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A promising route to testing quantum gravity in the laboratory is to look for gravitationally-induced
entanglement (GIE) between two or more quantum matter systems. Proposals for such tests have
principally used microsolid systems, with highly non-classical states, such as N00N states or highly-
squeezed states. Here, we consider, for the first time, GIE between two atomic gas interferometers
as a test of quantum gravity. We propose placing the two interferometers next to each other in
parallel and looking for correlations in the number of atoms at the output ports as evidence of GIE
and quantum gravity. GIE is possible without challenging macroscopic superposition states, such
as N00N or Schrödinger cat states, and instead there can be just classical-like ‘coherent’ states of
atoms. This requires the total mass of the atom interferometers to be on the Planck mass scale, and
long integration times. However, with current state-of-the-art quantum squeezing in cold atoms, we
argue that the mass scale can be reduced to approachable levels and detail how such a mass scale
can be achieved in the near future.

I. INTRODUCTION

The last few years have witnessed an explosion of in-
terest in testing quantum gravity with small-scale exper-
iments [1]. The general idea is to, rather than bring-
ing gravity to the traditional microscopic scales of quan-
tum theory, such as using particle accelerators operating
at energies that appear far out of reach [2], to instead
bring quantum theory to the macroscopic realm of grav-
ity. This approach dates back to a thought experiment of
Feynman [3], where a massive quantum object is placed
near another object that has been put in a superposi-
tion of two locations by a Stern-Gerlach experiment. If
gravity obeys quantum theory then we would expect the
gravitational field or force of the superposed object to
also be in a superposition, resulting in entanglement be-
tween the two quantum objects [4, 5]. However, if gravity
obeys classical theory, then we would not naturally ex-
pect entanglement between the objects. The experiment
is, therefore, a test of whether gravity is quantized.

Most proposals for such table-top tests of quantum
gravity have followed Feynman’s in that they look for
gravitationally-induced entanglement (GIE) between two
massive, solid objects [4–11]. This is due, in part, to the
theoretical simplicity of such experiments, and also be-
cause the field has seen rapid developments, such as the
cooling of a microsolid to its ground state [12]. How-
ever, it has been noted, see e.g. [13], that these propos-
als require huge advancements over current state-of-the-
art, such as in the quintessential Bose et al., proposal [4]
where, since only single atoms have been sent through
Stern-Gerlach experiments, a new technological leap is
required [14] to use microsolids with masses nine to ten
orders of magnitude greater.

However, an experimental field that has been over-
looked for GIE tests is cold atomic gases. As pointed out
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in the pioneering work of Marletto and Vedral [5], the
idea of GIE can be extended to many physical systems,
including cold atoms. However, the example test pro-
posed in [5] again involved a microsolid, and so far there
has been no concrete experimental proposal that explic-
itly looks for and measures GIE in cold atomic gases.
Instead, discussions on GIE with atomic gases have been
limited to a proposal [15] where an atomic gas is used
as the probe for inferring rather than directly measuring
the entanglement with a massive solid object in a super-
position of locations, which has been shown to not be a
robust enough test of quantum gravity [16–19]. It has
also been argued [20] that particle entanglement can be
generated in a single atomic interferometer due to quan-
tum gravity if the initial state is classical. However, the
concrete experimental scheme that was proposed did not
explicitly measure entanglement as evidence of quantum
gravity, and starts with an initial state that is highly
entangled in the particle basis.

This lack of cold-atom proposals for GIE is perhaps
surprising given the advancements in cold atom tests in
recent years, and that this is a well-established field for
quantum technology that has reached industrial applica-
tions [21]. For example, superpositions over a distance of
54 cm have been achieved in cold atomic gases [22, 23],
as well as quantum squeezing and entanglement [24–29];
they also offer highly-repeatable experiments, and have
been found to provide remarkable test-beds of classical
gravity, such as tests of the equivalence principle [30],
Newton’s constant and in gravimetry [31]. One explana-
tion for the lack of investigations is that it was thought
that the states required to test quantum gravity needed
to be very non-classical [32], such as N00N or Schrödinger
cat states, which appear harder to achieve in cold atoms
than microsolids, or that the mass density required to
test quantum gravity needed to be that of microsolids
and thus unattainable to cold atom experiments [13].

Here, we consider a cold-atomic gas proposal for GIE,
demonstrating that cold atoms provide promising sys-
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tems for such tests, with no need for N00N states or
densities of microsolids.

II. PROPOSAL

The proposed experiment consists of two atomic inter-
ferometers in the parallel Mach-Zehnder configurations of
Figure 1 [33]. The gravitational force between the atoms
of one interferometer and the other induces entanglement
between the interferometers, which is revealed by corre-
lations in the number of atoms in the output ports of
the interferometers. Physical implementations of the in-
terferometers could be atomic fountains with free-falling
atomic clouds [31] or trapped interferometers, such as
cold atoms in double-well potentials [34–38] or optical
lattices [39]. We leave the physical implementation of
the atom interferometer open, demonstrating how the
parameter space is wide enough for the implementation
of any of the above schemes. However, owing to their ex-
pected longer interaction times, we pay extra attention
to a double-well setup, Figure 2, which, as with atom
fountains, can be used with thermal or condensed atoms
[40–42].

As well as the gravitational interaction, the interferom-
eters will also interact through electromagnetism. How-
ever, those interactions can be neglected by making sure
that the interferometers are sufficiently far apart such
that the gravitational interaction dominates over the
electromagnetic interactions between neutral atoms [4]
or by placing a conducting membrane between the inter-
ferometers [43–45]. This is the principal reason why we
consider two atomic interferometers for a test of quan-
tum gravity rather than one, as in [20]. Additionally,
there is the issue of whether, from a theory point-of-view
[4, 5, 46, 47], local classical gravity could still create en-
tanglement in a single interferometer through direct in-
teractions as the atoms are brought together in the beam
splitters, and the fact that, for the initial state to be
non-classical, it must already be entangled in the parti-
cle basis, while, in the mode basis, entanglement is not
generated by quantum gravity when the initial state is
separable (see below). These issues are not present when
using two interferometers.

Although the setup in Figure 1 is similar to that often
seen in microsolid GIE proposals [4, 5], in those experi-
ments the microsolid is in a superposition of two paths
and is thus in a Schrödinger cat or N00N state, where
N is the number of atoms in each object. In contrast,
the atoms in Figure 1 are in independent superpositions,
such that there is no N00N state and instead a far more
classical-like state, often referred to as a ‘coherent state’,
which are much simpler and routinely produced in atom
interferometer experiments [36]. This significant differ-
ence has been the source of some confusion in the litera-
ture [22, 48, 49].

A. Initial state

The first stage of the interferometer, t1 in Figure 1,
beam splits the atoms. Physical implementations of this
include Bragg diffraction [50], modifying the potential
barrier of a double-well potential [36, 51, 52]. We take
the beam splitter to be a 50-50 beam splitter, and assume
that each interferometer is in a ‘coherent’ state with the
full system a product of coherent states |ψ⟩ = |ϕ⟩ab ⊗
|ϕ′⟩cd, where [36]:

|ϕ⟩αβ :=
1√
2N

N∑
k=0

√(
N
k

)
eikϕ|N − k⟩α|k⟩β , (1)

with α, β = {a, b, c, d} the modes of the interferome-
ters as labelled in Figures 1 and 2; N the number of
atoms in each interferometer, which we assume to be
the same just for mathematical convenience [53]; and ϕ
and ϕ′ the phases induced by the beam splitters: The
state (1) is created by the beam splitter unitary opera-
tor Ûαβ(θ, ϕ) := exp

[
π/4(eiϕα̂β̂† − e−iϕα̂†β̂)

]
acting ini-

tially on N atoms in one mode [54].
Here we are describing the interferometers us-

ing second-quantization (the mode basis). In first-
quantization (the particle basis), the coherent state is:

|ϕ⟩αβ =
1√
2N

N⊗
i=1

(
|α⟩i + eiϕ|β⟩i

)
, (2)

where i labels the particles and α and β the modes. This
emphasizes that the coherent state is just a product of
independent atoms each in a superposition.

B. Evolved state

The atoms are now left to interact via gravity. In
the non-relativistic (Newtonian) limit of quantum grav-
ity, this interaction is described by a Hamiltonian of the
form [62]:

Ĥ = −1

2
G

∫
d3xd3x′

∑
α,β={a,b,c,d}

: ρ̂α(x)ρ̂β(x
′) :

|x− x′|
(3)

=:
∑

α,β={a,b,c,d}

λ′αβα̂
†β̂†α̂β̂, (4)

where : : represents normal ordering, ρ̂α(x) :=

mΨ̂†
α(x)Ψ̂α(x) is the mass-density operator for the

atoms, Ψ̂α(x) is the non-relativistic atomic field, and we
have approximated the wavefunctions of each mode to be
non-overlapping and used a single-mode approximation
[36]: Ψ̂α(x) ≈ ψα(x)α̂, with α̂ the annihilation operator
for the corresponding mode (satisfying [α̂, α̂†] = 1) and
ψα(x) the ‘wavefunction’ of the mode. For λ′αβ , we have:

λ′αβ := −1

2
Gm2

∫
d3xd3x′ |ψα(x

′)|2|ψβ(x
′)|2

|x− x′|
, (5)
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Figure 1. Two atom interferometers (one labelled by modes
â and b̂, and the other by ĉ and d̂) are placed adjacent to
each other and in parallel [33] (gray dashed lines indicate one
interferometer behind the other). The interferometers are far
enough apart, or a thin conducting sheet is placed between
them, such that they only interact with each other gravita-
tionally. At time t1 the atoms of both interferometers are
beam splitted into two arms, after which they interact with
the atoms of the other interferometer. At time t2 the arms
of the ab interferometer are recombined, whereas the other
interferometer arms are left open. Finally, at t3 the number
of atoms are measured, for example with single-atom detec-
tors [55–62]. Correlations in the differences in the number
of atoms in each output port are sought as evidence of the
quantum nature of gravity (see (9)).

where m is the mass of the atoms and G Newton’s con-
stant. To obtain a concrete expression for λ′αβ , we assume
a trapped double-well system with a standard harmonic
trapping potential for each well. Then, to maximize the
strength of the gravitational interaction between the in-
terferometers, we assume harmonic potentials that force
the atomic clouds to have oblate spheroid wavefunctions
(see Figure 2). This is found to provide a small enhance-
ment of ≈ 3/2 over using spheres of the same volume - see
Appendix A. In a non-trapped scheme, λ′αβ would need
to be calculated for the relevant wavefunctions ψα(x) of
the particular setup in that case.

Given the configuration of Figure 1, we ignore the in-
teraction between the two modes within the interferom-
eter (a with b and c with d) and the diagonal modes
between the two interferometers (a with d and b with
c) [33], such that the only sizeable gravitational inter-
actions are the self-interactions of each mode, and be-
tween the adjacent modes a and c, and b and d of the
two interferometers. We also assume that all modes are

identical, such that λ′aa = λ′bb = λ′cc = λ′dd =: λ′s and
λ′ac = λ′bd := λ′. The state of the system after the atoms
have interacted gravitationally for time t is then [63]:

|ψt⟩ =
1

2N

N∑
k,k′=0

√(
N
k

)(
N
k′

)
ei(kΦ+k′Φ′)eiλs(k

2+k
′2)

× e2iλkk
′
|N − k⟩a|k⟩b|N − k′⟩c|k′⟩d, (6)

where Φ := ϕ−N(λs+λ) and Φ′ := ϕ′−N(λs+λ), with
λs := 2λ′st/ℏ and λ := 2λ′t/ℏ. In (6), we have ignored the
electromagnetic interactions between the atoms within
each interferometer, and will introduce these later. For
convenience, we have also ignored the free evolution,
which will just contribute to the phases Φ and Φ′.

C. Entanglement and measurement

From (6), the gravitational interaction will in general
entangle the two interferometers. In the neglection of
decoherence, We can characterize this using the concur-
rence, an entanglement monotone that has recently been
extended to multi-particle and continuous-variable states
as [64–66]:

C(ρ) =
√
2(1− µR), (7)

where µR is the purity of the reduced density matrix
across the appropriate bi-partition of the pure state. In
Appendix G, using (6), we find the purity of the state of
one of the interferometers to be:

µ =
1

22N

2N∑
k

(
2N
k

)
cos2N [λ(N − k)]. (8)

In the assumption that λN ≪ 1, this approximates µ ≈
1− 1

2λ
2N2, and thus the concurrence is C(ρ) ≈ λN .

In practice, however, it would be hard to measure the
concurrence, and (7) is also only valid for pure states
[67]. Instead, to infer the entanglement in the experi-
ment we consider closing the ab interferometer by acting
with another 50-50 beam splitter, and then measuring
the number of atoms in each mode of the two interfer-
ometers, looking for the correlations:

S := ⟨Ĵab
z Ĵcd

z ⟩ − ⟨Ĵab
z ⟩⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩, (9)

where Ĵαβ
z := 1

2 (N̂α − N̂β) and N̂α := α̂†α̂ is the num-
ber operator of the respective mode. In Appendix B,
we also consider the above correlations when both inter-
ferometers are closed. For the desired precision, looking
for these atom-number correlations would likely require
single-atom detectors (see Figure 1), which have been re-
alized for cold atoms [55–62].

With the assumption that the full state remains pure,
it is clear that an S ̸= 0 implies entanglement since a
product state results in S = 0. However, in Appendix C
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Figure 2. An example of a physical realization of the in-
terferometry scheme of Figure 1. Two adjacent double-well
harmonic potentials store atomic clouds with oblate spheroid
(pancake) geometries. The atoms can be beam-splitted by
lowering the double-well potential barrier, which creates a
Josephson junction. One double well is labelled by modes â
and b̂, the other by ĉ and d̂. The distance between the two
interferometers is closer than the distance between each arm
of the interferometer to enhance the correlations between the
interferometers due to their gravitational interaction.

we show that S is a more general measure of entangle-
ment than just for the assumption of products of coher-
ent states and also applies, for example, when there is a
symmetrical decoherence mechanism acting on the inter-
ferometers, which is natural given the symmetry of the
experimental setup (Figure 1). A fully robust measure
of entanglement, such as potentially the cold atom ana-
logue of the microsolid spin-entanglement witness [68]:
W = N̂ab/2⊗ N̂cd/2− Ĵab

x ⊗ Ĵcd
x − Ĵab

z ⊗ Ĵcd
y − Ĵab

y ⊗ Ĵcd
z ,

with N̂αβ := N̂α + N̂β and Ĵab
x and Ĵab

y defined below,
will be considered in future work.

Given that Ĵαβ
φ = Û†(−π/4, φ)Ĵαβ

z Û(−π/4, φ), where
Ĵαβ
φ = (âb̂†eiφ + â†b̂e−iφ)/2, the correlation (9) is equiv-

alent to

S = ⟨ψt|Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

z |ψt⟩ − ⟨ψt|Ĵab
φ |ψt⟩⟨ψt|Ĵcd

z |ψt⟩, (10)

=
1

4
N2 sin(ϕ− φ) cosN−1 λs cosN−1 λ sinλ. (11)

Here, Ĵαβ
φ is the generalized ‘spin’ operator, with Ĵαβ

x and
Ĵαβ
y defined for φ = 0 and π/2 respectively. These ‘spin’

operators obey the su(2) algebra [Ĵαβ
p , Ĵαβ

q ] = iϵpqrĴ
αβ
r ,

where p, q, r ∈ {x, y, z} such that the scheme in Figure
1 is closely related to the Bose et al., proposal [4] for
microsolids. Assuming λs ≈ λ and λ2N ≪ 1, then S ≈
λN2 sin(ϕ− φ)/4.

D. Signal-to-noise

A better suited figure of merit for the experiment
than just the signal is the signal-to-noise (SNR) ratio:
SNR = |S|/

√
Var(S) where Var(S) is the variance asso-

ciated with S. Since S is a covariance, Var(S) is [69]:

Var(κ11) =
1

M
κ22 +

1

M− 1
κ20κ02 +

1

M− 1
S2 (12)

≈ 1

M

(
κ22 + κ20κ02 + S2

)
, (13)

where M ≫ 1 is the number of repetitions of the exper-
iment, κ20 is the variance of Ĵab

φ , κ02 is the variance of
Ĵcd
z , and κ22 is the bi-variate cumulant defined in (D1).
The full expression for the SNR is non-trivial and

given in (D3). However, in the assumption that λs ≈ λ
and λN ≪ 1, we find the following simple expres-
sion for the optimum SNR under this approximation:
SNR ≈

√
MλN , which is achieved when φ = π/2 so

that Ĵab
φ ≡ Ĵab

y . Note that this λN scaling matches
that of the concurrence entanglement monotone consid-
ered above when λN ≪ 1. This scaling is proportional
to Gm2Nt/ℏd, where d is the distance between the cen-
tre of the interferometers, which contrasts, for example,
with the Gm2N2t/ℏd scaling found in Bose et al., for
the size of the entangling-inducing phase. This poorer
scaling in N is to be expected as here the state of the
atoms is far more ‘classical-like’ than the effective N00N
state of [4]. However, the λN scaling is superior to the
scaling expected for N pairs of atoms that are each in-
dependently entangled, which would be λ

√
N . The ad-

vancement comes from the fact that each N atom ‘sees’
N other atoms in superposition rather than just one. Al-
though a factor of N is lost compared to a N00N state
scheme, a coherent state of N atoms is significantly easier
to create and maintain than a N00N state of N atoms,
since decoherence will be far less severe.

E. Required experimental parameters

For an observable effect, an SNR at least of order one is
needed. An example of the numbers required to achieve
this is N of order 1016 atoms of a heavy element such
as erbium or cesium; a distance d of cm’s; an equato-
rial and polar radii also of cm’s (giving a number density
of order 1012 cm−3); t of order 104 s, M ≈ 103 repeti-
tions; and assuming that there are of order 10 such in-
terferometers operating independently. Comparing these
numbers to the state-of-the-art in cold atom interferom-
eter experiments, we have t ≈ 102 s for an atom inter-
ferometer with optical latices [39], t ≈ 104 s predicted
for rubidium atoms in optical-tweezer arrays [70], and
three-body damping estimates ≈ 103 − 104 s - see Ap-
pendix E. Furthermore, atoms have already been super-
posed over 54 cm [22, 23]. However, 1016 atoms have not
been achieved, with just over 1011 being produced so far
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in MOTs [71] and 108−109 in Bose-Einstein condensates
(BECs) [72, 73].

To reduce the number of atoms required or reduce the
challenge of the other experimental parameters, the ini-
tial state could be quantum squeezed. For example, a
squeezing of 20 dB in both interferometers would reduce
the required atom number to 1014 (and number den-
sity 1011 cm−3) [74], with 20.4 dB of squeezing already
achieved in cold-atom experiments [26]. Going two or-
ders of magnitude beyond the state-of-the-art to 40 dB of
squeezing (above 33 dB has been suggested for squeezing
of atoms via atom-light interactions [75]), then the num-
bers could be further lowered to, for example, 1012 atoms
(with number density 1012 cm−3), a distance d of mm’s
and interrogation times of order 103 s; or 1013 atoms with
times of order 102 s.

The above parameters are just an example of what
can be used to get an SNR of order 1, but the param-
eter space available to an atom interferometry scheme
is very large, due in part to the high tunability of such
setups. The main experimental parameters involved are
the interrogation time; the number of repetitions and in-
dependent interferometry setups; the number of atoms;
the initial squeezing; and the distance between the in-
terferometers, which is related to the superposition size
and the geometry of the clouds and interferometry setup.
Figure 3 illustrates the large parameter space available to
an atom interferometry scheme, considering the distances
and interrogation times available given an initial squeez-
ing of 35 dB and at least 103 repetitions. Only parame-
ters for which the number density is less than 1016 cm−3

are shown, and the density varies between those of Bose-
Einstein condensation to non-condensed atoms, with con-
densation not a necessary requirement for atom inter-
ferometry [31, 76]. However, even the parameters that
would lead to too high densities in the scheme of Figure
1 can be still achieved with small modifications to the
scheme, such as using highly oblate spheroidal clouds
with the interferometers in the same plane (similar to
[4]) rather than parallel planes. This would reduce the
density for the parameters at the expense of a loss in the
gravitational interaction energy of the interferometers,
but this could be preferable to a particular experimental
realization, and further illustrates the high tunability of
an atom interferometry scheme and that not one particu-
lar physical realization is picked out. For example, larger
superposition distances but smaller interrogation times
are likely to be preferable to atom fountains, whereas
the opposite landscape would be better suited to trapped
atomic chip systems.

Although there is great flexibility in the numbers re-
quired, due to the high tunability of cold atom exper-
iments, to see GIE, all numbers are challenging. This
is to be expected for an experiment testing the quan-
tum nature of gravity, and should be compared to cur-
rent proposals on detecting GIE. For example, in the
original, revolutionary Bose et. al., proposal [4], mi-
crosolids of mass 10−15 kg − 10−14 kg are placed into a

# atoms

1012

1013

1014

1015

1016

Figure 3. Parameters required to achieve an SNR of order
1 for the interferometry scheme of Figure 1. Distance is the
separation d between the interferometers, Time is the inter-
rogation time t, and # atoms is the total number of atoms
N . The atoms are erbium, squeezed at 35 dB, 5 independent
setups are assumed, the number of repetitions are such that
at t = 104 s we have M ≈ 103, and only the parameters for
which the number density n < 1016 cm−3 are shown, allowing
for densities varying from MOTs to BECs (the other param-
eters can still be used if the interferometry scheme is slightly
modified, as discussed in the main text).

N00N state of superposition size 0.25mm and held for
2 s after which entanglement is sought between their in-
ternal spin states. In comparison, the current state-
of-the-art on N00N states is with molecules that are
10−23 kg in mass, have superposition size 300 nm and
were held for 10ms [77], illustrating that the [4] num-
bers are very challenging. Furthermore, the state-of-
the-art N00N experiment with molecules uses diffraction
gratings, whereas the technology proposed in [4] is with
Stern-Gerlach devices, for which only atoms and small
molecules have been used [78, 79] increasing the gap be-
tween what is required and the state-of-the-art; however
a compelling case is made for such a technological leap
[4, 78]. An alternative is to use microscolids in traps
and look for entanglement between the external position
and momentum variables [7, 80]. This requires either
highly-squeezed states, for which the technological ad-
vancements have been shown [13] to be comparable to the
original Bose et. al., proposal, or masses at least an or-
der of magnitude above the Planck mass scale of 10−8 kg
[80]. Other schemes include looking for entanglement
between massive mirrors in optical interferometers [9–
11], which also tend to require masses around the Planck
mass scale, dependent on the oscillator density and tem-
perature. In comparison, the example numbers provided
above for GIE in atom interferometers use of order 1016

unsqueezed erbium or cesium atoms, which is just under
the Planck mass scale, but state-of-the-art 20 dB squeez-
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ing already achieved in experiments can lower this by
up to two orders of magnitude, with further squeezing
presenting further improvements.

F. Achieving the required atom numbers

We now discuss a possible mechanism for getting to
the required atom numbers, which, in all the above con-
sidered examples of the parameters needed, notably must
be increased over the state-of-the-art. However, the den-
sity can be either that of thermal atoms in a Magnetic
Optical Trap (MOT) or a BEC. Since it is harder to
achieve larger atom numbers in BECs, here we highlight
a possible implementation with a MOT that is used to
source an atom fountain or double-well interferometer,
both of which can be used with non-condensed atoms at
the expense of less coherence [22, 48, 49, 76]. The largest
number of atoms in a MOT to date was over 1011 [71],
however, there has been no technological drive to increase
the number of atoms. We propose using a 2D MOT to
load a 3D MOT. The important innovation is then the
implementation of a train of slightly offset cooling fre-
quencies, an expansion of a two-colour MOT [81, 82]. A
two-colour MOT enables a larger range of capture veloc-
ities and therefore leads to an increase in the trappable
atom number. This can also be combined with other new
methods and more conventional methods, such as using
larger cooling beams and dark spot MOTs. Simulations
confirm that the addition of a larger number of frequen-
cies with such methods is expected to facilitate MOTs
of over 1014 atoms [83], bringing the required parameter
space for testing quantum gravity within reach.

G. Experimental noise

Above, we have considered the signal and the inher-
ent quantum noise of the atoms. In addition to this,
there will also be experimental sources of noise. The
most prominent sources of noise are expected to be the
electromagnetic interactions of the atoms, collisions be-
tween the atoms and foreign atoms due to an imperfect
vacuum, fluctuations in any trapping potentials, and any
imperfections of the beam splitters and measuring de-
vices.

First, we consider the electromagnetic interactions. At
low temperatures, the electromagnetic interactions be-
tween the atoms will be predominately two-body inter-
actions [36]:

Ĥ =
1

2

∑
α,β={a,b,c,d}

∫
d3xd3x′Vαβ(x− x′)

× Ψ̂†
α(x

′)Ψ̂†
β(x)Ψ̂α(x

′)Ψ̂β(x) (14)

=:
∑

α,β={a,b,c,d}

κ′αβα̂
†β̂†α̂β̂, (15)

where

κ′αβ :=
1

2

∫
d3xVαβ(x− x′)|ψα(x

′)|2|ψβ(x)|2, (16)

and we have assumed a one-mode approximation as we
did when considering the gravitational interactions. The
Hamiltonian (15) has the same form as that of the gravi-
tational interactions (4). However, we take κ′ac = κ′bd ≈ 0
assuming that these can be neglected given the distance
between the interferometers or that there is a conduct-
ing membrane between them, but we keep κ′ab ̸= 0 and
κ′bc ̸= 0 in general, defining κ′d := κ′ab = κ′cd. Ignoring
the effect of the interactions before the beam splitter, the
state of the system at time t is then the same as (6) except
we now add to λs the term κs−κd, where κs := 2κ′ααt/ℏ
and κd := 2κ′dt/ℏ, with αβ = {a, b, c, d}. Therefore, the
signal and SNR are the same as (11) and (D3) respec-
tively except that we replace λs with λs + κs − κd.

Although the electromagnetic interactions cannot cre-
ate entanglement between the interferometers given the
above assumptions, they can still lead to a loss of coher-
ence [84] and affect the signal and SNR for the gravita-
tional correlations. In principle, this effect can be turned
off or minimized using the Feshbach resonances of the
atoms [36, 62, 85]: Due to the Feshbach resonances, a
magnetic field of a certain strength can be applied to
the gas such that the two-body electromagnetic inter-
actions are switched off or significantly reduced [86], a
remarkable tool not available to microsolids. Although
the magnetic field strengths required to achieve this are
not challenging, in order to maintain a constant zero in-
teraction, the magnetic field must have sufficiently low
noise.

However, the electromagnetic interactions can in fact
enhance the GIE effect in certain cases. For example,
in the measurement scheme in Appendix B, where both
arms of the interferometer are closed, as we increase the
electromagnetic interactions between the atoms (assum-
ing the example experimental parameters above), the sig-
nal and SNR start increasing once the strength surpasses
the strength of the gravitational interactions. This in-
crease is maintained until the electromagnetic interac-
tions are around three orders greater than the gravita-
tional ones, after which, although the signal carries on
increasing, the SNR starts reducing. In contrast, for the
scheme in Figure 1 where only one arm is closed, the
signal and the SNR slightly decrease once the electro-
magnetic interactions become greater than the gravita-
tional ones, and significantly decrease once the electro-
magnetic interactions are around four orders of magni-
tude greater than the gravitational ones. Ignoring the
magnetic dipole-dipole interactions, this would mean re-
ducing the effective s-wave scattering by around five or-
ders of magnitude below the Bohr radius (see Appendix
F). However, the different dependence on the strength
of the electromagnetic interactions suggests that another
measurement scheme could be developed where the effect
of the electromagnetic interactions is minimised further
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or extinguished. For example, as shown in Appendix G,
the purity of each interferometer and thus the concur-
rence entanglement monotone considered above is only
dependent on λ and not on the electromagnetic interac-
tions, although this, and its mixed state extensions [66],
would be more challenging to measure. Alternatively, the
dependence on the electromagnetic interactions could be
extracted given that the dependence of the SNR on γ ex-
actly matches that of measuring ⟨Ĵab

z ⟩ in a single, isolated
interferometer - see Appendix H.

Above, we have assumed a two-body approximation for
the electromagnetic interactions. However, three-body
interactions, although suppressed, will still be present
and are often the limiting factor in the lifetime of trapped
atomic clouds, since the collisions result in atoms being
ejected out of the traps. In Appendix E, we estimate
that three-body interactions will not be a limiting factor
in measuring entanglement between the interferometers.

In addition to sufficiently reducing or distinguishing
any noise due to the electromagnetic interactions of the
atoms, we would also need to make sure that all other
sources of noise, such as foreign atom collisions can be
kept appropriately low. Such collisions will cause de-
coherence and are thought to be the limiting factor in
GIE schemes such as Bose et. al., [4], since, given the
initial N00N state of atoms, a single loss of atom would
be enough to completely decohere the state. However,
an advantage of our scheme is that the initial state is
classical-like in that each atom is, approximately, inde-
pendently in a superposition. Such a coherent state, (1),
is thus robust against single atom losses.

As well as foreign atom collisions, other sources of noise
will include fluctuations of the trapping potentials and
the effect of any conducting membrane used to shield the
electromagnetic interactions (the membrane must be at
low enough temperatures to not heat the atoms, and it
may also attract the atoms). The temperature of the gas
will also cause decoherence and affect how it is split in
the 50-50 beam splitter: in (1) we assumed that the gas
starts off in a single-mode Fock state, whereas in real-
ity there will be many modes and, unless there is con-
densation, all the modes will be in a thermal state [22].
In addition to this, it is also possible that there could
be decoherence due to not closing the cd interferometer
- away from the Newtonian regime of quantum gravity,
it is possible that the gravitational field remains entan-
gled with matter, which would also be the case in certain
other proposed tests of quantum gravity [7, 80]. This will
be considered in future work, however, the measurement
scheme considered in Appendix B would not suffer from
any such decoherence.

Another option available to cold atom systems is to
operate the experiment in space, dramatically reducing
noise and the challenge of achieving high interrogation
times together with high atom numbers. Cold atomic
gas experiments, including atomic interferometers, have
already operated in space [87, 88], and there are many
plans to carry out further gravitational tests with cold

atoms in space [31, 89, 90].

III. SUMMARY

In summary, we have described a cold atoms experi-
ment that tests quantum gravity through GIE. It is sim-
ple in that it does not require highly-quantum states,
such as generating N00N states or highly-squeezed states.
However, as with any experiment to test the quantum na-
ture of gravity, it requires advancements over the state-of-
the-art - in this case, particularly the number of atoms
and the interrogation time. The number of atoms re-
quired without quantum squeezing the state, means that
the total mass is close to the Planck mass scale, a scale
that can be used as a rough figure of merit for the abil-
ity of an experiment to test quantum gravity [91–93].
However, by slightly quantum squeezing the state, for
example to current state-of-the-art levels, the mass and
thus the number of atoms required can be reduced by
orders of magnitude to approachable levels, as detailed
in Section II F.

The advancements required here over the state-of-the-
art do not need technological leaps of faith, as with gen-
erating highly non-classical states, such as N00N states.
Extending the scheme in a similar vein to novel ex-
tensions to the Bose et al., proposal [4, 94–96] might
also provide small improvements, such as interacting sev-
eral atom interferometers and perhaps looking for multi-
partite correlations rather than bi-partite correlations
and entanglement. A key feature of cold atoms gases is
that it is easy to manipulate them into different schemes
and setups. Here, we have concentrated on the scheme in
Figure 1 where two interferometers are parallel to each
other and the gasses are of oblate spheroidal shape. How-
ever, this can be tailored to the requirements of the ex-
periment. For example, it could be necessary to have a
smaller superposition size, in which case extreme oblate
spheroids might be preferable with the interferometers
adjacent to each other but not in parallel planes, similar
to the Bose et. al. setup [4].

Although this is the first proposal for testing quantum
gravity explicitly through GIE with only cold-atom gases,
there have been other proposals for testing quantum
gravity with cold atoms that use alternative approaches.
This includes [20] that was discussed above, and [62],
where it was demonstrated how non-Gaussianity and
Wigner negativity could be used as a witness of quantum
gravity, as an alternative to using entanglement. Since
negativity has been shown to be equivalent to contex-
tuality, it has been argued that this witness could be
testing the contextuality induced by quantum gravity as
opposed to entanglement [62]. It was demonstrated that
a single, self-gravitating BEC is an ideal system for ob-
serving this contextuality witness. In contrast, the ex-
periment we propose here can in principle be applied to
non-condensed, ultracold atoms as well as BECs, and
uses GIE as evidence of quantum gravity. We hope that
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this lays the groundwork for further explorations of using
GIE of cold atoms to test quantum gravity.
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Appendix A: Gravitational interaction of spheroids

The coupling λ′αβ in (5), can be written as:

λ′αβ =
1

2

∫
d3xρα(x)Φβ(x), (A1)

where ρα(x) := m|ψα(x)|2 is the mass density of the cold
atomic gas in mode α, and

Φβ(x) :=

∫
d3x′ ρβ(x

′)

|x− x′|
(A2)

is the gravitational potential of the gas in mode β.
From [93], the gravitational potential outside an oblate

spheroid in cylindrical coordinates is:

Φo =
3Gm

4l3

[
(2l2 −D) sin−1

(√
2l

B

)
+

√
2l(AD − l2C)

EB2

]
,

(A3)

where

A := r2 + z2 +
√
z4 + 2z2(r2 + l2) + (l2 − r2)2 (A4)

B :=
√
A+ l2 (A5)

C := r2 + 2z2 (A6)

D := r2 − 2z2, (A7)

E :=
√
A− l2, (A8)

with l =
√
a2 − c2 the focal distance, and a and c respec-

tively the equatorial and polar radii.
With the gases of the two interferometers two oblate

spheriods a distance d apart, and assuming no overlap of
the wavefunctions, λ′αβ ̸=α can be calculated as [93]∫

d3xρα(x)Φβ(x) = ρ0 (A9)

×
∫ 2π

0

∫ d+c

d−c

∫ a
√

1−(z−d)2/c2

0

dr dz dϑ rΦo, (A10)

where ρ0 := m/((4/3)πa2c) is the density of a uniform
spheroid. If the two gases where spherical with uniform
density, then λ′αβ is simply Gm2/(2d). We find that, as-
suming an oblate spheroid with same volume as a sphere,
this can be improved upon by a factor of ≈ 3/2 for oblate
spheroids, assuming d ≈ 2c. The ellipticity e := l/a that
achieves this is e ≈

√
26/3/3 ≈ 0.98.

The self-interaction couplings λ′αα can be computed in
a similar way, resulting in [93]:

λ′αα =
3Gm2

5l
sin−1 e, (A11)

which for e ≈ 0.98, gives λ′αα/λ′αβ ̸=α ≈ 0.16.
Here, we have assumed that the density of the atomic

gas is uniform. In practice, the density will depend on
the harmonic potential and the strength of the electro-
magnetic interactions: ranging from a Gaussian profile
to a parabolic-like profile [36, 93].

Appendix B: Closing both interferometers

With both interferometers closed, the covariance (9)
is equivalent to ⟨ψt|Ĵab

φ Ĵcd
φ′ |ψt⟩ − ⟨ψt|Ĵab

φ |ψt⟩⟨ψt|Ĵcd
φ′ |ψt⟩

before the final beam splitters, where φ and φ′ are the
phases induced by two final beam splitters. This is found
to be:

S =
1

8
N2
[
cos(µ+ ν) cos2(N−1)(λ+ λs)

+ cos(µ− ν) cos2(N−1)(λ− λs)

− 2 cosµ cos ν cos2(N−1)(λs) cos
2N (λ)

]
. (B1)

where µ := φ − ϕ, ν := φ′ − ϕ′ and we have ignored
the electromagnetic interactions between the atoms - to
introduce these we just switch λs with γ as defined in the
main text.

The variance of this signal is:

Var(S) ≈ 1

M

[
⟨
(
Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

φ′

)2
⟩ − 2⟨

(
Ĵab
φ

)2
Ĵcd
φ′ ⟩⟨Ĵcd

φ′ ⟩

− 2⟨
(
Ĵcd
φ′

)2
Ĵab
φ ⟩⟨Ĵab

φ ⟩+ ⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2
⟩⟨Ĵcd

φ′ ⟩2

+ ⟨
(
Ĵcd
φ′

)2
⟩⟨Ĵab

φ ⟩2 + 6⟨Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

φ′ ⟩⟨Ĵab
φ ⟩⟨Ĵcd

φ′ ⟩

− 4⟨Ĵab
φ ⟩2⟨Ĵcd

φ′ ⟩2
]
, (B2)
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where

⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2
⟩ = 1

8
N
(
1 +N

+ (N − 1) cos(2(φ− ϕ)) cosN−2(2λs) cos
N (2λ)

)
(B3)

⟨
(
Ĵcd
φ′

)2
⟩ = 1

8
N
(
1 +N

+ (N − 1) cos(2(φ′ − ϕ′)) cosN−2(2λs) cos
N (2λ)

)
(B4)

⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2
Ĵcd
φ′ ⟩ =

1

32
N2

[
2 cos(φ′ − ϕ′)

(
cosN−1 λs cos

N−2 λ [N + cos(2λ)]
)

+ (N − 1)
(
cos(2φ+ φ′ − 2ϕ− ϕ′) cosN−2(2λs + λ)

× cosN−1(λs + 2λ) + cos(2φ− φ′ − 2ϕ+ ϕ′)

× cosN−2(2λs − λ) cosN−1(λs − 2λ)
)]

(B5)

⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2 (
Ĵcd
φ′

)2
⟩ = 1

128
N2
[
2(N + 1)2

+ (N − 1)
(
2
(
cos(2(φ− ϕ))

+ cos(2(φ′ − ϕ′))
)
cosN−2(2λs) cos

N−2(2λ)[N + cos(4λ)]

+ (N − 1) cos(2(φ+ φ′ − ϕ− ϕ′)) cos2(N−2)(2(λs + λ))

+ (N − 1) cos(2(φ− φ′ − ϕ+ ϕ′)) cos2(N−2)(2(λs − λ))
)]
.

(B6)

In the assumption that λN ≪ 1 and λs ≈ λ, we find that
SNR ≈ 1

2λN , which is a factor 2 smaller than the SNR
of the scheme considered in the main text.

Appendix C: Entanglement Measure

Clearly S in (9) is zero when the state of the atoms is a
pure product state. However, classical gravity could be a
non-unitary process that causes the two interferometers
to couple to each other such that the full state of the
system before the final beam splitter becomes mixed:

ρt =
∑
i

piρ
ab
i ⊗ ρcdi , (C1)

where 0 ≤ pi ≤ 1 and
∑

i pi = 1. In the case that
ρabi = |ϕi⟩ab ab⟨ϕi| and ρcdi = |ϕ′i⟩cd cd⟨ϕ′i|, with pi and
potentially also ϕi and ϕ′i dependent on the classical-

gravity interaction, S is still zero since:

S =
∑
i

pi ab⟨ϕi|Ĵab
y |ϕi⟩ab cd⟨ϕ′i|Ĵcd

z |ϕ′i⟩cd (C2)

−
∑
i,j

pipj ab⟨ϕi|Ĵab
y |ϕi⟩ab cd⟨ϕ′j |Ĵcd

z |ϕ′j⟩cd (C3)

= 0 (C4)

as cd⟨ϕ′i|Ĵcd
z |ϕ′i⟩cd = 0.

More generally, given the symmetry of the setup in Fig-
ure 1, it would be expected that a classical-gravity inter-
action will not affect the 50−50 split of the atoms in each
interferometer on average (before the final beam splitter).
In this case, even if classical gravity shifted the state of
the interferometers ρiab and ρicd away from coherent or
squeezed coherent states, we will still obtain ⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩ = 0
and thus S = 0. In the assumption of perfect symmetry,
we would also not expect non-gravitational noise to in-
troduce asymmetry in the 50 − 50 split. However, even
if it did, if it forces the state of the interferometers to be
in the number mixed states:

ρiαβ =
∑
k

ciαβ k|N − k⟩α α⟨N − k| ⊗ |k⟩β β⟨k|, (C5)

then also S = 0 for classical gravity since now
Tr(ρiαβ Ĵ

ab
y ) = 0.

Appendix D: SNR

From (12), the quantum noise associated with the esti-
mation of the covariance signal S involves the bi-variate
cumulant κ22, which is [69]:

κ22 := ⟨
(
Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

z

)2
⟩ − 2⟨

(
Ĵab
φ

)2
Ĵcd
z ⟩⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩

− 2⟨Ĵab
φ

(
Ĵcd
z

)2
⟩⟨Ĵab

φ ⟩ − ⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2
⟩⟨
(
Ĵcd
z

)2
⟩

+ 2⟨
(
Ĵab
φ

)2
⟩⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩2 + 2⟨Ĵab
φ ⟩2⟨

(
Ĵcd
z

)2
⟩

+ 8⟨Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

z ⟩⟨Ĵab
φ ⟩⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩ − 6⟨Ĵab
φ ⟩2⟨Ĵcd

z ⟩2

− 2⟨Ĵab
φ Ĵcd

z ⟩2. (D1)

The noise Var(S) is then:

Var(S) =
1

64

(
2(N + 1)

+ (N − 1) cos(2ν) cosN−2 2λs cos
N−2 2λ[2

+N(cos 4λ− 1)] + 4N cos2 ν cos2N−2 λs cos
2N−2 λ

× [2N sin2 λ+ cos2 λ− 2]

)
, (D2)

where ν := φ− ϕ. The SNR is then found through:

SNR = |S|/
√
Var(S), (D3)

with S given by (11).
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Appendix E: Interrogation time

Here we estimate the interrogation time of the atom
interferometers by considering the atoms to be erbium
and analysing the damping time of erbium atoms due to
three-body decay. Loss of cold atoms from traps is domi-
nated by three-body interactions between the atoms, and
causes the number density n of the gas to decrease at a
rate [98]:

dn(t)

dt
= −Ln3(t), (E1)

where L is the rate coefficient, which for erbium has been
found to be ≲ 3×10−30 cm6 s−1 [99]. Therefore, the time
it takes for the number of atoms of an erbium gas to de-
crease by an order of magnitude (which we take to be
the timescale over which the SNR estimate is reliable) is
≳ 2× 103 s for an initial number density n ≈ 1014 cm−3.
This estimate is based on a 3D gas, whereas for 2D and
1D gases, which can be approximated by oblate and pro-
late spheroidal geometries, three-body losses can be lower
[100–102]. The estimate of the interrogation time also
neglects that the gas is in a superposition of locations,
which would be expected to lower the interrogation time.

Appendix F: Using Feshbach resonances

For the example parameter values in the main text
where no squeezing is used, requiring of order 1016

atoms, the gravitational interaction coupling 2λ′ is of
order 10−58 kgm2 s−2. In contrast, ignoring the much
weaker magnetic dipole-dipole interactions (MDDIs), the
self-interacting electromagnetic coupling κ′ from (16)
for an oblate spheroid gas is κ′ = 1

2g/((4/3)a
2c) =

2πℏ2as/((4/3)a2cm) where we have used Vαα(x− x′) =
gδ(x − x′) , with g = 4πℏ2as/m the s-wave coupling
constant, and as the s-wave scattering length. Setting
as = a0 the Bohr radius, κ′ is of order 10−50 kgm2 s−2.
From the main text, the electromagnetic start to signif-
icantly affect the noise of the signal S once κ′ becomes
4 orders of magnitude larger than λ′. Therefore, if Fes-
hbach resonances are used to remove this noise, as must
be lowered below a0 by 4 or 5 orders of magnitude.

As stated in the main text, due to the presence of MD-
DIs, it would likely be preferable to set the s-wave inter-
actions so that they cancel with the MDDIs, unless 88Sr
is ued which has no MDDIs. However, here the same
level of noise of the magnetic field would be required to
cancel these effects as with setting as to 10−4a0 as above.

Appendix G: Dependence of purity on gravitational
interaction

The density matrix after the interferometers have in-
teracted with each other is ρ = |ψt⟩⟨ψt| where |ψt⟩ is

given by (6). Tracing over one of the interferometers
(modes c and d), we are then left with:

ρab =
1

22N

∑
kl

√(
N
k

)(
N
l

)
ei(k−l)Φei(k

2−l2)γ

|N − k⟩a a⟨N − l| ⊗ |k⟩b b⟨l|
∑
k′

√(
N
k′

)
e2iλk

′(k−l)

(G1)

=
1

2N

∑
kl

√(
N
k

)(
N
l

)
ei(k−l)θei(k

2−l2)γ (G2)

cosN (λ(k − l))|N − k⟩a a⟨N − l| ⊗ |k⟩b b⟨l|, (G3)

where we have replaced λs in (6) with γ := λs + κs − κd
to include the electromagnetic interactions within each
interferometer (see main text).

Squaring and tracing again, we find the purity of the
ab interferometer µ := Tr(ρ2ab) to be:

µ =
1

22N

∑
kl

(
N
k

)(
N
l

)
cos2N (λ(k − l)) (G4)

=
1

22N

2N∑
k

(
2N
k

)
cos2N (λ(N − k)). (G5)

Note that this is independent of γ. Therefore, the purity
of the state is not affected by the gravitational or elec-
tromagnetic self-interactions of each interferometer, and
only the gravitational interactions between the interfer-
ometers, which cause entanglement.

In the assumption that λN ≪ 1, this approximates:

µ ≈ 1− 1

2
λ2N2. (G6)

Appendix H: Noise of isolated interferometer

Here we consider a single atom interferometer that is
not interacting with another one, and measuring ⟨Ĵz⟩.
The interferometer is as the ab interferometer in Fig-
ure 1 in that the two arms are recombined at the end
before ⟨Ĵz⟩ is measured. Taking into account the self-
interactions of the interferometer, the SNR for this mea-
surement is:

SNR =
√
2N cos δ cos(N−1) γ/

(
(1 +N)

− 2N cos2 δ cos2(N−1) γ + (N − 1) cos 2ν cosN−2 2γ
) 1

2

,

(H1)

where δ is the difference of the phases of the two beam
splitters and and γ := λs + κs − κd.

Given λN ≪ 1, the SNR of S is:

SNR =
√
2Nλ sin ν cos(N−1) γ/

(
(1 +N)

− 2N cos2 ν cos2(N−1) γ + (N − 1) cos 2ν cosN−2 2γ
) 1

2

,
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which has the same dependence on γ as (H1), provid-
ing another method to isolate the electromagnetic self-
interactions of the interferometers.
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