. Ref. [11] uses three different types of mass-

operators M̂ (s) = m(s)1 + Ĥ(s)

c2 , with s = g, i, r, acting
on the internal degrees of freedom of the clocks. In par-
ticular, the gravitational mass M̂ (g) couples to the grav-
itational field, the inertial mass M̂ (i) couples to the mo-
mentum, and the rest mass M̂ (r) is the mass in the rest
frame of the atomic clock. The EEP, in its generalised
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form, is valid if all matrix elements of these operators
are the same, namely if and only if M̂ (g) = M̂ (i) (WEP),

M̂ (r) = M̂ (i) (LLI), and M̂ (g) = M̂ (r) (LPI).

The test of our generalisation of the EEP to QRFs
requires a more general model for violation, because,
differently to Ref. [11], which regards only internal de-
grees of freedom, the quantum aspects of the EEP for
QRFs arise when the external degrees of freedom of the
clocks are in a quantum superposition state. Hence, we
extend the model of violations of Ref. [11] by allowing
an explicit dependence of position and momentum on
the mass operator. For example, the most general vi-
olation of Q-LPI should also include an explicit posi-
tion dependence on the violation operator, as shown be-
fore. An analogous conclusion can be drawn for Q-LLI
for momentum-dependence. Therefore, we let Ĥ(g) =
Ĥ(g)(x̂) = f(Â, x̂), and Ĥ(i) = Ĥ(i)(p̂) = g(B̂, p̂),

namely Ĥ(g)(x̂) is a generic function of the position op-

erator x̂ and of an operator Â that acts on the internal
Hilbert space only, and analogously for Ĥ(i)(p̂).

The violations of the three conditions composing the
definition of the EEP are

m(i)1̂ + Ĥ(i)(p̂) ̸= m(g)1̂ + Ĥ(g)(x̂) (Q-WEP), (8)

Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(i)(p̂) (Q-LLI), (9)

Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(g)(x̂) (Q-LPI), (10)

where the rest mass does not appear in the second and
third condition because it is not observable [11]. The
conditions in Eqs. (8 - 10) quantify the corresponding
statements of the three aspects of the principle given in
the introduction. The Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) is modified
to

Ĥ
(L)
I,v =

p̂2
I

2m
(i)
I

+m
(g)
I V (x̂I) + Ĥ

(r)
I +

+ Ĥ
(g)
I (x̂I)

V (x̂I)

c2
− Ĥ

(i)
I (p̂I)

p̂2
I

2m
(i)2
I c2

.

(11)

Note that the dependence on the phase-space operators
does not introduce any ordering problem.

We now define the violation operators described above
as

η̂(x̂, p̂) = 1̂ − M̂ (g)(x̂) M̂ (i)−1(p̂) (Q-WEP), (12)

β̂(p̂) = 1̂ − Ĥ(i)(p̂) Ĥ(r)−1 (Q-LLI), (13)

α̂(x̂) = 1̂ − Ĥ(g)(x̂) Ĥ(r)−1 (Q-LPI), (14)

with η̂, β̂, and α̂ being invertible to our order of approx-
imation.

We now show that the interferometric setup described
previously is sensitive to such violation of the EEP for
QRFs, and consequently can provide a test for it.

A. Violation of Q-LPI

For a violation of Q-LPI, we impose the condi-
tion Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(g)(x̂) in Eq. (10). In the labora-

tory frame L, we obtain the Hamiltonian Ĥ
(L)
LPI =∑

j=A,B

(
mjc

2 + ĤLPI
j

)
, with

ĤLPI
j =

p2
j

2mj
+mjV (xj) + Ĥ

(r)
j +

+ Ĥ
(g)
j (xj)

V (xj)

c2
− Ĥ

(r)
j

p2
j

2m2
jc

2
.

In the interferometric setup we have considered, the prob-
abilities are formally the same as in Eq. (5), but the fac-
tor ⟨τ+|τ−⟩′j , j = A,B, is different. To the lowest order

in the violation operator α̂(x), discarding the commuta-
tors between α̂(x) and all the other operators, we find
∆LPI ⟨τ⟩j = ⟨τ+|τ−⟩′j − ⟨τ+|τ−⟩j , with

∆LPI ⟨τ⟩j = − i

ℏ

∫
∆γ

dt
V (xγ)

c2
α(xγ) j⟨τ+| Ĥ(r) |τ−⟩j ,

(15)
where ∆γ is the closed path formed by the two arms of
the interferometer and xγ is the position evaluated along
the (classical) trajectory of the system. Consequently,
the probability explicitly depends on the matrix elements
of the violation operator, which means that the experi-
ment is sensitive to violations of Q-LPI.

B. Violation of Q-LLI

For a violation of Q-LLI, we impose the condition
Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(i)(p̂) in Eq. (9). With analogous notation
to the case of Q-LPI, we obtain

∆LLI ⟨τ⟩j =
i

ℏ

∫
∆γ

dt
p2
γ

m2c2
β(pγ) j⟨τ+| Ĥ(r) |τ−⟩j ,

(16)
Thus, the experiment is sensitive to violations of LLI.

C. Violation of Q-WEP

The violation of Q-WEP is encoded in the opera-
tor η(x̂, p̂) = 1̂ − M̂ (g)(x̂) M̂ (i)−1(p̂), where M̂ (g)(x̂) =

m(g) + (1 − α̂(x̂))Ĥ(r) and M̂ (i)(p̂) = m(i) + (1 −
β̂(p̂))Ĥ(r). Moreover, the standard WEP violation

is η = 1 − m(g)

m(i) . Hence η(x̂, p̂) is a function η =

η
(
α(x̂), β(p̂), η,m(i), Ĥ(r)

)
. Provided that the inertial

mass m(i) and the rest Hamiltonian Ĥ(r) are known, η̂ is
fully determined by α(x̂), β(p̂) and the classical param-
eter η. Since we already showed that the Mach-Zehnder
interferometer is sensitive to the coefficients of α(x̂) and



6

β(p̂), it only remains to prove its sensitivity to η, namely
that it can provide a classical standard WEP test.

Therefore, by imposing the condition for the mass of

particle j = A,B m
(g)
j ̸= m

(i)
j and by neglecting the

rest-mass term, we find that the Hamiltonian in the

laboratory frame in Eq. (1) is modified to Ĥ
(L)
WEP =∑

j=A,B Ĥ
WEP
j , where

ĤWEP
j =

p2
j

2m
(i)
j

+m
(g)
j V (xj)+Ĥj

(
1 +

V (xj)

c2
−

p2
j

2m
(i)2
j c2

)
.

(17)
The measurement probabilities are the same of Eq. (5),
where

∆ϕj =
1

ℏ

∫
∆γ

dt

[
(1− η)m

(i)
j V (xj) +

p2
j

2m
(i)
j

]
. (18)

Thus, the setup can provide a test for WEP. We have
thus shown that the atomic clock interferometer can test
all of the three aspects of the EEP for QRFs.

IV. THE EEP FOR QRFS IN THE
PERSPECTIVE OF A QUANTUM PARTICLE

We now use our interferometetric setup to illustrate
the three aspects of the EEP for QRFs, presented in Sec-
tion III, and show what the predictions of the principle
for the proper time of a superposed clock are. As ex-
plained in the previous sections, the laboratory clock and
the clocks in the interferometer are in a quantum rela-
tion relative to each other. These are not related via a
standard reference frame transformation, but via a QRF
transformation. In particular, we need to transform all
the spacetime coordinates (in our case, we are in 1+1D),
and write the Schrödinger equation in the two frames in
the proper time of the two clocks. To achieve this goal,
the most suitable formulation is the one introduced in
Ref. [23], which we briefly sketch here and comprehen-
sively review in Appendix A.

The SQRFs formalism is a generalisation of the QRFs
formalism [13] that additionally treats space and time on
an equal footing and gives a timeless and fully relational
description of a set of physical systems from the point
of view of one of them. It adopts elements of Covariant
Quantum Mechanics [67] and the Page-Wootters mech-
anism [68, 69]. Moreover, it accounts for both external
and internal degrees of freedom of quantum systems, that
are both employed in building the SQRF description.

The SQRFs formalism is a timeless formulation of a
set of quantum systems, where the dynamical evolution
of the systems is encoded in a set of constraints and
emerges through a procedure which fixes the redundan-
cies induced by the constraints. Such a procedure has the
physical interpretation of a reduction to the QRF of one
of the quantum systems considered. Each system has an
external Hilbert space, corresponding to the position or

momentum of the centre of mass of the system, and an
internal Hilbert space, corresponding to a clock. Both ex-
ternal and internal degrees of freedom are used to identify
the QRF: the external ones are used to fix the transfor-
mation to the QRF, and the internal ones identify the
proper time in the QRF of each system. The formalism
is completely relational, meaning that there is no exter-
nal spacetime structure beside the relations between the
particles, as an effect of imposing the constraints.

The physical state of the atomic clocks and the lab-
oratory satisfies the constraint Ĉ |Ψ⟩ph = 0, where Ĉ
is a linear combination of different constraints, namely
the dispersion relation ĈI for each particle I, the conser-

vation of total energy f̂0 and the conservation of total

momentum f̂1 (details in Appendix A).

The perspective of a particle is obtained by applying
a unitary operator T̂i to the physical state, to transform
the coordinates to the relative coordinates with respect
to particle i, and set the metric to be flat at the position
of the particle. Finally, the resulting state is projected on
a state to fix the origin of the reference frame to be in the
position of the particle. For example, for the laboratory:

|ψ⟩(L)
= ⟨qL = 0| T̂L |Ψ⟩ph , (19)

where the specific form of T̂L is given in Appendix A.
Through a lengthy but straightforward calculation, one
finds

|ψ⟩(L) ∝
∫
dτL |ψ(L)(τL)⟩ |τL⟩CL

, (20)

where |ψ(L)(τL)⟩AB = e−
i
ℏ Ĥ(L)τL |ψ(L)

0 ⟩AB , |ψ
(L)
0 ⟩AB is

the initial state of the systems in the full Hilbert space.

This state is a so-called “history state”, usually found
in timeless approaches to quantum theory. Given a quan-
tum system at time τL, its quantum state can be de-
scribed as |ψ(L)(τL)⟩. When the clock is a quantum de-
gree of freedom, we can write all possible states of the
system at different times as being correlated, obtaining
the “history state” in Eq. (20).

The usual state at an arbitrary time t in the perspec-
tive of the laboratory can be retrieved with a projec-
tion on the state of the clock, namely |ψ(L)(t)⟩AB =

CL
⟨t|ψ⟩(L)

= e−
i
ℏ Ĥ(L)t |ψ(L)

0 ⟩AB , where Ĥ(L) is the
Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). Hence the predictions of the
SQRF formalism coincide with standard quantum me-
chanics in the perspective of the laboratory.

If also the perspective of the clocks in the interferome-
ter is valid to describe the evolution of external systems
to them, an analogous “history state” to Eq. (20) should
describe the dynamical evolution in the perspective of
one of the clocks, say clock A. The SQRF formulation
provides a method to achieve this transformation, which
cannot be obtained with other formulations of QRFs.
The “history state” of B and L after the QRF transfor-
mation from L to A (see again Appendix A for details)
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is

|ψ⟩(A) ∼
∫
dτA |ψ(A)(τA)⟩BL |τA⟩CA

, (21)

where |ψ(A)(τA)⟩BL = e−
i
ℏ Ĥ(A)τA |ψ(A)

0 ⟩BL and the nota-
tion is completely analogous to the one in Eq. (20). The
Hamiltonian (see Appendix A for details) is

Ĥ(A) =
∑

j=B,L

T̂j +
∑

J=A,B,L

(
mJc

2 + T̂ ′
J

)
+mBV̂

′(q̂B , q̂L)+

−mLV (q̂L) + ∆̂
(A)
B ĤB + ∆̂

(A)
L ĤL, (22)

where we have defined T̂j =
k̂2
j

2mj
for j = B,L

and T̂ ′
J =

(
∑

j=B,L k̂j)
2

2m2
A

mJ for J = A,B,L, and

in addition V̂ ′(q̂B , q̂L) = V (q̂B − q̂L) − V (q̂L),

∆̂
(A)
B =

(
1 + V̂ ′(q̂B ,q̂L)

c2 +
T̂ ′
A

mAc2 − T̂B

mBc2

)
, ∆̂

(A)
L =(

1− V (q̂L)
c2 +

T ′
A

mAc2 − T̂L

mLc2

)
. This Hamiltonian is con-

sistent with the one obtained in the literature of QRFs,
and reduces to the standard Hamiltonian of quantum
particles interacting via a potential in an appropriate
classical limit of the QRFs (see Ref. [23] for details).

This Hamiltonian encodes the three aspects of the EEP
for QRFs: it shows the evolution of the clock B with re-
spect to the proper time of the clock A, when they are in
quantum superposition with respect to each other. For
simplicity in the following we only illustrate the conse-
quence of Q-LPI, neglecting special-relativistic time di-
lation, i.e. assuming that in the two paths of the inter-
ferometer the velocity is the same, or the difference is so
small it can be neglected.

The quantum state in the laboratory frame in Eq. (3)
is transformed to the perspective of A as |ψ(A)(τA)⟩BL =
1√
2
(|Ψ(τA, x+, x+)⟩BL + |Ψ(τA, x−, x−)⟩BL) |τA⟩CB

,

where the explicit expression of |Ψ(τA, x±, x±)⟩BL is
given in Appendix A 1. This shows that, even if the
reading of time of CA and CB was unsharp in the
laboratory frame, due to the quantum superposition,
in the perspective of one of the clocks the time reading
of the other clock is well-defined and there is no time
dilation. This is an extension of the universality of
gravitational redshift to quantum superpositions, which
is a consequence of Q-LPI, analogously to the classical
universality of gravitational redshift being a consequence
of LPI, as detailed in Section III.

Similarly, if we had started from an initial state of the
form

|ψ(L)
0 ⟩AB =

|x+⟩A |x−⟩B + |x−⟩A |x+⟩B√
2

|τin⟩CA
|τin⟩CB

,

(23)
where in each amplitude the two clocks were at different
heights, we would have found the state in the perspective

of the clock A to be (see Appendix A 1 for details):

|ψ(A)(τA)⟩BL =
1√
2

(
|Ψ(τA, x+, x−)⟩BL |τA +∆τ⟩CB

+

|Ψ(τA, x−, x+)⟩BL |τA −∆τ⟩CB

)
(24)

where ∆τ = V (x+)−V (x−)
c2 τA.

We conclude that if two clocks are in spatial superpo-
sition, in each amplitude there is a time dilation of the
second clock according to the first one, if in that ampli-
tude the clocks are not at the same height. Moreover,
the dilation factor of each amplitude coincides with the
classical dilation factor ∆ν

ν = ∆V
c2 . This is a genuine

prediction of Q-LPI, analogously to the classical time di-
lation factor predicted by classical LPI. When the clocks
are not in superposition, this form of quantum universal-
ity of gravitational time dilation reduces to the classical
one, as exemplified in Appendix A1. A similar procedure
leads to the generalization of special relativistic time di-
lation to quantum superpositions.

V. VIOLATION OF THE EEP FOR QRFS IN
THE PERSPECTIVE OF A QUANTUM

PARTICLE

In the previous section we showed what the predic-
tions of the EEP for QRFs are in the perspective of a
clock in a superposed state. We now show that the vi-
olation of the EEP for QRFs introduced in Section III
would lead to the dependence of the proper time of the
clock on its position or momentum operator, thus gener-
alising the classical violation. Detecting such a violation
experimentally would imply that the EEP cannot be ex-
tended to QRFs, at least in the proposed form, and hence
challenge the equivalence between all QRFs, highlighting
the existence of a preferred QRF, coinciding in this case
with the laboratory frame.
To obtain the modified Hamiltonian encoding the vio-

lations of the EEP for QRFs, we modify the total energy
constraint of the SQRF formalism (see Appendix A for
a detailed description), which contains the dependence
on the internal Hamiltonians. If the EEP for QRFs is

violated, the total energy constraint f̂0 of Eq. (A8) is
modified to

f̂0 =
∑

I=A,B

p̂0I +
(√

g00(x̂I − x̂L)− 1
) Ĥ(g)

I

c
+

+

(√
1 +

p̂2
I

m2
Ic

2
− 1

)
Ĥ

(i)
I

c
+
Ĥ

(r)
I

c
+ p̂0L. (25)

We assume that, even in the presence of a violation, it is
always possible to take the perspective of the laboratory,
in which the dynamics follows a standard Hamiltonian
evolution. Without this assumption, it would be impos-
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sible to even devise a test of the generalised EEP. In addi-
tion, the validity of the laboratory perspective naturally
follows from the construction in Appendix A.

If any aspect of the EEP for QRFs (Q-LPI, Q-LLI,
Q-WEP) is violated, as in Eqs. (8-10), it is impossible to
find a “history state” in the perspective of A or B. We
illustrate this fact for Q-LPI, but the reasoning is the
same for Q-LLI and Q-WEP. The explicit calculations
for all cases are detailed in Appendix B.

Specifically, let us assume that Ĥ
(r)
j ̸= Ĥ

(g)
j (x̂j) but

Ĥ
(r)
j = Ĥ

(i)
j (p̂j) for j = A,B. When we reduce to the

perspective of one of the systems, say A, we find a quan-
tum state of the form

|ψ⟩(A) ∼
∫
dτAdqLdtA |χ(τA,qL, tA)⟩BL |φ(τA,qL, tA)⟩CA

,

(26)
where the relevant aspect of the expression is that the
quantum state of the clock whose proper time is used to
describe the dynamical evolution explicitly depends on
the coordinate qL through the function φ. The explicit
form of χ(τA,qL, tA) and φ(τA,qL, tA) is not relevant to
our argument, and is reported in Appendix B. The crucial
point in our discussion is that the dependence on the
position qL and on the time tA in the previous expression
is the quantum generalisation of the violation of UGR
that we reviewed in Section III. This result means that,
in the QRF of system A, the clock behaves differently
according to where it is placed in the gravitational field.
This is not compatible with Q-LPI, and hence shows that
the EEP for QRFs is violated.

We have seen that the violation of the EEP for QRFs
prevents a description from the point of view of the clocks
in superposition, since their QRF is not well-defined.
Nevertheless, since the laboratory is localized, we can still
give predictions from the point of view of the laboratory,
and we have shown in Section III that these predictions
depend on the violation parameters: this means that the
experiment described can be used to test the principle.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we showed that the usual definition of
the EEP is not sufficient for quantum test particles in a
quantum superposition of positions and velocities. We
proposed to generalise the three aspects that are tested
in a classical test of the EEP, the weak equivalence prin-
ciple, the local position invariance, and the local Lorentz
invariance, to account for particles being in a quantum
state. We then formulated a model to test the violation of
such generalized EEP, and showed that an interferomet-

ric setup can be used to test this principle. In addition,
we showed that violations of the EEP for QRFs breaks
the equivalence between the laboratory perspective and
the perspective of the QRF associated to the clock in
the interferometer, and that this entails the impossibility
of describing the dynamical evolution of the physical sys-
tems external to the QRF from the point of view of one of
the quantum particles in the interferometer. This implies
the existence of a preferred reference frame, the labora-
tory frame, that is classical. Hence, confirming the EEP
for QRFs is also a necessary condition for the validity of
the QRF perspective. On the other hand, the verification
of the validity of the QRF perspective introduces a new
“quantum relativity principle”, supporting the idea that
the gravitational field acquires quantum properties [45].

Note that the validity of this principle can be verified
by measuring outcome probabilities, and hence does not
rely on any specific interpretation of quantum mechanics,
as long as it gives the same experimental predictions as
ordinary quantum mechanics.

A verification of this generalised principle would show
that quantum theory and general relativity are more
compatible than what is currently believed. This re-
sult could then be used as a guiding principle to gain
a deeper insight into the interface between the two theo-
ries in more complex scenarios.
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[39] F. Giacomini and Č. Brukner, Quantum superposition of
spacetimes obeys Einstein’s equivalence principle, AVS
Quantum Science 4, 015601 (2022).

[40] M. Mikusch, L. C. Barbado, and i. c. v. Brukner, Trans-
formation of spin in quantum reference frames, Phys.
Rev. Res. 3, 043138 (2021).

[41] S. Ali Ahmad, T. D. Galley, P. A. Höhn, M. P. E. Lock,
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Appendix A: Spacetime Quantum Reference Frames

In this section we review the Spacetime Quantum Reference Frames (SQRFs) formalism, introduced in Ref. [23].
This formalism allows us to describe the reference frame associated to quantum particles that evolve in a gravitational
field generated by another quantum particle, in the limit of weak gravitational fields and slow velocities. We will use
this tool to highlight how the EEP for QRFs can be cast in terms of proper times of quantum clocks.

The SQRFs formalism is a generalisation of the QRFs formalism [13] that additionally treats space and time on an
equal footing and gives a timeless and fully relational description of a set of physical systems from the point of view
of one of them. It adopts elements of Covariant Quantum Mechanics [67] and the Page-Wootters mechanism [68, 69].
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FIG. 2: A system of N non-interacting quantum particles in the gravitational field generated by a mass L. Each
particle has both external and internal degrees of freedom, the latter acting as clocks. Therefore, the particles can

be in a superposition of different positions, each associated to a different gravitational time dilation.

Moreover, it accounts for both external and internal degrees of freedom of quantum systems, that are both employed
in building the SQRF description.

The SQRFs formalism is a timeless description of quantum systems, where their dynamical evolution is encoded
in a set of constraints and emerges through a procedure that eliminates redundancies induced by these constraints.
This procedure has the physical interpretation of reducing to the QRF of one of the quantum systems considered.
Each system is described with an external Hilbert space, corresponding to its position or momentum, and an internal
Hilbert space, corresponding to a clock. Both degrees of freedom are employed to identify the QRF associated to
each system: the external ones fix the transformation to the QRF, while the internal ones determine the proper time
in the QRF of each system. Moreover, the formalism is entirely relational: there is no external spacetime structure
other than the relations between the particles.

Concretely, we consider a system of N non-interacting quantum particles of mass mI , I = 1, . . . , N in the weak
gravitational field generated by a particle L of mass mL, as depicted in Figure 2. Each particle lives on a Hilbert
space HJ = HJ

ext ⊗ HCJ
, J = 1, . . . , N, L where HJ

ext ≃ L2(R2) corresponds to the position or momentum of the
system in (1 + 1)D (one time coordinate and one space coordinate), and HCJ

≃ L2(R) to the internal state of the
clock, ticking according to its proper time. The physical state of the N -particle system and the source mass L satisfies
the constraint

Ĉ |Ψ⟩ph = 0, (A1)

where Ĉ is a linear combination of first-class constraints [70], namely constraints that commute with each other.
Specifically,

Ĉ =

L∑
J=1

NJ ĈJ + zµf̂
µ, (A2)

where the spacetime labels µ = 0, 1 refer to a (1+1)-dimensional spacetime. In the following, the spatial component is
written in boldface, while the 2-vector is in plain text, e.g. xµ = {x0,x}. The constraints describe both the dynamics of
the particles and the global symmetries of the model, namely spacetime global translations: the symmetry constraints

f̂µ enforce that total momentum and total energy are null, i.e., that the model is globally translational-invariant
in space and time. This condition corresponds to having a model where the dynamics is relational [71–73]. The

constraints ĈJ enforce the general-relativistic dispersion relation of each particle.

We consider a physical scenario where the the gravitational field sourced by the mass L is weak, hence it can be
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described in the weak-field limit in terms of the metric

g00 = 1 + 2
V (x− xL)

c2
, (A3)

g01 = g10 = 0, (A4)

g11 = −1, (A5)

which reproduces the effect of Newtonian gravity, but also allows for general-relativistic effects such as time dilation.
The constraints in this regime are

ĈI =
√
g00(x̂I − x̂L)p̂

I
0 − ωI

p, (A6)

ĈL = p̂L0 −mLc−
p̂2
L

2mLc
, (A7)

f̂0 =

N∑
I=1

[
p̂I0 +∆(x̂I − x̂L, p̂I)

ĤI

c

]
+ p̂L0 +

ĤL

c
, (A8)

f̂1 =

N∑
I=1

p̂I + p̂L. (A9)

The operators x̂µI and p̂Iν satisfy [x̂µI , p̂
I
ν ] = iℏ δµν , for I = 1, . . . , N , where x̂0I is the coordinate time operator. ĤI is

the internal Hamiltonian for each particle, associated to the internal evolution of the clock. Moreover, ω̂I
p = mIc γ̂I

where γ̂I =

√
1 +

p̂2
I

m2
Ic

2 . Here ∆(x̂I − x̂L, p̂I), with I = 1, · · · , N is the worldline operator of a quantum relativistic

particle in a weak gravitational field, and is responsible for the time dilation of the quantum clock, as explained in
detail in Ref. [23], and it reads ∆(x̂I − x̂L, p̂I) =

√
g00(x̂I − x̂L) γ̂

−1
I . All calculations are performed keeping only

the leading terms in O
(
V
c2

)
, O
(

p
mc

)
, and discarding factors O

(
p2V
m2c4

)
.

In addition to the original formulation given in Ref. [23], we here additionally consider the dynamics of the mass

L that generates the gravitational field, through the dynamical constraint ĈL. Since particle L is the only source of
the gravitational field, its dynamical evolution is free and in Minkowski spacetime. Equivalently, this can be seen as a
choice of local coordinates for all systems involved in the description, which we assume localised in a region of space
(in our specific setup, in the laboratory in which the experiment is performed).

In our setting, L represents the Earth, that is responsible for sourcing the gravitational field. We further consider
a laboratory, whose position is constrained to the Earth: no relative motion exists of the laboratory relative to the
Earth, hence we treat the two as a single quantum system. For this reasons, we refer to the reference frame of L as
the laboratory frame. The introduction of the dynamics for the mass L is useful to give a description of the system
from the point of view of the laboratory, and to see what a specific state in the perspective of the laboratory looks
like in the perspective of another particle.

We consider the mass mL to be the mass of the Earth, meaning that mL ≫ mJ , with J = 1, · · · , N . As a
consequence, we will find that the frame of L is inertial in the Newtonian sense, reproducing the results of the
dynamics of a quantum clock in a gravitational field, described by an inertial frame, as in Ref. [55].

The physical state can be obtained from Eq. (A1) to be

|Ψ⟩ph ∝
∫
dN+1Nd2z e

i
ℏNJ ĈJ e

i
ℏ zµf̂

µ

|ϕ⟩ , (A10)

where |ϕ⟩ can be written as

|ϕ⟩ =
∫

ΠI [dµ(xI)dEI ] d
2xLdELϕ(x1, . . . , xL, E1, . . . , EL) |x1, . . . , xL⟩ |E1, . . . , EL⟩ , (A11)

and dµ(xI) =
√
g00(xI − xL)d

2xI is the covariant integration measure.

The perspective of a particle is obtained by applying a unitary operator T̂i to the physical state, to transform the
coordinates to the relative coordinates with respect to particle i, and set the metric to be flat at the position of the
particle. Finally, the resulting state is projected on a state to fix the origin of the reference frame to be in the position
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of the particle. For example, for particle 1:

|ψ⟩(1) = ⟨q1 = 0| T̂1 |Ψ⟩ph , (A12)

where T̂1 is

T̂1 = e−
i
ℏ

log
√

g00(x̂L)

2

∑L
J=1(x̂

0
J p̂

0
J+p̂0

J x̂
0
J)e

i
ℏ x̂1(f̂

1−p̂1)e
i
ℏ x̂0

1(f̂
0−p̂0

1). (A13)

Through a lengthy but straightforward calculation, detailed in Ref. [23], one can show that the state in the per-
spective of particle 1 is equal to a “history state” [23, 31, 69]: an entangled state associating to each time state |τ1⟩C1

of the internal clock of the particle a state |ψ(1)(τ1)⟩ describing all the other particles at time τ1 as

|ψ⟩(1) ∝
∫
dτ1 |ψ(1)(τ1)⟩ |τ1⟩ , (A14)

where |ψ(1)(τ1)⟩ = e−
i
ℏ Ĥ(1)τ1 |ψ0⟩(1), |ψ0⟩(1) being the initial state of the system of N particles, and Ĥ(1) the Hamil-

tonian in this frame. The specific form of the initial state in terms of the kinematical space is not physically relevant
- interested readers can find the details in Ref. [23]. The Hamiltonian is

Ĥ(1) = γ̂∑k,1

(∑
i

√
g′00(qi,qL)(cω̂

i
k + γ̂−1

i Ĥi) + cω̂∑k,1 +
√
g00(qL)

(
mLc

2 +
k̂2
L

2mL
+ ĤL

))

∼
L∑

J=1

mJc
2 +

L∑
j=2

k̂2
j

2mj
+

L∑
J=1

(
∑L

j=2 k̂j)
2

2m2
1

mJ +

N∑
i=2

m(i)(V (q̂i − q̂L)− V (q̂L))−mLV (q̂L)+

+

N∑
i=2

(
1 +

V (q̂i − q̂L)− V (q̂L)

c2
+

(
∑L

j=2 k̂j)
2

2m2
1c

2
− k̂2

i

2m2
i c

2

)
Ĥi +

(
1− V (q̂L)

c2
+

(
∑L

j=2 k̂j)
2

2m2
1c

2
− k̂2

L

2m2
Lc

2

)
ĤL.

(A15)

Analogously, we can find the state associated to the laboratory, with the transformation operator

T̂L = e
i
ℏ x̂L(f̂1−p̂L)e

i
ℏ x̂0

L(f̂0−p̂0
L). (A16)

The result is

|ψ⟩(L)
= ⟨qL = 0| T̂L |Ψ⟩ph =

=

∫
dτLe

− i
ℏ Ĥ(L)τL |ψ(L)

0 ⟩ |τL⟩ , (A17)

where the Hamiltonian from the perspective of L is

Ĥ(L) = mLc
2 +

(∑
I k̂I

)2
2mL

+

N∑
I=1

∆(q̂I , k̂I)(ω̂
I
k + ĤI) =

∼
L∑

J=1

mJc
2 +

N∑
I=1

k̂2
I

2mI
+

N∑
I=1

mIV (q̂I) +

(
1 +

V (q̂I)

c2
− k̂2

I

2m2
Ic

2

)
ĤI . (A18)

The Hamiltonian of Eq. (A18) is the standard Newtonian Hamiltonian for free particles with the gravitational time
dilation of the clocks due to their relative distance to the Earth and the special relativistic time dilation, coinciding
with the Hamiltonian used in Refs. [55, 64, 74, 75]. Therefore, the introduction of the constraint of Eq. (A7) provides
a consistent way to describe the reference frame of the laboratory.

The formalism also allows to change between perspectives, say from the perspective of the laboratory to the
perspective of a particle. This can be achieved via the invertible transformation

|ψ⟩(1) = ⟨q1 = 0| T̂1T̂ †
L |ψ⟩(L) |pL = 0⟩ . (A19)
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(a) Perspective of L. (b) Perspective of 1.

FIG. 3: Representation of an example of change of SQRF. In Figure 3a, particle 1 is seen in a superposition of states
and in a curved spacetime from the point of view of particle L, namely the laboratory. In Figure 3b it is L to be in a

superposition and in a curved spacetime, when it is seen in the SQRF of particle 1.

A pictorial representation of this change of perspective is given in Figure 3. Note that the SQRF transformation
to the perspective of a particle serve as an operational definition of its QLIF, since in that frame the metric is locally
flat at the origin of the coordinates.

1. Quantum extension of LPI

In this section we report in further detail the calculations regarding the Quantum extension of LPI of Section IV. We
employ the SQRFs framework described in Appendix A, using the extended constraints to include the laboratory as
well. We focus on the Newtonian limit, namely we discard the special relativistic effects, including special relativistic
time dilation, since we are only interested in gravitational time dilation.

We illustrate the simple case of a state in the perspective of the laboratory that is localised in position basis, namely

|ψ(L)
0 ⟩AB = |x1⟩A |x2⟩B |τin = 0⟩CA

|τin = 0⟩CB
. (A20)

This situation corresponds to having two quantum systems at two different heights x1,2, and to initialising the internal
time of both of them is set to τin = 0. The particles are not in a superposition, so we do not expect to see any quantum
effects. An arbitrary quantum state, however, can be obtained by linear combination of this simple state.

The state in the perspective of particle A can be obtained with the reference frame transformation defined in
Eq. (A19), namely

|ψ⟩(A)
= A ⟨qA = 0| T̂AT̂ †

L

∫
dτLe

− i
ℏ Ĥ(L)τL |ψ(L)

0 ⟩AB |τL⟩CL
|pL = 0⟩L , (A21)

where T̂A and T̂L are defined in Eq. (A13) and Eq. (A16) respectively, and the Hamiltonian Ĥ(L) is defined in
Eq. (A18).

The calculations can be performed by letting the operator T̂AT̂ †
L act on the Hamiltonian, and expanding both

⟨qA = 0| and |pL = 0⟩ with a Fourier series. Then, we calculate the action of T̂AT̂ †
L on the states explicitly. The result

is that the state in the perspective of particle A at time tA is

|ψ(tA)⟩(A)
BL = |Ψ(tA, x1, x2)⟩BL

∣∣∣∣(1 + V (x2)− V (x1)

c2

)
tA

〉
CB

, (A22)

where
∣∣∣(1 + V (x2)−V (x1)

c2

)
tA

〉
CB

is the clock of the second particle B, while its external state is contained in
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FIG. 4: On the left, representation of two atomic clocks in a superposition in a gravitational field, where in each
branch of the superposition they are at the same height. On the right, representation of two atomic clocks in a

superposition in a gravitational field, where in each branch of the superposition they are at different heights. The
first branch of the superposition is represented with solid lines, the second branch with dashed lines.

|Ψ(tA, x1, x2)⟩BL, along with the complete state of the laboratory:

|Ψ(tA, x1, x2)⟩BL =

(
1− V (x1)

c2

)2

e
− i

ℏ Ĥ′
ext

((
1−V (x1)

c2

)
tA+

x0
1
c

)
×

× |
√
g00(x1)(x

0
2 − x01),x2 − x1⟩B |−

√
g00(x1)x

0
1,−x1⟩L

∣∣∣∣(1− V (x1)

c2

)
tA

〉
CL

, (A23)

where

Ĥ ′
ext =

∑
J=A,B,L

mJc
2 +mAV (x̂L) +mBV (x̂B − x̂L) +

∑
j=B,L

p̂2
j

2mj
+

(∑
j=2,M p̂j

)2
2mA

. (A24)

The result of Eq. (A22) is the usual expression of the gravitational redshift: given two clocks localised at two different
heights, the proper time measured by a clock is dilated according to the other clock by a factor ν′ =

(
1 + ∆V

c2

)
ν, where

ν, ν′ are the frequencies of the first and second clock respectively. This result is employed in the main text to study
Q-LPI when the clocks are entangled and follow the same path (Figure 4a). Here we give another example, namely
the case in which in the laboratory frame the atoms are initially in the entangled state, represented in Figure 4b,

|ψ(L)
0 ⟩AB =

|x+⟩A |x−⟩B + |x−⟩A |x+⟩B√
2

|τin⟩CA
|τin⟩CB

, (A25)

where in each branch they are at different heights. The state in the perspective of particle A can be calculated
analogously to the previous case. We obtain a “history state” where now the clock on particle B is time-dilated from
the perspective of A, i.e.,

|ψ(A)(τA)⟩BL =
1√
2

(
|Ψ(τA, x+, x−)⟩BL |τA +∆τ⟩CB

+ |Ψ(τA, x−, x+)⟩BL |τA −∆τ⟩CB

)
(A26)

where ∆τ = V (x+)−V (x−)
c2 τA.

These results show that in the QRF of the clocks there is a superposition of gravitational time-dilations, which
is due to the relative delocalisation of the clocks. Moreover, when the wavefunctions of the particles A and B have
non-negligible uncertainties in position basis in each path, we find that, from the perspective of A, an additional effect
of the spread of the wave function in each branch of the interferometer results in a redshift factor for each possible
position of particle B as seen from A. Therefore, the time of particle B is dilated according to particle A, however
the effect due to such a delocalisation is much smaller than that across different branches.

A similar procedure can be performed to generalise LLI to Q-LLI. Note that the transformation to the QLIF of A
does not map the momenta in the laboratory frame to the relative momenta with respect to A, due to the canonicity
of the transformation. Hence, the functional relation between the relative velocities, defined as the time derivative
of the position of B in the QRF of A, and the momentum operator that is canonically conjugated to the position
operator does not have a straightforward physical interpretation. However, the time of B is not time-dilated as seen
from A, and this holds true also for quantum superpositions of such states. Hence, we call this a generalization of
LLI, namely Q-LLI.
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Appendix B: Calculations for the model for violations

In this appendix we give details on the calculations of the results presented in Section V, showing what the violation
of the EEP for QRFs entails in the perspective of one of the clocks.

The principle is formulated through the Eqs. (8 - 10)

m(i)1̂ + Ĥ(i)(p̂) ̸= m(g)1̂ + Ĥ(g)(x̂) (Q-WEP), (B1)

Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(i)(p̂) (Q-LLI), (B2)

Ĥ(r) ̸= Ĥ(g)(x̂) (Q-LPI), (B3)

where i stands for “inertial”, g for “gravitational”, and r for “rest”. It is easy to understand why this model can test
a violation of the EEP for QRF by remembering that its formulation relies on a QRF transformation to a QLIF. In
such a QLIF, the metric is locally minkowskian and, in turn, the behaviour of the clocks is independent of its position
or velocity; hence, a violation of the EEP for QRFs implies a negation of this condition. We show in the following
that this is achieved by imposing the previous equations, leading to a dependence of the time shown by the clock on
the position or momentum operators. Clearly, different ways of violating the principle are possible, but because we
are testing the violations employing the behaviour of quantum clocks, this is the most natural condition to impose.

Here, we investigate for the first time the effects of the violation not only in the perspective of the laboratory, but
also in the QLIF of each particle. The result is that the violation of any condition is sufficient to break the SQRFs
formalism, namely it prevents us to transform to the QLIF of a particle. Hence, the violations break the conditions
for the validity of a description from a generic QLIF. Notice that it is necessary, in order to perform the test, that the
perspective of the laboratory can be always described. In our model this is always true, as a consequence of imposing a
Newtonian dynamical constraint for the laboratory, so we do not need to impose this condition separately. Intuitively,
this happens because imposing a Newtonian constraint corresponds, as commented in Appendix A, to choosing a set
of coordinates in which the metric is locally Minkowskian at the location of the laboratory. As a consequence, we
cannot describe the frame of each particle as a QLIF, but we can do it for the laboratory: the laboratory identifies a
preferred reference frame.

To keep the technical calculations simple, we investigate the violation of each condition (Eqs. 8 - 10) separately,
choosing the appropriate set of constraints according to what aspect we are studying. However, this has no influence
on the conceptual bearing of our results.

1. Violation of Q-LPI

In this section we study the violation of LPI, formalised in Eq. (B3). Since the condition involves only the grav-

itational Hamiltonian Ĥ(g)(x̂) and the rest Hamiltonian Ĥ(r), without any dependence on the inertial Hamiltonian,
Q-LPI does not depend on special relativistic effects. Thus, we study the violation of Q-LPI in the Newtonian limit
of the SQRFs formalism, where the gravitational field is weak, and special relativistic effects are discarded. Hence we
employ the slow-speed limit of the constraints of Eqs. (A6 - A9).

To introduce the violation of Q-LPI, we modify the constraints distinguishing the gravitational Hamiltonian from
the rest Hamiltonian for each particle, namely

Ĥ
(g)
I (x̂I − x̂L) ̸= Ĥ

(r)
I , I = A,B. (B4)

The separation between Ĥ
(g)
I (x̂I − x̂L) and Ĥ

(r)
I is such that the gravitational Hamiltonian is coupled to the

gravitational field, while the rest Hamiltonian is not. This results in a modification of the f̂0 constraint, namely

f̂0 =
∑

I=A,B

[
p̂0I +

Ĥ
(r)
I

c
+
(√

g00(x̂I − x̂L)− 1
) Ĥ(g)

I (x̂I − x̂L)

c

]
+
Ĥ

(r)
L

c
+ p̂0L, (B5)

indeed an expansion of the constraints for a weak gravitational field shows that Ĥ
(g)
I (x̂I − x̂L) is always coupled to

the gravitational potential.
Note that it is not necessary to separate the Hamiltonians for the mass L, because the only Hamiltonian for L that

appears in the constraints is the rest Hamiltonian, since the metric at the location of L is flat.
The state in the perspective of particle A can be obtained via the usual prescription in Eq. (A12), where the T̂A

operator is defined as in Eq. (A13), but f̂0 is replaced by the new constraint defined in Eq. (B5).
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This results in a quantum state from the perspective of particle A corresponding to

|ψ⟩(A)
=

∫
dτAdqLdtAe

− i
ℏ Ĥ′(A)τA |ψ̃(A)

0 (qL, tA)⟩BL ×

× e−
i
ℏ

V (qL)

c2
(τA−tA)Ĥ

(g)
A (qL)

∣∣∣∣τA − (τA − tA)
V (qL)

c2

〉
CA

, (B6)

where the relationship between |ψ̃(A)
0 (qL, tA)⟩BL and the standard initial state |ψ(A)

0 ⟩BL is

|ψ(A)
0 ⟩BL =

∫
dtAdqL |ψ̃(A)

0 (qL, tA)⟩BL , (B7)

and the Hamiltonian is

Ĥ ′(A) =
∑

J=A,B,L

mJc
2 +

∑
j=B,L

k̂2
j

2mj
+

(
∑

j=B,L k̂j)
2

2mA
+

+mB(V (q̂B − q̂L)− V (q̂L))−mLV (q̂L)+

+
V (q̂B − q̂L)

c2
Ĥ

(g)
B (q̂B − q̂L) +

(
1− V (q̂L)

c2

)
Ĥ

(r)
B +

(
1− V (q̂L)

c2

)
Ĥ

(r)
L . (B8)

Differently to the standard state in the perspective of particle A of Eq. (A12), the state in Eq. (B6) is not a history
state, since it cannot be written in the form of Eq. (A12): this is the consequence of introducing a violation of Q-LPI.
Therefore, it is not possible to identify the time measured by the first particle as its internal time, and consequently
the SQRFs formalism does not hold anymore. In other words, the violation of Q-LPI implies that it is not possible
to describe the system from the QLIF of particle A, and that Q-LPI is a necessary condition for the existence of a
QLIF in the first place.

Note that it is still possible to obtain the history state in the perspective of the laboratory, because the Hamiltonian
of the mass L is not modified by the violation of Q-LPI, since in the original constraints the metric for L is flat, and

thus in the modified constraint of Eq. (B5) the gravitational Hamiltonian Ĥ
(g)
L for the mass L does not appear.

The state in the perspective of the laboratory is

|ψ⟩(L)
=

∫
dτLe

− i
ℏ Ĥ′(L)τL |ψ0⟩(L)

AB |τL⟩CL
, (B9)

which is still a history state. The modified Hamiltonian is

Ĥ ′(L) =
∑

J=A,B,L

mJc
2 +

∑
I=A,B

[
k̂2
I

2mI
+mIV (q̂I) + Ĥ

(r)
I +

V (q̂I)

c2
Ĥ

(g)
I (q̂I)

]
. (B10)

The fact that we are still able to give a description of the system in the perspective of the laboratory is not surprising,
since the laboratory is a classical inertial frame in the Newtonian sense. This shows that the laboratory frame is a
preferred frame, when Q-LPI is violated.

In the next sections we show that this holds true not only for violations of Q-LPI, but also for the entire EEP for
QRFs. This allows us to predict the dynamics in the perspective of the laboratory, and in particular in the main text
we calculate the probabilities of an interferometric experiment, using the most general Hamiltonian where also special
relativistic effects are considered, namely without performing the slow-speed limit.

2. Violation of Q-LLI

A test for Q-LLI does not involve gravitation, but only special relativity, since the Q-LLI violation condition in
Eq. (B2) regards the inertial and rest mass, but not the gravitational mass. Therefore, we study the violation of
Q-LLI in the special relativistic limit of the SQRFs formalism, obtained from the constraints of Eqs. (A6 - A9) when
gravity is neglected.

The constraints should be modified to account for the violation of Q-LLI, by distinguishing the inertial Hamiltonian
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from the rest Hamiltonian for each particle, namely

Ĥ
(i)
I (p̂I) ̸= Ĥ

(r)
I , I = A,B. (B11)

The separation is made in such a way that the inertial Hamiltonian is coupled to the momentum, while the rest
Hamiltonian is not. The modified constraint is then

f̂0 =
∑

I=A,B

[
p̂0I +

(
γ̂−1
I − 1

) Ĥ(i)
I (p̂I)

c
+
Ĥ

(r)
I

c

]
+ p̂0L +

Ĥ
(r)
L

c
, (B12)

where γ̂I =

√
1 +

p̂2
I

m2
Ic

2 and ω̂I
p = mIc γ̂I .

In order to obtain the state in the perspective of particle A, we employ the definition in Eq. (A12), where the T̂A
operator is

T̂A = e
i
ℏ x̂A(p̂B+p̂L)e

i
ℏ x̂0

A

(
p̂0
B+p̂0

L+
Ĥ

(r)
L
c +

∑
I=A,B(γ̂

−1
I −1)

Ĥ
(i)
I

(p̂I )

c +
Ĥ

(r)
I
c

)
. (B13)

Thus we find

|ψ⟩(A)
=

∫
dτAdkBdkLdtAe

− i
ℏ Ĥ′(A)τA |ψ̃0(kB ,kL, tA)⟩

(A)

BL ×

× e−
i
ℏ (1−γA∑

k)(τA−tA)Ĥ
(i)
A (
∑

k) |tA + γA∑k(τA − tA)⟩CA
, (B14)

where γ̂A∑k =

√
1 +

(
∑

i=B,L k̂i)
2

m2
Ac2

, and we define for future convenience ˆωA∑
k = mAc

ˆγA∑k.

The relationship between the state |ψ̃0(kB ,kL, tA)⟩
(A)

BL and the standard initial state |ψ0⟩(A)
BL is

|ψ0⟩(A)
BL =

∫
dkBdkLdtA |ψ0(kB ,kL, tA)⟩(A)

BL , (B15)

and the Hamiltonian is

Ĥ ′(A) = γ̂A∑k

(
cω̂B

k +mLc
2 +

k̂2L
2mL

+ cω̂A∑
k +

(
γ̂−1
B − 1

) Ĥ(i)
B (k̂B)

c
+
Ĥ

(r)
B

c
+
Ĥ

(r)
L

c

)
, (B16)

The state in Eq. (B14) is not a history state, as a consequence of the violation of Q-LLI. Thus, if Q-LLI is violated, it
is not possible to describe the system from the point of view of particle A, and the SQRFs formalism does not work
anymore: a violation of Q-LLI prevents the existence of a QLIF for particle A.

Notice that, in the presence of a violation, it is still possible to describe the laboratory, namely we still find a
history state in the laboratory perspective, even if the QLIFs of the other particles do not exist anymore. The
resulting Hamiltonian is

Ĥ ′(L) =
∑

I=A,B,L

mIc
2 +

∑
i=A,B

(
cω̂i

k +
(
γ̂−1
i − 1

) Ĥ(i)
i (k̂i)

c
+
Ĥ

(r)
i

c

)
. (B17)

3. Violation of Q-WEP

The violation condition of Q-WEP in Eq. (B1) regards the inertial and gravitational mass, namely the parameters

m(g) and m(i), as well as the operators Ĥ(g)(x̂), Ĥ(i)(p̂). Therefore, Q-WEP should be tested in the most general
regime of the SQRFs formalism, where both general relativistic and special relativistic effects are significant.

Nevertheless, the three aspects of the model for violations of the EEP are not independent. In fact, it is easy to
show that the conditions in Eqs. (B1 - B3) imply e.g. that if Q-LPI is valid and m(g) = m(i), then validity of Q-WEP
coincides with validity of Q-LLI. Vice versa, if Q-LLI is valid and m(g) = m(i), then Q-WEP coincides with Q-LLI.
Therefore, we can reduce the test of Q-WEP to a test of Q-LLI and Q-LPI, that we already studied, and a test for
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the standard classical WEP, namely m(g) = m(i).
Let us assume that Q-LLI is valid. Then, we can introduce a violation of Q-WEP in the SQRFs formalism with

the conditions

m
(g)
I ̸= m

(i)
I , I = A,B, (B18)

Ĥ
(g)
I (x̂I − x̂L) ̸= Ĥ

(r)
I . (B19)

We already showed in Appendix B 1 that the second condition prevents the SQRFs formalism to work. Therefore, a
violation of WEP with this model implies that it is not possible to perform a transformation to the QLIF of a particle.

Note that the standard classical WEP, namely m
(g)
I = m

(i)
I , I = A,B, does not play a role in the SQRFs mechanism.

This is not the most general violation of WEP possible, since we assumed Q-LLI to be valid. Nevertheless, even this
weaker violation is sufficient to break the formalism, so the same argument holds for the general case of a stronger
violation where Q-LLI is not assumed. Indeed, we can repeat the argument by assuming Q-LPI but not Q-LLI,
obtaining the same result.

In conclusion, we have showed that if any of the three aspects of the EEP for QRFs is violated, the consequence is
that it is not possible to associate a QLIF to a generic particle, and hence there are preferred frames.
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