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Bohr’s complementarity principle has long been a fundamental concept in quantum mechanics, positing that,
within a given experimental setup, a quantum system (or quanton) can exhibit either its wave-like character,
denoted as W, or its particle-like character, denoted as P, but not both simultaneously. Modern interpretations
of Bohr’s complementarity principle acknowledge the coexistence of these aspects in the same experiment while
introducing the constraint W + P < a. Notably, estimations of W or P frequently rely on indirect retrodiction
methods, a practice that has led to the claim of the violation of Bohr’s complementarity principle. By taking
a different route, recent advancements demonstrate that complementarity relations can be rigorously derived
from the axioms of quantum mechanics under specific quantum state preparation conditions. To reconcile these
observations and eliminate potential paradoxes or violations, we propose an updated formulation of Bohr’s
complementarity principle, which is stated as follows: For a given quantum state preparation p, at a specific
instant of time t, the wave and particle behaviors of a quanton are constrained by a complementarity relation
W(p,) + P(o;) < a(d), which is derived directly from the axioms of quantum mechanics.
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I. INTRODUCTION

At the 1927 International Congress of Physics in Como,
Niels Bohr introduced his groundbreaking complementarity
principle [1, 2], which has since become a cornerstone of
quantum mechanics. According to Bohr’s qualitative state-
ment, quantum systems (or quantons) exhibit properties that
are equally real but mutually exclusive within a given exper-
imental setup, with the wave-particle duality serving as its
most prominent illustration.

However, it was not until 1979 that the first quantitative
formulation of Bohr’s principle was put forward by Wootters
and Zurek [3], rooted in an information-theoretic inequality.
As succinctly stated by these authors, “the more clearly we
wish to observe the wave nature of light, the more information
we must give up about its particle properties”.

Nearly a decade later, in 1988, Greenberger and Yasin [4]
synthesized these two facets of quantons into a quantitative
complementarity relation like W + P < « and expressed as

V24P <. (1)

Here, W = V? represents a quantifier of wave-like behavior,
P = P? represents a quantifier of particle-like behavior, and
a = 1. This inequality, applicable to a given experiment, en-
capsulates the idea that both wave and particle aspects can be
observed in the same experimental setup, however there exists
an inherent limitation on the extent to which they can mani-
fest. As introduced by Greenberger and Yasin, interferometric
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visibility V is defined as
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This definition is applied to a Mach—Zehnder interferometer
(MZI), with the index i = 1,2 representing the detectors used
to measure the maximum and minimum probabilities p; when
varying the phase within the phase shifter [4, 5].

For the particle-like measure, Greenberger and Yasin intro-
duced predictability = |w; — w,|, where w; represents the
probability that a quanton follows the path j inside the inter-
ferometer. This quantification serves as a measure of a priori
which-way information and it is related to the probability of
correctly guessing the path of the quanton within the MZI. No-
tably, V is intended to indirectly quantify W within the MZI
through probabilities obtained using detectors positioned out-
side the MZI. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that
P and W, defined in this manner, depend on probabilities esti-
mated at different instants of time.

Subsequently, Englert [6] extended the concept of a com-
plementarity relation akin to Eq. (1) using V as the quanti-
fier of wave-like behavior and the distinguishability D as the
quantifier of particle-like behavior. Distinguishability quanti-
fies the which-way information that is available through the
path detectors inserted into the arms of the MZI, effectively
representing a posteriori path information. Notably, Englert’s
work expressed these wave-particle quantifiers as functions of
the state preparation of the two-level quanton.

Over recent decades, there has been a growing interest in
quantifying Bohr’s complementarity principle through com-
plementarity relations. The pioneer work by Diirr [7] and En-
glert et al. [8] laid the foundation for establishing fundamental
properties that any quantifier of wave-like and particle-like be-
havior should satisfy. A significant development has been the
formulation of complementarity relations for d-dimensional
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quantons, commonly referred to as qudits. This became pos-
sible as researchers recognized that quantum coherence [9]
provides a natural extension of the wave-like aspect of a qu-
dit [5, 10-12] and captures the essence of the wave-like behav-
ior, i.e., the path superposition inside the interferometer [13].
Furthermore, a multitude of complementarity relations have
emerged to account for the state preparation of the quantum
system [10, 11, 14-19]. These complementarity relations are
generally expressed in the form W(p;) + P(p;) < a(d), where
a(d) is a constant that depends on the dimension d of the quan-
ton and p, is the density matrix associated with the system at
time ¢. In this work, although it is always possible, we choose
not to normalize these functions to make the dimension of the
system explicit.

Motivated by these valuable contributions that have ex-
panded the significance and generality of complementarity re-
lations, a pioneering step forward was taken by introducing a
procedure for deriving complementarity relations that quanti-
tatively describe Bohr’s complementarity principle based on
the fundamental postulates of quantum mechanics [19] and
which satisfy the basic properties established in Refs. [7, 8].
This new approach explicitly utilizes the quantum state pos-
tulate. Built upon recent developments, we propose to review
the formulation of Bohr’s complementarity principle in light
of these complementarity relations. Our reformulation implies
that the complementarity principle becomes an integral part of
quantum mechanics, rather than a peripheral notion existing
alongside it [20, 21]. Moreover, our proposal effectively tack-
les potential breaches of Bohr’s complementarity principle, as
the Afshar’s experiment [22, 23], and resolves peculiar situa-
tions, as the Wheeler’s delayed choice experiment [13, 24].

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In
Sec. I, we review the procedure established in Ref. [19] in
order to derive complementarity relations from the axioms of
quantum mechanics and propose our reformulation of Bohr’s
complementarity principle. Sec. I11 is reserved for the discus-
sion of the different interferometric experiments, such as Af-
shar’s experiment and Wheeler’s delayed choice experiment,
as well as two other experimental setups that highlight the sub-
tlety of our reformulation of the complementarity principle.
Finally, in Sec. IV, we give our conclusions.

II. UPDATING BOHR’S COMPLEMENTARITY
PRINCIPLE

Let us briefly recall the set of density matrices acting on a
Hilbert space H, i.e., D(H) = {p, € L(H) | p; = 0, Trp,; = 1}
where L(H) is the set of linear operators on H. According to
the quantum state postulate, for every quantum system associ-
ated with a Hilbert space H, the quantum state of the system
at any given time is described by a density matrix p, € D(H).

The procedure established in Ref. [19] starts with the selec-
tion of a wave-like quantifier that aligns with the fundamental
properties mentioned above [7, 8], exemplified by any quan-
tum coherence quantifier [9]. For instance, let us consider
the /;—norm quantum coherence given by Cj, (0;) = 3. lojl,
where p . are the elements of the density operator p; on a given

basis (such as the path basis in an interferometer). Subse-
quently, the properties of the density matrix are necessary to
derive an upper bound for the wave-like measure in terms of
the diagonal elements of the density matrix which correspond
to probabilities. In our example, the property p > 0 = |oul* <
PPk ¥ j, k which implies that

Ci(p) < D Npipw <d 1. 3)

j#k

This, in turn, facilitates the identification of the corresponding
predictability quantifier, since it has to be a function only of
the diagonal elements of the density operator [7]. Hence, the
inequality (3) suggests the following predictability quantifier:
Py (p) = d—1—-73 . \J0;iPe. The final step involves de-
termining the maximum value for both quantifiers, resulting
in the desired complementarity inequality, which is expressed
by

Ci(pr) + Pr(p)) <d — 1. “4)

It is noteworthy that the complementarity relations obtained
in Ref. [19] only saturate when applied to pure quantum states,
i.e., in the case of a mixed quantum state described by the
quantum state preparation p,, the complementarity relations
do not reach their upper bound. Notwithstanding, the way
to achieve the saturation of a complementarity relation is
to consider that the quantum system of interest, denoted as
A, is part of a bipartite pure quantum system AB such that
pr = Trp(|¥) a5 (P]), where |W), 5 serve as a purification of p;.
Taking into account the entanglement between A and B, in-
equalities in complementarity relations like Eq. (4) can be
transformed into equalities [25, 26]. These special comple-
mentarity relations are known as complete complementarity
relations or triality relations [27-29].

In particular, a compelling theorem [26] was proved affirm-
ing that it is feasible to construct an entanglement monotone
for a bipartite pure quantum system from any complementar-
ity relation of the form W(p,) + P(p;) < a(d), which saturates
only if p, is pure and if the wave-like quantifier W and the
predictability quantifier P satisfy the required properties es-
tablished in Refs. [7, 8]. Then, the entanglement monotone
has the form E(p;) = a(d) — W(p;) — P(po;). This implies that it
is always possible to complete such complementarity relation
and, for instance, Eq. (4) can be transformed into an equality
by introducing the entanglement monotone E;, (o;), expressed
by

Ci, (o) + P (o) + Eyy (o) =d — 1, ®)

where E, is equal to the robustness of entanglement for global
pure states [30]. Moreover, the combination of the predictabil-
ity measure with the corresponding entanglement monotone
can be regarded as a path distinguishability measure [31, 32],
effectively serving as a particle-like measure determined by
the a priori accessible information and entanglement with a
path-marker [15]. It was demonstrated that an entanglement
monotone can be constructed from the largest value of dis-
tinguishability and its corresponding predictability, provided



that the predictability satisfies the specified criteria [32]. This
result effectively establishes a formal connection among var-
ious types of complementarity relations found in the existing
literature.

In addition, it is worth mentioning that complete comple-
mentarity relations of type (5) exhibit invariance under global
unitary operations [15, 33, 34], which have important implica-
tions. Namely: (i) It allows for the consistent tracking of the
wave and particle aspects of the quanton at every time instant
since the complete complementarity relations remain invari-
ant under unitary evolution; (ii) It maintains its invariance un-
der transformations of inertial reference frames in Minkowski
spacetimes; (iii) It retains its invariance under transformations
of local reference frames in curved spacetimes.

Grounded in these recent developments, we present an im-
portant advancement for Bohr’s complementarity principle,
which is suggested by the connection between complemen-
tarity relations and the axioms of quantum mechanics, specifi-
cally tied to the quantum state of the system. The updated ver-
sion of the complementarity principle that we propose states
the following: For a given quantum state preparation p; at
a specific time instant t, the wave and particle behaviors
of a quanton are constrained by a complementarity relation
W(o,) + P(p,) < a(d), which is derived directly from the ax-
ioms of quantum mechanics.

Let us notice that our proposal introduces several notable
benefits. First, the complementarity principle becomes an
integral and inseparable component of quantum mechanics,
rather than a peripheral concept existing alongside quantum
mechanics, underlining the interdependence of Bohr’s com-
plementarity principle with the foundations of quantum me-
chanics [20, 21]. In addition, this quantitative approach en-
hances our understanding of the practical applications and
limitations of Bohr’s complementarity principle. Our pro-
posal effectively addresses potential violations of Bohr’s com-
plementarity principle and resolves peculiar situations re-
ported in the literature [13, 22-24], thus ensuring the internal
consistency of Bohr’s complementarity principle. Hence, in
the next section, we delve into a discussion of some of these
scenarios.

III. INTERFEROMETRIC EXPERIMENTS IN THE LIGHT
OF THE UPDATED COMPLEMENTARITY PRINCIPLE

A. Biased Mach-Zenhder interferometer

We initiate our discussion with the biased Mach—Zehnder
interferometer (BMZI), as discussed in Ref. [5] and illustrated
in Fig. 1, for which it is possible to control both transmission
(T}) and reflection (Ry) coefficients of the biased beam splitter
(BBSy), with k = 1, 2. The action of the BBS on the path basis
is Uggs|0) = T10) + iR|1) and Uggs|1) = T|1) + iR|0). Let us
then follow the evolution of the initial state [g) = |0) through
the different stages of the BMZI. After passing through BBS|,
the state transforms to

i) =T110) + iRy [1). (6)
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Figure 1: Variant of the Mach—Zehnder interferometer (MZI), re-
ferred to as the biased MZI (BMZI) in Ref. [5], from which the fig-
ure was adapted. In contrast to traditional MZI, where balanced beam
splitters (BS;) with fixed transmission (7}) and reflection (Ry) coef-
ficients equal to 2712, the BMZI introduces the flexibility to manip-
ulate the amplitudes T} and Ry for k = 1,2, such that T}, R, € [0, 1]
and T?+R? = 1. This distinction opens avenues for enhanced control
and tunability within the interferometric system. The biased beam
splitter is represented by BBS;, M stands for the mirrors, PS is the
phase-shifter, and D, are the detectors, with [ = 0, 1, for the hori-
zontal and vertical spatial modes, respectively. Defining |0) and [1)
as horizontal and vertical spatial modes of the quanton, respectively,
the initial state is |¢) = |0). The action of BBS; in |0) and |1) leads
to T¢|0) + iRi|1) and iR|0) + T|1), respectively. The mirrors reflect
the path inserting a phase e”/?> = i. The PS controls the phase differ-
ence ¢ between the upper and lower paths within the BMZIL

The reflection due to the mirrors is described by the unitary
operation Up|0) = i|1) and Up|l) = i|0), while the action of
the phase shifter (PS), placed on the vertical path, is described
by Ups|0) = |0) and Ups|l) = e|1). Therefore, the state
transforms into

ly2) = ie’Ty |1y - Ry [0). (N
Finally, after BBS, the state is given by
W3) = = (¢“TiRy + R T2)10) + i (e T1 T2 = RiRy ) [1) . (8)

The interferometric visibility V relies on the variation of
phase ¢ within the phase shifter to discern the maximum and
minimum detection probabilities at D; (with / = 0, 1). These
probabilities, derived from Born’s rule for the state given by
Eq. (8), are expressed as

Pr(Dy) = TR} + R*T; + 2T R, T2R; cos ¢, 9)
Pr(Dy) = T?T5 + RIR} — 2T R, TaRycos ¢, (10)

which in turn leads to two distinct expressions for the interfer-
ometric visibility, i.e.,

2T R TR,

YT TR v
1772 172
2T\R,T>R»

Y, = 2R
T L RR?

(12)

In the particular case where BBS; is balanced, i.e., T, =
R, =1/ V2, both expressions for the visibilities coincide and



are equal to the /;-norm quantum coherence. However, cer-
tain scenarios emerge in which the visibility measure is inap-
propriate for effectively quantifying the wave-like aspect of
the quanton within the interferometer. An illustrative exam-
ple occurs when Ry = R, = Rand T} = T, = T, resulting
in Vo = V; = 1 regardless of the specific values of T and
R [5]. In addition, when T and R take different values, the
predictability measure introduced by Greenberger and Yasin
[4] yields $ > 0, thereby violating Eq. (1) and suggesting a
potential breach of Bohr’s complementarity principle. How-
ever, it is crucial to note that in such cases the apparent viola-
tion arises from the inappropriate application of the wave-like
measure.

Contrary to the use of the visibility, where the wave be-
havior is inferred retroactively, the updated version of Bohr’s
complementarity principle relies on the use of the density ma-
trix at a specific moment in time within the interferometer.
In the case of the BMZI, any state inside the setup can be
chosen for the application of the complementarity relations
that depend on the quantum state preparation. For instance,
considering the state given by Eq. (7), the corresponding den-
sity operator is given by p» = [¥») (Y|, which enables the
evaluation of the quantum coherence and the predictability in
Eq. (4), 1.e.,

C1,(p2) = 2|IT Ry, (13)
P (p2) =1=2|T\Ry|. (14)

Here, it is important to note that C;, (p2) + Py, (p2) = 1, since
the state is pure. Hence, we are quantifying the complemen-
tarity principle at the exact location where the phenomenon
of interest takes place. Consequently, potential issues caused
by retrodiction are circumvented, providing a more stream-
lined approach to assessing the complementarity behavior of
a quanton within the BMZI.

Considering the insights we have just explored, it seems
that the conventional method of quantifying the wave behav-
ior of a quantum superposition based on the sensitivity of the
detection probabilities to phase differences does not apply uni-
versally. In contrast, any density operator can be expressed
in terms of a basis of Hermitian operators. Consequently,
by measuring the average values of these operators, one can,
in principle, reconstruct the state of the system, employing
a method known as quantum state tomography [35-37]. This
approach allows for the direct witness or quantification of both
wave and particle behaviors from the system’s density matrix.
In essence, quantum state tomography offers a more versatile
way of characterizing the system, bypassing the constraints
associated with the traditional sensitivity to phase differences.

B. Wheeler’s delayed choice experiment

We can extend our previous analysis to Wheeler’s delayed
choice experiment (WDCE) [13, 24] by using the same appa-
ratus as depicted in Fig. 1. Note that, when T, = 1, the effectis
the same as the absence of BBS,, while, for Ry = T, = 271/2,
the effect is the same as the presence of a balanced beam split-
ter, BS,. Hence, when BBS, is absent (7, = 1), the phase

sensitivity leads to a null visibility and the detectors reveal
a particle-like behavior, according to Ref. [38]. However, it
should be observed that, allowing 7} and R; to vary freely,
we can have all sorts of quantum superposition inside the in-
terferometer, but we still have V = 0. In particular, when
R; = T; = 272, we have the maximum superposition inside
the interferometer and the visibility is null, which implies that
the visibility does not reflect the quantum superposition inside
the interferometer.

On the other hand, when the BS, is present, the visibility
correctly quantifies the quantum superposition inside the in-
terferometer, being equal to the /;-norm quantum coherence.
Moreover, the delayed aspect of this experiment implies that
the observer retains the flexibility to decide until the last mo-
ment which behavior will be recorded in the detectors. In ad-
dition, Ref. [38] enhanced Wheeler’s experiment by consider-
ing the second beam splitter in a superposition of being inside
and outside the interferometer, the so called quantum delayed
choice experiment (QDCE).

This apparent back-in-time causation is effectively avoided
through our updated version of the complementarity princi-
ple. Inclusion or exclusion of BS; has no impact on wave- or
particle-like behavior at earlier times. In particular, if BBS; is
balanced, we have Cy,(p,) = 1 and Py, (p;) = 0 inside the inter-
ferometer, reflecting the maximum path quantum superposi-
tion, regardless of the choice to place or not the BBS,. We ob-
serve that Ref. [39] further explores this issue by demonstrat-
ing that the wave element of reality, as defined by the authors,
is consistently maximum in the QDCE, aligning with our up-
dated version of Bohr’s complementarity principle. Those au-
thors also established complementarity relations in terms of
wave-particle elements of reality, which depend on the sys-
tem quantum state preparation, fitting into our proposal.

C. Partial quantum eraser

The partial quantum eraser (PQE), as discussed in
Refs. [40—42] and depicted in Fig. 2, presents another com-
pelling case that highlights the necessity of our proposal. Let
us consider that, in addition to the spatial mode, the quanton
enters the MZI with horizontal polarization. The lower path
is equipped with a half-wave plate (HWP), which changes the
horizontal to vertical polarization. Consequently, the paths
can be distinguished through the photon’s polarization, and
thus the paths become distinguishable. Outside the MZI, there
is the option to include (QWP;,) or not (QWP,y) a quarter-
wave plate (QWP), which is responsible for converting linear
polarization into circular polarization. The polarized beam
splitter (PBS) is designed to transmit horizontal polarization
and reflect vertical polarization. Consequently, each detector
will only click to a specific polarization. For QWP,,, the click
on detectors Dy or D; is linked to the upper path, while detec-
tion in D, or Dj3 is linked to the lower path. On the other hand,
for QWP;,, the path information becomes effectively erased in
the detectors Dy and D,. If a detection occurs at Dy or D3, it
is still possible to infer the path of a quanton.

Quantitatively, let us consider that the initial state is |yg) =
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Figure 2: Modified representation of the partial quantum eraser
(PQE) discussed on Refs. [40—42]. The beam splitter is repre-
sented by BS,, with m = 1,2, M stands for the mirrors, HWP is
a half-wave plate, PS is the phase-shifter, QWP is a quarter-wave
plate that can be inserted into the apparatus (QWPy,) or removed
(QWP,y), PBS is a polarizing beam splitter and D, are the de-
tectors, with n = 0,1,2,3. Horizontal and vertical polarization
modes (a subscript represented by a capital letter A) are defined
by |0) and |1), respectively. Similarly, the horizontal and vertical
spatial modes (a subscript represented by a lowercase letter a) of
the quanton are defined as |0) and [1), respectively. HWP inverts
the input polarization, i.e., Upwp|0)a = [1)4 and Upwp|l)s = [0)4.
QWP converts a linear polarization into a circular polarization, i.e,,
Uqwpl0da = 1®)4 and Uqwpl1)s = )4, Where [®) = 27"/2(10) + i|1))
and [©) = 27'/2(|0) — i|1)). The PBS only transmits horizontal polar-
ization and reflects vertical polarization, so that Upgg|00)44 = [00)44,
Uppsl01)aa = 11144, Uppsl|10)as = [10)44 and Upgs|11)as =
il01)4,4, where the subscript a, at the output of the PBS represents
the path leading to the detector D,.

|00)44, where the spatial mode is represented by the subscript
a while the polarization is represented by the subscript A. Hor-
izontal and vertical polarization are represented by |0) and |1),
respectively. After passing through the BS;, the state becomes

i) = %(K»a +i1)0)[0)4. 15)

The action of the HWP inverts the polarization yielding

1
) = $(I00>aA +i[11)a4), (16)

which implies that there is entanglement between the path and
the polarization of the system. As the system passes through
the mirrors, phase-shifter, and BS,, the quantum state evolves
to

1 , :
ly3) = _§[|O>a(el¢|0>A +11)a) = il1)a(€?10)a = )] (17)

If the quarter-wave plate is absent, i.e., for QWP,,, the state
is then given by

1 . .
g™ = —§(€’¢|00>anA + 11,4 = i€’]10)4,4 = 101)4;4), (18)

with the transmission of the horizontal polarization and the
reflection of the vertical polarization by the PBS. A direct cal-
culation shows that this setup yields the probability of 1/4 for
all detectors, allowing for the distinction between the upper
and lower paths.

On the other hand, if the quarter-wave plate is present, i.e.,
for QWPy,, the state of system after the PBS becomes

Wiy = = ——[(e"” + 1I00)qya — (€ = DII g

2v2
—iV26*110)0,4 — V2I01),0)]. (19)

The probabilities for the detectors Dy and D, are respectively
given by

Pr(Dy) = % (1 + cos¢), (20)
Pr(D,) = %(l—cosqﬁ), 20

while the probabilities at D; and D3 remain untouched, giv-
ing the probability of 1/4 for each detector. Here, the prob-
abilities at Dy and D, are indeed sensitive to phase variation.
Therefore, based on the definition of wave behavior through
phase variation, we may conclude that the wave pattern is
restored within the interferometer when detectors Dy or D,
clicks. Conversely, path information is obtained when detec-
tors D; or D5 clicks.

Similarly to the analysis for Wheeler’s delayed choice ex-
periment, we can use the complementarity relation that de-
pends on the quantum state in each step of the interferom-
eter to better understand what happens in the partial quan-
tum eraser. The state given by Eq. (15) results in a sepa-
rable state between the polarization and the path degrees of
freedom with maximum path quantum superposition. Con-
sequently, the complete complementarity relations given by
Eq. (5) yields C;(p14) = 1 and Py (p14) = Ep(p1.) = O,
where p;, = Tra (J¥1){¢1]). That is to say, there is no path
information yet, only the wave behavior.

After the action of the HWP, the state is given by Eq. (16)
and we can see that there is entanglement between the po-
larization and the path degrees of freedom, which provides a
path marker. The complete complementarity relation given by
Eq. (5) leads to Cj,(02.4) = Pi(p24) = 0 and Ey(p24) = 1,
where p 4 = Tra (Y2)W2l).

In contrast with the biased Mach-Zehnder interferometer
(see Sec. III A), where the choice of state inside the interfer-
ometer does not matter for quantifying the wave and parti-
cle aspects of the system, here the choice is important once
the HWP alters drastically the quantum state and, therefore,
the dynamics of the complete complementarity relation. In
the partial quantum eraser, the relation among coherence, pre-
dictability, and correlations is altered. The quantum coherence
is converted into entanglement when there is a change in the
polarization by the HWP. Therefore, this setup highlights the
subtlety of the updated version of the complementarity princi-
ple and how the wave and the particle behavior are temporally
marked through the time evolution of the quantum state.



Figure 3: Schematic depiction of Afshar’s experiment (AE). The in-
cident quanton travels from left to right, passing through slits S; and
S,. The solid and dashed lines represent the quanton paths through
slits Sy and S,, respectively. At location A, vertical dotted lines de-
note wires oriented perpendicularly to the page, meticulously posi-
tioned at the interference pattern minima, enabling the capture of
wave-like information. At region B, a lens supposedly redirects the
interfered quanton to detector D,, where g = 1,2. Afshar claimed
that this configuration allows for the determination of the slit from
which the quanton originated. This figure was adapted from Ref.
[22].

D. Unruh’s experiment: an analogue to the Afshar’s
experiment

Let us now consider Afshar’s experiment (AE) [22, 23],
which is an interesting variation of Young’s double-slit ex-
periment [43]. Let us recall that Afshar claimed that, in his
experimental setup, both wave and particle quantifiers can at-
tain their maximum values, thus challenging Bohr’s comple-
mentarity principle.

In the experimental setup depicted in Fig. 3, an incident
quanton travels from the left to the right and passes through
the slits S| and S, and interferes maximally within region A.
In region A, the wire grids, perpendicular to the plane of the
page, are meticulously positioned at the interference pattern
minima. These grids are designed to capture wave-like infor-
mation through a non-perturbation criterion. At position B, a
lens is employed to direct the quanton originating from the slit
S, to detector D, with g = 1,2.

The author used a diferent experimental configuration, in
which one of the slits was closed, resulting in detection occur-
ring exclusively in the detector corresponding to the open slit.
Thus, when both slits are open, interference is observed at po-
sition A, and the quanton continues through the lens. Upon
arrival at one of the detectors, the author states that there is a
violation of Bohr’s principle of complementarity, because at
position A we have maximum wave behavior (maximum W)
and the click of one of the detectors will inform which slit the
photon passed (maximum P). Since its conception, AE has
been the subject of extensive discussions among researchers
and has prompted ongoing investigations aimed at resolving
the apparent paradox [44-51].

To elucidate the concepts discussed in the AE, we can ex-
amine a simpler but analogous experiment proposed by Unruh
that involves a two-level system [51]. The experiment features
two MZIs arranged in sequence, as illustrated in Fig. 4. The
paths of the MZI; play the role of the two slits in the AE,

BS1

2 MZI1

BS2 3

4 MZI2

BS3

» B
v

Figure 4: A schematic depiction of Unruh’s experiment, adapted
from Ref. [51], which involves the sequential utilization of two
Mach-Zehnder interferometers (MZlIs) used as the analogous case to
Afshar’s experiment employing two-level systems. After traversing
MZI,, the quantum state achieves maximum path coherence. Block-
ing either path 1 or path 2 results in detections exclusively at detector
Dy or Dy, respectively. By analogy with Afshar’s reasoning, when
both paths 1 and 2 are unobstructed, it becomes feasible to deduce
the path taken by the quanton within MZI; through measurements at
the detectors. Importantly, this deduction occurs while maintaining
maximum wave-like behavior, as per the reasoning outlined by Af-
shar.

while MZI, mimics the region of the wires grid in the AE.
By obstructing the path 2, all quantons passing through the
path 1 are directed to detector D;. Conversely, blocking path
1 results in all quantons from path 2 being measured at Dy.
When both paths in MZI; are unblocked, we will have con-
structive (destructive) interference in path 3 (4) of the MZI,.
Therefore, the conclusions drawn from the analysis of the Un-
ruh’s experiment can also be used in the Afshar experiment
and vice-versa.

Let us then follow the evolution of the quantum state in
Unruh’s experiment. As depicted in Fig. 4, the initial state is
given by

o) = 10). (22)

The first beam-splitter creates a maximum quantum superpo-
sition such that the state right after BS; is given by

i) = %(IO)H’II)), (23)

while inside the second MZI the state is given by

W) = —10). (24)

Finally, after the third beam-splitter, the state of the system



becomes
1
V2

In the AE, this situation corresponds to the ordinary situation
of two unblocked slits. Now, if we block the path 2 and con-
sider the same initial state given by Eq. (22), all quantons that
pass through the path 1 will be described by the normalized
state

ly3) = — 10y —i[1)). (25)

¥h) =10), (26)

which implies that the state right after the second beam splitter
will present maximum quantum superposition, i.e.,

L
V2

which implies that, according to Afshar, the upper path in
MZI,; will always be identified with the detections in D;, once
the state after the third beam splitter is given by

[y = ——— 10y —i|1)), (27)

|w4) = —iln). 28)

Similarly, if we block the path 1, all quantons that pass
through the path 2 will be described by the normalized state
xp’l’> = i|1). Once again, the state right after the second
beam splitter will present maximum quantum superposition
and, therefore, the lower path in MZI; will always be identi-
fied by the detections in Dy, given that the state after the third
beam splitter becomes l//é’> = |0). Hence, each unblocked
path is associated with one detector.

Now, let us analyze Unruh’s experiment in light of Afshar’s
argumentation. When both paths in MZI, are unblocked,
which corresponds to the quanton coming from both slits in
the AE, we will have constructive interference in the path 3
of MZI, and destructive interference in the path 4 of MZI,,
which corresponds to the region of the wires grid in the AE.
After this, Afshar argues that a detection at Dy or D; will
reveal which path the quanton took before being detected.
Therefore, Afshar concludes that we have a violation of the
Bohr’s complementarity principle, since we have maximum
wave-like behavior and maximum particle-like behavior in the
same experimental setup.

Here, one can see that two different assumptions are made
regarding these experiments. The first assumption is the ac-
ceptance of quantifying Bohr’s complementarity principle in
the whole experimental setup with the wave and particle be-
havior being quantified in different parts of the experiment.
In the case of the Afshar experiment, the retrodiction occurs
in the quantification of the particle behavior, which associates
the detection in one of the detectors with one of the slits, while
the wave-like behavior is quantified in the region of the wires
grid by the interferometric visibility. Beyond that, in the ex-
periment reported in Ref. [23], in order to calculate the wave
and particle quantifiers, it was necessary to have three differ-
ent configurations: no wire grid, wire grid in central minima,
and wire grid in central minima and one pinhole blocked.

The second assumption is that the conclusions drawn about
one experimental setup remain valid in the other experimental
setup. More specifically, the conclusion that the click of each
detector corresponds to a particular path which the quanton
went through, when one of the path is blocked, remains valid
when none of the paths are blocked. These situations (one
path blocked and both paths open) correspond to different ex-
perimental setups (or different configurations of the same ex-
perimental setup), which was already criticized in Ref. [51].

From the perspective of the updated Bohr’s complementar-
ity principle, the question becomes clear. When both paths
are open, the state presents maximum path quantum super-
position in the MZI; region, while it presents maximum path
predictability in MZI,. In contrast, when one of the paths is
blocked, the state presents maximum path predictability in the
MZI, region, while it presents the maximum quantum super-
position of the path in MZI,. Therefore, it is easy to see that
the complementarity relation (4) is always satisfied in each
step of the different experimental setups.

IV. FINAL REMARKS

Although Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle was deeply
rooted in the foundations of quantum mechanics from its early
days, Bohr’s complementarity principle encountered a more
enigmatic genesis. By focusing on the whole experimental
setup, conceptual challenges were raised, historically exem-
plified by the Wheeler’s delayed choice experiment and the
Afshar’s experiment. Our proposal sought to address these
challenges by advocating an updated interpretation of Bohr’s
complementarity principle, grounded in complementarity re-
lations derived directly from the postulates of quantum me-
chanics. These complementarity relations, emerging from
quantum postulates, establish rigorous criteria for quantifying
complementarity and highlight the role of the density matrix at
each moment in time. This formal redefinition not only brings
clarity to the principle, but also illuminates experiments that
remained veiled in conceptual ambiguity.
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