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Atomic interferometers measure phase differences along paths with exceptional precision. Tweezer
interferometry represents a novel approach for this measurement by guiding particles along prede-
fined trajectories. This study explores the feasibility of using condensed bosons in tweezer interfer-
ometry. Unlike the factor

√
N enhancement expected with classical ensembles, using NOON state

interferometry can yield an enhancement by a factor of N . We propose a protocol for a tweezer-
based NOON state interferometer that includes adiabatic splitting and merging of condensed bosons,
followed by adiabatic branching for phase encoding. Our theoretical analysis focuses on the condi-
tions necessary to achieve adiabaticity and avoid spontaneous symmetry breaking. Additionally, we
demonstrate the feasibility of our proposed scheme and estimate the time required to perform these
sweep processes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Interferometry [1] with matter waves [2–4] is a sensi-
tive method for measuring spatial variations in a force
field or differential acceleration. This technique involves
splitting an atomic wave packet [6–10], allowing it to
propagate along two different paths, and then recom-
bining it to estimate the relative phase shift acquired
along the paths. The specific state of the wave function
after splitting influences the interferometer’s sensitivity.
When the two parts of wave packet are entangled, the
state is referred to as non-classical [11–13]. Interferome-
try with non-classical states enables improvement in rela-
tive phase sensitivity, which can approach the Heisenberg
limit 1/N , where N is the number of particles. However,
achieving this improvement in an experimentally feasible
scenario is still an open challenge.

In the majority of atom interferometers, splitting,
mirroring and recombining occur in momentum space
through the absorption of photons, with the wave packets
undergoing ballistic motion in between these processes
[14]. Recently, a guided atomic interferometry scheme
based on optical tweezers [15] has been proposed [16, 17].
This method employs micro-optical traps to coherently
split the wave function of atoms, guide them along se-
lected trajectories, and then merge them to detect the
interference pattern. The original proposal suggested
preparing approximately N ∼ 100 fermions simultane-
ously in different vibrational states of the tweezer, to then
engage in the interferometric sequence in parallel. This
approach offers a sensitivity enhancement by a factor of√
N compared to the single atom scenario.
In this work, we explore the scenario of trapping

bosons, specifically a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC), as
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opposed to fermions. This naturally introduces the possi-
bility for novel methods for interferometry [2, 18–21]. We
focus in this work on NOON state interferomerty, where
the bosons are in a symmetric superposition of all atoms
being in a BEC in one of the interferometer’s paths.

We propose and analyze a complete guided inter-
ferometry scheme using NOON states. To generate
these states, we exploit the tunability of the interaction
strength [22, 23] and the confining potential. In the pres-
ence of attractive interactions, an adiabatic change from
a single well to a double well generates a NOON state
between the two wells. After separating the wells, and
letting the wave packet in each of them to acquire a dis-
tinct phase, the challenge lies in recombining them to
realistically estimate the phase difference. By ’realistic’
we mean that there should be no demand for accuracy
in any experimental parameter that scales exponentially
with N . Merely reversing the many-body splitting pro-
cess does not meet this criterion. Instead, we introduce
a recombination method that employs a two-mode adia-
batic following, which translates the relative phase into
the probability of finding all atoms at one of the inter-
ferometer’s exit ports. Importantly, this scheme requires
that the dynamic range of control over system parame-
ters scales only linearly with N . This aspect makes our
proposal plausible for experimental realization.

Outline.– In section II we summarize the basics of
two mode interferometry. We then introduce our sug-
gested protocol Fig. 1 in Section III. The Hamiltonian
modeling of the system is presented in Section IV. Then
in section V we provide results of simulations that moti-
vate the further analysis and the suggested optimization
procedure in Sections VI and VII. The feasibility of the
protocol and its comparison to to other proposed schemes
are discussed in Sections VIII and IX.
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FIG. 1. The suggested interferometry protocol. The control parameters are J(t) and ∆(t). Their time dependence
is plotted in the bottom panel (black and blue lines, respectively). The number of particles N and the interaction U are
kept constant. The critical value of J (see text) is indicated by dashed line. We start with all the particles condensed in
the lower symmetric orbital of the dimer. The stages are: (a) Decreasing J leads to adiabatic splitting; (b) Phase encoding;
(c) Increasing J leads to partial or full merging; (d) Increasing ∆ to a non-zero small value; (e) Decreasing J again leads to

adiabatic branching. In the proposed scheme (see text) J̇ is adaptive. The 3 upper rows of panels display: The potential
landscape [vertical axis is energy]; the Bloch sphere representation of the evolving state [sphere coordinates are (Sx, Sy, Sz)];
and the schematic bifurcation diagram. Further explanation of the figure, and of the Bloch sphere representation, is provided
throughout the following sections.

FIG. 2. Phase estimation. Red line indicates the expected
P (n) of our suggested interferometry protocol with idealized
NOON states. For the sake of comparison, the black curve is
the probability distribution that one would observe in stan-
dard interferometry. The phase can be estimated from the
average ⟨n⟩, or better, by fitting to the expected P (n). With
our protocol, the estimation requires multiple runs to asses
the probabilities P (0) and P (N).

II. TWO-MODE INTERFEROMETRY

Let us define our objective as measuring a potential
difference, V , between two regions (“sites”). If we have
a single particle in a superposition of being in the two
sites, the accumulated phase difference during time τenc,
the so-called phase encoding stage [2], is φ = V τenc. We
use below units such that ℏ = 1. When considering N
bosons in two sites, it is convenient to employ the basis
states |N−n, n⟩, indexed by the occupations of the two
sites. Any initial state can be written as a superposition
|ψ⟩ =

∑
n cn|N−n, n⟩. After phase encoding it evolves

into

|ψ(tenc)⟩ =
∑
n

cne
i(nφ+ϕn)|N−n, n⟩ , (1)

where ϕn is an additional phase that may arise due to
inter-particle interactions. In the common scenario where
the goal is to determine φ, it is better to have a design
such that the interactions are zero (ϕn = 0) during the
phase encoding stage. The best sensitivity is expected
when preparing the system in a NOON state, namely,
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|ψ⟩ = 1√
2
[|N, 0⟩+ |0, N⟩], for which

|ψ(tenc)⟩ =
1√
2

[
|N, 0⟩+ eiNφ|0, N⟩

]
. (2)

Here, we omitted the ϕn, because even in the presence of
interaction ϕN = ϕ0, assuming that the interaction is the
same in both sites. In spite of its obvious benefits, NOON
interferometry requires solving two challenges: prepara-
tion of the initial state, and performing the phase esti-
mation.
It is convenient to regard that basis states |N−n, n⟩

with n = 0, · · · , N as polarization states of a spin en-
tity with Sz = +(N/2), · · · ,−(N/2) respectively. The
set of all (full) polarization direction is conveniently rep-
resented on the Bloch sphere. Then we define the follow-
ing states of interest, and name them accordingly:

NorthPole ≡ |N, 0⟩ =
1√
N !

(a†1)
N |0, 0⟩ (3)

SouthPole ≡ |0, N⟩ =
1√
N !

(a†2)
N |0, 0⟩ (4)

EastPole ≡ 1√
N !2N

(a†1 + a†2)
N |0, 0⟩ (5)

EvenCat ≡ 1√
2
[|N, 0⟩+ |0, N⟩] (6)

OddCat ≡ 1√
2
[|N, 0⟩ − |0, N⟩] (7)

It is important to realize that a π/2 rotation of North-
Pole state, which is generated by Sy, yields an EastPole
coherent state and not a cat state. The preparation of
the latter can be performed using a non-linear splitter,
as we explain below.

An interferometry protocol includes four steps: Prepa-
ration of the state ψ(0); Phase encoding stage φ = V τenc;
Transformation of the state ψ(tenc) by the atomic beam
combiner; Measurement of the number of atoms in each
of the two output ports. By repeating this procedure
many time, one can construct the probability distribu-
tion, P (n), of the number of atom in one of the ports (it
does not matter which). The objective of the interferom-
etry protocol is to deduce φ from P (n).
In standard interferometry, one starts with a coherent

state that is represented by a Gaussian-like distribution
at the North pole of the Bloch sphere. A Ramsey π/2
pulse rotates it to the EastPole, where φ = 0. During
the time t it rotates along the Equator to φ = V t. A
second Ramsey π/2 pulse follows. The obtained P (n) is
illustrated in Fig.2, where the expectation value of n is
related to φ, namely,

⟨n⟩ ≡
∑
n

nP (n)n = [1− cos(φ)]
N

2
. (8)

A single run of the experiment provides an estimate
for ⟨n⟩, and hence for φ, with relative uncertainty that

scales like 1/
√
N . This resolution reflects the width of

the Gaussian-like distribution. If statistics from M mea-
surements is accumulated, the uncertainty reduces to
1/
√
MN .

If one uses the same protocol, but replaces the coher-
ent state by a NOON state, one gets a P (n) whose line-
shape is insensitive to φ. A more sophisticated protocol
is required for both the NOON state preparation and for
the phase estimation. We suggest such a protocol below
and compare it to different alternatives in the concluding
section.

III. THE SUGGESTED PROTOCOL

A way to prepare an approximate NOON state has
been suggested [6], and we shall refer to it as non-
adiabatic splitting. The idea is to start with an East
pole coherent state, and allow it to stretch dynamically
such that after a certain time P (n) is peaked at n=0 and
n=N , and relatively negligible for other values of n.
We shall refer to our procedure for preparing a NOON

state as adiabatic splitting. Unlike the non-adiabatic ver-
sion, it is not sensitive to timing issues. Furthermore, we
shall see that it provides a higher quality NOON state,
for which P (n) is negligible for n that is neither 0 nor N .
For the phase estimation we use a biased version of the
same process, which we call adiabatic branching.
In this section, we briefly summarize our proposed in-

terferometry protocol, depicted in Fig. 1. In the follow-
ing sections, we will present a thorough analysis of it.
The on-site interaction is denoted as U , with time units
chosen such that NU = 1. The time-dependent control
parameters are the hopping frequency between the two
sites, J(t), and the energy bias between the two sites,
∆(t).
The protocol begins with the atoms in the EastPole

coherent state, where all the bosons are condensed in the
lowest orbital of the symmetric dimer. The goal of stage
(a), during which ∆ = 0, is to adiabatically transform
this coherent state into an EvenCat superposition. This
is the process that we call adiabtic splitting. We index
the adiabatic levels Eν such that the ground state is ν=1.
Then, the phase encoding stage (b) follows. This stage,
by itself, is formally non-adiabatic and induces transi-
tions between the quasi-degenerate symmetric state ν=1
and the antisymmetric state ν=2. Ideally, higher lev-
els are not involved. Stages (c) and (d) merge the two
wave packets. Stage (e), during which ∆ ̸= 0, is what
we called adiabatic branching. This means that if, at the
end of stage (c), the state is an even state (ν = 1), it is
mapped after stage (d) to |N, 0⟩, whereas if, due to phase
accumulation, the state becomes an odd state (ν = 2), it
is mapped to |0, N⟩.
More generally, for any given φ, this protocol yields a

superposition of the |N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩ states, with the
probabilities reflecting the relative phase. Therefore,
P (n) has peaks at n = 0 and at n = N (Fig. 2). To esti-
mate φ, a single measurement is insufficient as it does not
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FIG. 3. Energy landscape and wavepacket dynamics.
The phasespace of the dimer system is the two-dimensional
Bloch sphere whose embedding coordinates are (Sx, Sy, Sz).
Upper panel: WKB energy contours Hdimer = Eν are plot-
ted on the Bloch sphere. We use units of time such that
NU=1. The coupling J=0.4 is larger than Jc, while ∆=0
and N = 30. Lower panel, right: The Husimi function
of an approximate cat state that is produced using a non-
adiabatic splitting protocol. The initial state (not displayed)
is a condensate with N = 30 particles, at the unstable (hy-
perbolic) East pole. We set J = 0.5, hence the non-linearity
(u = 2) is such that the seperatrix (black line) extends up to
the North and South Poles. The time of the evolution is π/ωx,
to maximize the splitting. Lower panel, left: Snapshot of
the evolving Husimi function during a non-optimal adiabatic
splitting of the same condensate at J(t) = 0.1. The sweep rate

is J̇ = 1/8. The Bloch sphere is slightly rotated such that the
North pole is fully visible (the hidden South pole supports the
other half of the distribution). The white points represent a
cloud that is evolved using classical equations of motion. The
initial classical cloud is a circle of radius n0 = 1− (4N)−1.
The outcome of this simulation when J(t) = 0 is approxi-
mately a NOON state with probability P (n) ≈ 0.23 for get-
ting either n=0 or n=N . For an ideal protocol one aims at
getting P (N) ≈ P (0) ≈ 0.5.

provide P (n). One needs to perform M ≫ 1 measure-
ments to determine the relative height of the two peaks.
An important property of our protocol is that at each
run all atoms should be found at one and only one of
the output ports. Any deviation from that rule signals a
problem in the data point, which can then be discarded.
Thus, our protocols offers a natural way to improve the
quality of the results by post-selection.

IV. HAMILTONIAN FORMULATION

The dimer Hamiltonian can be written using genera-
tors of spin-rotations. One starts with standard Bose-

Hubbard version, namely,

Hdimer =
∑
j=1,2

[
ϵja

†
jaj −

U

2
a†ja

†
jajaj

]
(9)

−J
2

(
a†2a1 + a†1a2

)
(10)

where aj and a†j are the annihilation and creation op-
erators of site j = 1, 2. The observable Sz is defined
as half the occupation difference in the site represen-

tation, namely Sz = 1
2 [a

†
1a1 − a†2a2]. Then, one defines

S+ = a†1a2 and S− = S†
+, and the associated Sx and Sy

operators. Accordingly, Sx is identified as half the occu-
pation difference in the momentum representation, where
the momentum states are the mirror-symmetric even and
odd orbitals.
With the above notations the dimer Hamiltonian takes

the following form,

Hdimer = −US2
z −∆Sz − JSx , (11)

where ∆ = ϵ2 − ϵ1 is the energy bias between the sites.
For the subsequent analysis we define

n ≡ N

2
− Sz (12)

nex ≡ N

2
− |Sz| (13)

The value nex = 0 indicates that the state of the sys-
tem is fully contained in the subspace that is spanned by
the |N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩ states. We consider below adiabatic
processes whose outcome is supposed to be in this sub-
space. Accordingly non-zero ⟨nex⟩ serves as a measure
for non-adiabaticity.
In a quantum context (Sx, Sy, Sz) are operators,

while in a semiclassical perspective these are “phas-
espace” coordinates of the so-called Bloch sphere,
with S2

x + S2
y + S2

z ≈ (N/2)2. The contour lines
H(Sx, Sy, Sz) = E are the skeleton on which the quan-
tum states are constructed. In a WKB picture (see Ap-
pendix A) each contour line supports an eigenstate, and
the area spacing between contour lines equals the Planck
cell area h ≈ 2π. See the upper panel of Fig. 3 for a
demonstration. Any state of the system can be repre-
sented on the Bloch sphere using e.g. Wigner or Husimi
representation.
Without loss of generality, we assume an attractive

interaction. In our sign convention it means U > 0. A
dimensionless parameter that determines the underlying
phase-space structure is

u =
NU

J
. (14)

For u=0 the energy landscape has one minimum (at the
East pole Sx = N/2), and one maximum (at the West
pole Sx = −N/2). Considering an unbiased system with
∆ = 0, as J is decreased, a bifurcation appears at the
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FIG. 4. Dimer frequencies: Upper panel: The dependence
of ω(E) on the energy is extracted (black dots) from the dif-
ference Eν+1 − Eν for N = 500 particles with UN = 1 and
J = 0.4. Here ∆ = 0 and therefore the lower part of the spec-
trum consists of doublets, which is reflected by the appearance
of an ω ∼ 0 branch. The exact and approximated analytical
results Eq.(A7) and Eq.(A13) are represented by green and
red lines. Lower panel: The characteristic frequency near the
separatrix (ωx) is plotted as a function of J . The Black line is
from the calculation of energy differences; the blue line is ωJ

of Eq.(16); and the red line is the analytical estimate Eq.(18).
The red asterisk is Eq.(17).

East pole once u becomes larger than unity. At this point,
a double well structure is formed, as illustrated in the
upper panel of Fig. 3. The minima are located at Sx =
u−1(N/2) with Sz = ±

√
1− u−2(N/2), while Sy = 0. In

particular, for J = 0 the minima are at the North and
South poles.

For non-zero ∆ the bifurcation happens at

Jc =
[
(NU)2/3 −∆2/3

]3/2
(15)

For J ≲ Jc the potential becomes an asymmetric double-
well structure with a secondary minimum that is born at
the vicinity of the East pole. The bifurcation for ∆ ̸= 0
is of a saddle-node type, instead of the ∆ = 0 pitchfork
bifurcation that generates a symmetric double well.

The stationary states of the Hamiltonian have energies
Eν . A superposition of two consecutive non-degenerate
eigenstates with oscillates with a frequency ω(E) that is

determined by the level spacing Eν+1−Eν . Fig. 4 demon-
strates the energy dependence of ω(E), which can be an-
alytically determined using a WKB procedure, see Ap-
pendix A. The characteristic frequency ω0 ≡ NU serves
to fix the time units in our simulations. For J > Jc and
∆ = 0 the frequency at the minimum energy is

ωJ =
√

|J −NU |J = ω0

√∣∣∣∣ 1u − 1

∣∣∣∣ 1u . (16)

For J = Jc, it vanishes in the large N limit, while the
WKB approximation provides the scaling

ωc ∝ 1

N1/3
ω0 . (17)

For J > Jc the frequency ωJ is the instability exponent of
the hyperbolic point. The actual frequency along the sep-
aratrix that originates from this point can be estimated
(see Appendix A)

ωx =

[
1

π
ln

(
16ω3

J

NJU2

)]−1

ωJ . (18)

Note that for large u the argument of the log function
becomes ∝ N/

√
u in agreement with the pendulum ap-

proximation of Ref. [24].
Thus, the frequency ωx of Eq.(18) becomes zero in the

classical limit (N = ∞), but away from the bifurcation it
is finite and of order ωJ for any realistic finiteN . This ob-
servation is crucial for the design of dynamical splitting.
In the non-adiabatic scheme, the time to get an approxi-
mate cat state is π/ωx. The outcome is illustrated on the
right side of the lower panel of Fig. 3. On the left side
of the same panel we display the outcome of an adiabatic
splitting process. In the latter case, a finite level spacing
is an essential condition. The bottleneck of the adiabatic
splitting process is during the bifurcation of the East-
Pole, which happens when the seperatrix is born, where
Eq.(17) rather than Eq.(18) determines the level spacing.
We discuss and analyze the implied adiabatic condition
in Section VI.

V. SIMULATIONS

Simulations of the protocol requires to generate the
evolution from a time dependent Hamiltonian H(t). In
the quantum simulations we simply evolve the initial
state Ψ(0) in very small time steps with the unitary op-
erators exp[−idtH(t)]. In the semiclassical simulations
we use the so-called truncated Wigner approximation.
Namely, the initial coherent state is represented by a
Gaussian cloud of points on the Bloch Sphere, and then
propagated using classical equations of motion. Mainly
we are interested in the expectation value ⟨n⟩ at the end
of the protocol.
An illustration of representative simulations for the

suggested protocol of Fig. 1 is presented in Fig. 5. In
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FIG. 5. Adiabatic evolution. Illustration of representa-
tive simulations with N=10 particles. The evolving state is
projected on the adiabatic states. The probabilities are color-
coded. If the probability pν is negligibly small, the color is
gray. Red color indicates p ≈ 1. The accumulated (added)
relative phase at t=0 is φ=0 (upper) and Nφ=π/3 (middle)
and Nφ=π (lower). The units of time are chosen such that

NU = 1. The sweep rate is J̇ = 10−4 and ∆̇ = 10−4, while
J(max)=1.1, and ∆(max) = U/2.

the adiabatic limit only the two lowest levels (ν = 1, 2)
participate (as further explained in the next paragraph).
The outcome depends on φ: If φ = 0 the system stays
in the ground state (ν = 1), while if Nφ = π, the state
evolves to the next level (ν = 2).
To avoid confusion, it is important to realize that the

phase accumulation stage is not regarded, and not sim-
ulated, as part of the adiabatic protocol. It acts as an

FIG. 6. Dependence of ⟨n⟩ in the suggested proto-
col on the encoded phase, φ. In the upper and in the
left lower panels, respectively, the normalized average occu-
pation ⟨n⟩ /N is calculated either without or with rejection of
the “bad” runs, see Eq.(20). The comparison shows improve-
ment in the strength of the signal. The number of particles is
N = 30. The curves are for different sweep rates. We use the
same constant J̇ for splitting, merging and branching. From
red to blue J̇ = 1/5, 1/7, 1/10, 1/20, 1/61, · · · , 1/67, 1/600. In
the right lower panel we display the J̇ dependence of the sys-
tematic error in the phase estimation (dashed line, barely
resolved, is after rejection of “bad” runs).

instantaneous Rabi rotation with the same effect as that
of the finite potential difference experienced by the two
sites during the phase encoding stage. Thus, the phase
accumulation can lead to a transition from an EvenCat
state to an excited OddCat state. Nevertheless, this “ex-
citation” practically costs no energy, because the energy
splitting between E1 and E2 during the phase encoding
is exponentially small in N , due to the potential barrier.
On the quantitative side, we calculate the probabilities

pν(t) = |⟨Eν(t)|Ψ(t)⟩|2 (19)

where |Eν(t)⟩ are the adiabatic levels, namely, the instan-
taneous eigen-energies of the time dependent Hamilto-
nian H(t). At the end of the protocol J=0 while ∆ ̸= 0,
and accordingly the eigenstates of the non-degenerated
Hamiltonian H(t) are the occupation states |N − n, n⟩.
It follows that at the end of the simulation the prob-
abilities pν , up to indexing, are the probabilities P (n)
that we want to calculate. As explained in the previous
paragraph, in an ideal adiabatic protocol each run of the
experiment ends with either n = 0 or n = N . In practice,
due to lack of strict adiabaticity, or due to other distur-
bances we have non-zero probability to get other values
of n.
In Fig. 6 we show the dependence of ⟨n⟩ on φ for rep-

resentative sweep rates without or with rejection of the
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FIG. 7. Non-adiabatic leakage to higher levels. The
expectation value ⟨nex⟩ reflects the non-adiabatic leakage to
higher energy levels (ν > 2). Upper panel: ⟨nex⟩ is extracted
from the Quantum simulations (solid lines), for N = 10
(black) and for N = 100, 250. and compared with results of
semi-classical simulations (dash lines). The adiabatic-diabatic
crossover, based on Eq.(26), is indicated by gray background.
Lower panel: Quantum results for an optimized split pro-
cess, with the same N , but with the adaptive sweep rate of
Eq.(22). Here the horizontal axis is the dimensionless sweep
rate λ, while the vertical axis is not scaled.

“bad” runs. The “bad” runs are those for which the out-
come is neither n = 0 nor n = N , indicating an undesired
non-adiabatic transition. Due to this rejection we get a
filtered estimate ⟨n⟩f instead of ⟨n⟩, namely,

⟨n⟩ 7→ ⟨n⟩f =
P (N)

P (0) + P (N)
N (20)

This leads to some improvement in the strength of the
signal, though it does not overcome the systematic error
due to non-adiabaticity, see right lower panel in Fig.6.

VI. THE OPTIMIZED ADIABATIC PROCESS

The upper panel of Fig.7 shows the non-adiabatic leak-
age to higher levels. The gross dependence of the expec-
tation value ⟨nex⟩ on the sweep rate is similar for the
semiclassical and quantum calculations. Our interest is
in the quantum adiabatic regime, where we want to main-
tain ⟨nex⟩ ≪ 1. As can be seen in the figure, for a given
bound that we want to impose on ⟨nex⟩, the maximum
allowed sweep rate depends on N .

The quality of the phase estimation depends on the
adiabaticity, and hence on our ability to allocate suf-
ficient time for the splitting (∆ = 0) and branching
(∆ ̸= 0) sweeps, during which J is decreased to zero.
On the other hand, practical considerations give prefer-
ence to shorter sequences. This motivates us to suggest
an optimized adiabatic process, where the sweep rate is
continuously modified.
Optimized splitting process.– The parameter that

controls non-adiabatic transitions is the scaled sweep rate:

λ(t) =

∣∣∣⟨µ| Ḣ |ν⟩
∣∣∣

(Eµ − Eν)
2 . (21)

For the splitting process (∆ = 0), the parameter λ is in-
spected as an indicator for undesired transitions between
the ground state level ν = 1, and the excited level µ = 3,
which has the same (even) parity. The adiabatic condi-
tion, λ(t) ≪ 1, should be satisfied at any moment. For
an optimized protocol we set λ(t) = λ = const. Our pro-

tocol involves variation of J(t), and therefore Ḣ = −J̇Sx.
Accordingly, for the optimized sweep we use

J̇ = λ

[
|⟨3|Sx |1⟩|
(E3 − E1)

2

]−1

≡ λ

F (J(t))
. (22)

The total time of an optimized sweep is

time =

∫ Jmax

0

dJ

J̇
=

1

λ

∫ Jmax

0

F (J)dJ ≡ 1

λ
T . (23)

The lower panel of Fig.7 shows the dependence of ⟨nex⟩
on the scaled sweep rate, λ. This dependence looks in-
dependent of N . This implies that in order to maintain
adiabaticity the duration of the sweep process is required
to be proportional to N . Fig.7 also indicates that λ = 0.1
is a good choice for the required adiabaticity.
The only dimensional parameter in the calculation of

T is U , and therefore we expect

T = C
Nα+1

NU
. (24)

where C is a numerical constant. Representative plots of
F (J), and the dependence of maxF (J) and T of N are
provided in Fig.8. Recall that we fix the time units such
that NU = 1. Based on these results we conclude that
α ∼ 0. Thanks to the optimization, the required time
for an adiabatic sweep is shortened, albeit with the same
scaling with respect toN , and for the numerical prefactor
we get C ≈ 0.07. We note that the semiclassical analysis
suggests N log(N) dependence, but we cannot resolve the
logarithmic correction numerically.
Optimized branching process.– For the branching

process (∆ ̸= 0) we can use the same optimization proce-
dure. The bias is required to be small ∆ < U , such that
EvenCat and OddCat states are adiabatically connected
to |N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩, respectively, rather then ending at
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FIG. 8. The adiabatic condition. Upper row is for splitting process (∆ = 0), while lower row is for branching process (∆ ̸=
0). Blue and red lines concern transitions to ν=3 and to ν=2, respectively. Left panels: The energy difference ∆E = Eν − E1.
Middle panels: The function F (J) for the two possible transitions respectively. The different curves (solid, dashed and dotted)
are for N = 250, 500, 1000, while NU = 1. Right panels: Dependence of T on the number of particles N . It is determined
by the height (solid line) of F (J) for a non-optimized sweep, and by the area (dash line) of F (J) for an optimized sweep, as
implied by Eq.(23). In the latter case the time of the sweep is T/λ, where λ ≈ 0.1 is the required (scaled) rate.

|N, 0⟩ and |N−1, 1⟩. Unlike the splitting process, here
transitions from E1 to E2 have non-zero probability. In
fact, we find that these transitions are more problem-
atic than transition to E3, as shown in the second row of
panels in Fig.8. For an optimized protocol we find that
Eq.(24) applies with α ∼ 0 and C ≈ 0.02.

Whether we get splitting or branching depends on
∆/U . An important question to address is what is the
tolerance of each of the processes to small deviations in
setting ∆/U . This question is particularly important
considering the feasibility of our suggested protocol. The
answer is provided in Fig.9, where we plot the mean oc-
cupation ⟨n⟩ at the end of the sweep of J down to zero.
This quantity can be used as an indicator to whether we
get a cat-state with ⟨n⟩ = N/2 or branching to either
⟨n⟩ = 0 or ⟨n⟩ = N . We observe that for increased N ,
not only the tolerance does not deteriorate, but it even
improves. Thus, in practice, one needs to tune the bias
∆ to zero with an accuracy better than 0.01× U .

The merging process.– The protocol of Fig.1 in-
cludes a merging stage that constitutes a reversed version
of the splitting. It maps the EvenCat and OddCat states
to |N, 0⟩ and |N−1, 1⟩ respectively. We have verified (not
displayed) that the same adiabatic condition applies.

Turning on the bias.– The protocol of Fig.1 in-
cludes a stage during which ∆ is increased from zero to a
finite value. Here non-adiabatic transitions due to large
matrix element in Eq. (21) are related to Ḣ = −∆̇Sz.
For large enough J=J∆, the adiabatic states are roughly
|1⟩ = |Sx=N/2⟩ and |2⟩ = |Sx=N/2− 1⟩, the coupling is

⟨1|Sz |2⟩ =
√
N/2, and the adiabatic condition becomes

∆̇ ≪ (J∆ − UN)J∆√
N

. (25)

This condition is easy to satisfy, and we have verified (not
displayed) that it indeed ensures an adiabatic switch-on
of the bias.

VII. CROSSOVER FROM ADIABATIC TO
DIABATIC SCENARIO

In the semi-classical picture the cloud spreads along
the separatrix. This is demonstrated in Fig.3. The angu-
lar spread in this illustration is θ ∼ π. In the adiabatic
limit we can be estimate θ analytically as follows:

θ =

∫
ωxdt =

1

J̇

∫ Jc

0

ωxdJ ∼ π2

8

[
(NU)2

ln(N)

]
1

J̇
. (26)

In the above integral, the range of integration reflects a
sweep process that starts at J = Jc = NU and ends
at J = 0. The frequency ωx depends on J as implied
by Eq.(18). Consequently we get the final estimate for
θ. This allows the determination of the range where a
crossover from adibatic to diabatic evolution is observed
in Fig. 7. Namely, we determine the J̇ borders of the
crossover region from the equation θ = 2πs, with s = 0.1
for the diabatic border and s = 0.9 for the adiabatic
border.
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In the adiabtic range, the leakage ⟨nex⟩ to higher levels
is zero, because the final state is a superposition of the
Sz = −N/2 and Sz = N/2 states for which nex = 0.
In the diabatic range, the sudden approximation implies
that the state stays at Sx = N/2, therefore nex ∼ N/2.

VIII. FEASIBILITY OF THE PROPOSED
PROTOCOL

We consider a single Gaussian beam generating an at-
tractive optical trap. Let us denote the trap depth V0
and its waist by σ. The harmonic trapping frequency
close to its minimum is Ωr =

√
4V0/(mσ2) in the radial

direction, and Ωz =
√
2V0/(mZ2

r ) in the axial direction,
where m is the mass of the atom, Zr = πσ2/λ0 is the
Rayleigh range, and λ0 is the trap wavelength. We re-
quire that a a Bose-Einstein Condensate (BEC) will be
formed in the ground state of this potential. In order to
drive the splitting process, one would split the potential
into two traps and move away their central position. This
can be done by employing two traps that are merged on
a beam splitter and stirred independently by galvo mir-
rors, or by generating two traps using an acousto-optical
modulator. Either way, the tunneling frequency between
the two potentials is of the same order or lower than the
harmonic trapping frequency in each beam. Additionally,
we want to ensure that the changes we induce during the
protocol do not cause excitations to higher eigenstates.
Therefore, we require J ≲ Ωr, where we assume that the
tunneling occurs predominantly in the radial direction.

There are two parameters of each of the trapping po-
tentials: V0 and σ. To estimate the number of atoms, we

FIG. 9. The sensitivity of the splitting and branching
processes to an energy bias. The mean occupation ⟨n⟩ at
the end of the sweep of J down to zero is plotted versus the
applied bias ∆, with ⟨n⟩ = N/2 indicating a cat state. The
black, red, and purple curves are for N = 10, 100, 250, respec-
tively. Importantly, the sensitivity of generating a cat state
using the adiabatic splitting method decreases with increased
number of atoms.

take atom density of ρ = 1014 cm−3, which is typical for
a BEC of ultracold atoms. The interaction energy scale
is given by U = 4πℏ2ρa, where a is the s-wave scatter-
ing length. The sweeps of J should be done on a scale
of NU , and therefore, we require NU ≲ Ωr. For 87Rb,
the scattering length is on the order of 100a0, with a0
being the Bohr radius. This yields an interaction energy
scale on the order of 2π × 1 kHz, which means that for
N ∼ 10−100, we get that J needs to be a few tens of kHz.
This translates into a stringent requirement for a tightly
confined trap. However, the size of the condensate in a
tightly confined trap is very small, which together with
a given density means a small number of atoms.
To solve these apparently conflicting requirements, one

needs to allow tunability of the interaction energy. This
can be achieved by working near a magnetic Feshbach
resonance. We thus suggest working with a condensate
of 39K atoms at the state |f = 1,mf = 1⟩, which have
a broad resonance near B0 = 403.4G [28, 29]. Impor-
tantly, the scattering length can be reduced all the way
to the point where it crosses zero, around BZC = 350G
[30]. Since adiabaticity requires that the sweep times are
much larger than U−1, we need to choose a such that the
interaction is not too small.

As an example, let us fix a = 5a0 and choose a
waist of σ = 10µm, which does not require an objec-
tive objective with particularly high numerical aperture.
With these numbers, we need to set the trap depth to
V0 = 1.28 × 10−27 Joule, which amounts to approxi-
mately 93µK. Assuming a trapping laser with a wave-
length of 1064nm, far off the atomic resonance, this po-
tential depth translates into a modest laser power of
around 100mW [31].

By the choice of parameters, we are working in the
weak-interactions limit of the BEC [32], hence we shall
use a Gaussian approximation for its shape. Thus, the
number of atoms in the condensate is given by N =
ρπ3/2w2

rwz, with wr/z =
√
ℏ/(mΩr/z) being the ground

state extent in each direction [32]. With our choice of
parameters, we obtain N ≈ 50, and U/ℏ ≈ 2π × 86Hz,
and J/ℏ ≈ 2π× 4300Hz, and Ωr ≈ 2π× 4478Hz. The hi-
erarchy of energy scales satisfy the required conditioned.
Based on the results in Fig.7 and Fig.8, the sweep time
of J should be longer than 10 · 0.07(U/h)−1 ∼ 8ms. The
most challenging aspect of the experiment is the require-
ment to stabilize the bias between the two potentials to
within 0.01 × U , which required a relative stability of
∼ 0.5 · 10−6 in the laser power. A plausible approach to
generate a BEC of 50 atoms in a small trap is to load the
trap from a large BEC that acts as a reservoir [33].
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FIG. 10. Measured n distribution. Upper panel: The
probability distribution P (n) for the approximate NOON
states that is prepared via non-adiabatic splitting of BEC,
with N = 10 (black), N = 30 (blue), and N = 100 (red) par-
ticles. The inset is the Husimi fucntion of Fig.3 that repre-
sents the N = 30 preparation. Middle panel: The probability
distribution P (n) for the approximate NOON states that are
prepared via adiabatic splitting of BEC with N = 30 parti-
cles, and different sweep rates: J̇ = 1/6 (red), J̇ = 1/8 (blue),

and J̇ = 1/100 (black). The inset is for the latter, the slowest
sweep preparation. Lower panel: The probability distribution
P (n) for a π/2 rotated EvenCat state that has been produced
by the slowest sweep of the middle panel. It includes a sec-
ond curve (red) that is obtained if the accumulated phase is
Nφ = π instead of Nφ = 0. The inset is of the same state
of the middle panel, after π/2 rotation, and color scale that
is streched by ×107 in order to resolve the fringes (note that
the Husimi function, by definition, is a smearead version of
the Wigner funtion, therefore this color-scale streching in re-
quired).

IX. DISCUSSION

Several ways have been suggested how to prepare a
NOON state. One way is to use the Schrodinger cat
procedure, as in the experiment of Ref. [26], which re-
quires the control and measurement of an internal degree
of freedom. Another way is to use one-axis twisting, as
described after Eq(90) of Ref. [2]. It seems that this lat-
ter method is sensitive to timing issues, and there may
be complications that are related to parity measurement.
Consequently, an optional way has been suggested [6] for
the preparation of an approximate NOON state, namely,
stretching a Gaussian cloud along a seperatrix, see Fig.3b.
The quality of the prepared cat state can be judged by
looking at the final P (n) distribution, see upper panel
of Fig.10. Note that for larger N a deterioration is ob-
served in the height of the n=0 and n=N peaks. Ideally
we would like to observe P (0) = P (N) = 0.5.
In view of the above, our suggested procedure for phase-

estimation is an adiabatic version of non-linear splitting
process. Such method is robust, not sensitive to timing
issues, and provides better interferometry for large N .
See illustration of the outcome in the middle panel of
Fig.10b, where the P (n) reflects an ideal NOON state.
At the second part of the protocol, the challenge is to

extract the phase φ of Eq.(2) from the measurement of
quantum state ψ(t). There are several options how to
achieve this goal. The conventional approach would be
to use Ramsey π/2 rotation, as in standard interferom-
etry. The P (n) distribution will have strip interference
pattern, as depicted in the lower panel of Fig.10. For an
EvenCat, the central fringe is bright, while for a OddCat
the central fringe is dark. While the difference between
these outcomes is large, the problem lies in the fact that
a single atom resolution in knowing the total number of
atoms is required to distinguish the change of parity [27].
An experiment is presented in Ref. [26], where the num-
ber of fringes is N ∼ 2. For higher N , this sensitivity
to parity makes this approach extremely challenging for
actual implementation.
An optional way to perform phase estimation is to use

the non-linear splitter in reverse. In such a procedure,
the states |+⟩ and |−⟩ adiabatically become |N, 0⟩ and
|N−1, 1⟩. The difference between the outcome states is
microscopic, and hence difficult to detect. The natural
suggestion would be to use two-level-dynamics that maps
|+⟩ and |−⟩ to |N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩ respectively. The latter
are easily distinguished. The problem with this method
is its slowness. Exponentially long time is required be-
cause the coupling between the two states is exponen-
tially small in N , namely, Jeff = Je−cN .
Our suggested procedure for phase-estimation is to re-

verse the splitting, and then to sweep down J but with
a non-zero bias. To execute this process, one needs a
good experimental control over ∆ to allow ramping it to
a small final non-zero value. This maps the |N, 0⟩ and
|N−1, 1⟩ states into the macroscopically distinct states
|N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩ respectively. Importantly, the required
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time to reach the desired outcome scales as N and not
as ecN .
From the implementation perspective, a pertinent

question emerges: how can we distinguish between split-
ting, branching, and spontaneous symmetry breaking?
For example, in the experiment of [25], spontaneous sym-
metry breaking was reported and studied. As we have
demonstrated, a minor imbalance ∆ between the two
wells can indeed lead to spontaneous symmetry breaking.
However, we have found that the required level of bal-
ance between the wells scales favorably with the number
of particles. Our feasibility analysis has shown that with
approximately 50 atoms, the imbalance should be kept
below 10−6, which is challenging but achievable. Even if
such a level is attained in the experiment, the only way
to verify coherent splitting is to perform the full interfer-
ometry scheme and observe φ-dependent output.
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Appendix A: The characteristic frequencies

The phase space area A(E) is define as

A(E) =

∫ N

0

dn

∫ π

−π

dϕΘ[E −H(n, ϕ)] (A1)

where Θ is the step function. Here we use the conju-
gate coordinates (n, ϕ) relative to the East pole, mean-
ing that n = 0 indicates Sx = N/2. We use units such
that formally ℏ = 1, but in the WKB context this state-
ment needs some clarification. The WKB quantization
condition is

A(Eν) =

(
1

2
+ ν

)
h (A2)

where h is the area of Planck cell. For the Bloch sphere
it is implicit that the total area of phase space is 2πN =
(N+1)h. Form this follows that h = 2πN/(N + 1) ≈ 2π.
Note that the WKB quantization condition remains the
same if we look on the complementary area, taking the
West pole as the origin. The characteristic frequency is
calculated as follows:

ω(E) = Eν+1−Eν ≈
[
A′(E)

h

]−1

(A3)

where the approximation h ≈ 2π is exact in the classical
limit (large N).

In our coordinates the Bloch vector is:

S⃗ =

(
N

2
−n,

√
(N−n)n cosϕ,

√
(N−n)n sinϕ

)
(A4)

and the Hamiltonian takes the form

H = −J
(
N

2
− n

)
− U(N−n)n sin2 ϕ (A5)

The solution of H = E is

n±(E) =
N

2
− 1

2U sin2 ϕ

×
(
J ∓

√
J2 +

(
4E +N2U sin2 ϕ

)
U sin2 ϕ

)
(A6)

We take Ex = −JN/2 as the reference for the energy.
This is the minimum energy for J > Jc or the seper-
atrix energy for J < Jc. Accordingly we substitute
E 7→ Ex + E, assume for simplicity E > Ex, and get the
following integral expression

A′(E) =
d

dE

[∫ π

−π

n+(E)dϕ

]
= 4

∫ π/2

0

dϕ√
(J−NU sin2 ϕ)2 + 4EU sin2 ϕ

(A7)

For J > Jc and setting E = 0 we get as expected A′(E) =
2π/ωJ , where ωJ is the frequency of the small oscillation
at the minimum energy Eq.(16). At J = Jc the integral
diverges for E → 0. and one can use the approximation

A′(E) ≈ 4

NU

∫ π/2

0

dϕ√(
ϕ− π

2

)4
+ 4E

N2U

(A8)

That leads to

A(E) ≈
16Γ( 14 )

2

3
√
2π

(
E3

N2U3

)1/4

(A9)

From the WKB quantization condition we get Eq.(17)
for ωc.

For J < Jc the integrand has a singular
point at ϕr = arcsin(J/(NU)), and the dϕ in-
tegration can be separated into 3 regions, namely
[0, ϕr−b] ∪ [ϕr−b, ϕr+c] ∪ [ϕr+c, π/2]. In each region we
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use an appropriate approximation, namely,∫ ϕr−b

0

dϕ

J −NU sin2 ϕ

=
1

2ωJ
ln

(√
NU/J − 1 + cot(ϕr − b)

cot(ϕr − b)−
√
NU/J − 1

)

≈ 1

2ωJ
ln

(
2ωJ

NUb

)
(A10)

1

2ωJ

∫ ϕr+c

ϕr−b

dϕ√
(ϕ− ϕr)2 +

JE
Nω2

J

≈ 1

2ωJ
ln

(
4bc

Nω2
J

JE

)
(A11)∫ π

2

ϕr+c

dϕ

J −NU sin2 ϕ

=
1

2ωJ
ln

(√
NU/J − 1 + cot(ϕr + c)√
NU/J − 1− cot(ϕr + c)

)

≈ 1

2ωJ
ln

(
2ωJ

NUc

)
(A12)

Adding the the contribution together, the arbitrary bor-
ders b and c cancel out, and we get

A′(E) ≈ 2

ωJ
ln

(
16ω4

J

NJU2 E

)
≡ 2π

ω(E)
(A13)

The WKB estimate Eq. (18) for the frequency ωx is
obtained by regarding this expression as constant with
E 7→ ωJ . This can be regarded as a leading order ap-
proximation of an iterative scheme.
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