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Assessing whether a quantum state p is nonclassical (i.e., incompatible with a mixture of coherent
states) is a ubiquitous question in quantum optics, yet a nontrivial experimental task because many
nonclassicality witnesses are nonlinear in p. In particular, if we want to witness or measure the
nonclassicality of a state by evaluating its quadrature coherence scale, this a priori requires full
state tomography. Here, we provide an experimental procedure for directly accessing this quantity
with a simple linear interferometer involving two replicas (independent and identical copies) of the
state p supplemented with photon-number-resolving measurements. This finding, which we interpret
as an extension of the Hong-Ou-Mandel effect, illustrates the wide applicability of the multicopy
interferometric technique in order to circumvent state tomography in quantum optics.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum optics, a state p is said to be optically
classical provided its Glauber-Sudarshan P function is
non-negative [I], that is, if there exists a probability den-
sity function P(z) such that
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Here, |z) = D(2)|0) are the coherent states with z € C,
0 is the vacuum state, and D(z) = exp(zal — z*a) is
the displacement operator. In other words, an optically
classical state is a statistical mixture of coherent states.
Detecting the optical nonclassicality of a given state p
using this definition is, unfortunately, very difficult since
the P function can be singular and hence hard to deter-
mine both theoretically and experimentally. Further, it is
impractical to rule out the existence of a convex mixture
of coherent states realizing p by checking all realizations
of p. Instead, one is usually forced to resort to so-called
witnesses, which only provide a necessary condition on
the non-negativity of P(z), and hence a sufficient condi-
tion on nonclassicality. Following this line, a large variety
of witnesses and measures of optical nonclassicality have
been proposed in recent decades in order to detect and
quantify nonclassicality; see, e.g., Refs. [2H20].

In this paper, we focus on a witness of optical nonclas-
sicality called the quadrature coherence scale (QCS), in-
troduced in Ref. [22] and further studied in Refs. [27H30].
The QCS of the state p of n bosonic modes is denoted as
C(p) and its square is defined as [22, 28]
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where & = (£1,D1, -+ , &n, Pn) is the vector of the position
and momentum quadratures, and P(p) = Tr(p?) is the

purity of the state p. It was shown in Ref. [22] that the
QCS is a witness of optical nonclassicality: if C(p) > 1,
then the state p is nonclassical. Since the converse is not
true, this witness is not faithful. It nevertheless provides
both an upper and lower bound on some suitably defined
distance from the set of optically classical states C. and,
as such, it defines an optical nonclassicality measure [22].
In particular, the larger the QCS, the farther the state is
from C. In addition, C?(p) has a direct physical interpre-
tation as being inversely proportional to the decoherence
time of p [28]. The evaluation of the QCS on large fam-
ilies of benchmark states has confirmed its efficiency as
an optical nonclassicality measure [22] 27H30].

The difficulty with measuring the QCS (or many other
nonclassicality witnesses) of an arbitrary state p arises
from the fact that it is a nonlinear function of p, as is
obvious from Eq. . At first sight, it thus seems that
the task of experimentally accessing C(p) imposes one to
carry out a full tomographic reconstruction of p before
computing Eq. . Here, we contradict this statement
and exhibit an elegant solution that bypasses state to-
mography and only requires two replicas (independent
and identical copies) of p in order to measure C(p). The
fact that nonlinear functions of a state may be estimated
by quantum interferometry using several replicas of the
state has long been known [31],[32]. Specifically, the eval-
uation of any polynomial in the matrix elements of p
can be reduced to the measurement of a joint observable
over several replicas of p (the order of the polynomial
translates into the number of replicas) [33]. This mul-
ticopy interferometric technique has, for example, been
used to witness qubit entanglement by coupling two iden-
tical pairs of polarization-entangled photons with beam
splitters [34]. It was also shown to give direct access
to the purity and entanglement of atomic qubits in an
optical lattice by coupling the atoms pairwise via beam-
splitter operations [35] [36]. Notably, this method has
been exploited for experimentally accessing the entan-
glement in a many-body Bose-Hubbard system [37, [38].



In particular, the purity of ultracold bosonic atoms in an
optical lattice was accessed in Ref. [38] by probing the
average parity of the particle number at the output of a
50:50 beam splitter (realized by controlled tunneling).

Nonetheless, this multicopy technique has not yet been
much exploited in continuous-variable quantum informa-
tion theory and quantum optics. An exception is the
recent derivation of symplectic-invariant entropic uncer-
tainty relations in phase-space by using a multicopy un-
certainty observable [39]. In a related work, it was also
shown that nonclassicality witnesses based on matrices
of moments of the optical field could be expressed as
multicopy observables, resulting in possible experimen-
tal schemes to detect nonclassicality [40]. Here, we use
similar ideas and show that the QCS of a state can be
experimentally accessed by performing an interferomet-
ric measurement involving only two replicas of the state
impinging on a 50:50 beam splitter. We thereby establish
an interesting connection between the nonclassicality of
a state and the resulting photon-number distribution at
the output of the beam splitter, which can be viewed as
an extension of the Hong-Ou-Mandel effect.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[I} we de-
scribe the aforementioned two-copy interferometric cir-
cuit and show how it enables a measurement of the pu-
rity of a single-mode state, which constitutes the denom-
inator of the QCS. Then, in Sec. [[TT] we show how to
use the same measurement to determine the numerator
of the QCS, thereby establishing our central result. In
Sec. [LlV] we illustrate our two-copy expression of the QCS
[Eq.] by applying it to several families of benchmark
states. As a by-product of our analysis, we provide, in
Sec. [V] an alternative expression for the QCS that ex-
ploits the phase-space formulation of quantum optics and
is of interest in its own right. In the process, we show that
the same interferometric circuit can be used to compute
the overlap between two distinct single-mode states. For
notational convenience, we limit ourselves to the state of
a single bosonic mode in Secs. [[TfV] but we then show in
Sec. [VI how to extend our results to multimode states.
Finally, we conclude in Sec. [VII]

II. TWO-COPY OBSERVABLE FOR
MEASURING THE PURITY

As is well known, directly accessing the purity P(p) =
Tr(p?) of a quantum state p as the expectation value of
some observable is impossible since it is nonlinear in p.
However, as is also well known and readily checked, the
purity can be reexpressed as the expectation value of the
so-called swap operator S taken over two replicas of the
state, that is [31] [32],

P(p) = Tr (52 5)9) . (3)

where S is defined as S|@)|1) = [¥)|g), ¥ |¢), |4). Note
that S is a unitary operator that is also Hermitian, so

that it can be viewed as an observable. The fact that we
need two replicas here is, of course, simply related to the
fact that P(p) is quadratic in p.

To find the actual measurement scheme, we proceed as
in Refs. [37, [38]. We first write S using the associated

mode operators @ and b, namely,

G = (a*—BT)(a—5)7 (4)
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as proven in Appendix|Al In order to measure S , we can
simply use a 50:50 (balanced) beam splitter. The latter
corresponds to the Gaussian unitary [41]

Upg = eF@'=ath), (5)

and, in the Heisenberg picture, it transforms the mode
operators a and b as

¢ = ULsaUps = (a+0)/V2,
d = ULgbUps = (—a+b)/V2, (6)

where ¢ and d denote the corresponding output mode
operators. Hence, Eq. can be reexpressed as

I (7)

where 7g = d'd is the photon number in mode d. Here,
d stands for the “difference” mode, that is, it exhibits
destructive interference if we feed the beam splitter with
two identical coherent states. From Eq. , it thus ap-
pears that the measurement of the purity of a state can
be achieved by measuring the average parity of the pho-
ton number in the “difference” mode at the output of a
50:50 beam splitter after having sent two identical copies
of the state at its input. Indeed, Eq. reduces to

P(p) = Tr((p@p) (~1)™),
= T (Uss(p@ 9)Uks (1)), (8)

where the first (second) line corresponds to the Heisen-
berg (Schrodinger) picture. An analogous expression can
be found in Refs. [37] [38].

To sum up, the two-copy interferometric procedure in
order to measure the purity of a state p is represented in
Fig.[l} One must send two identical copies of p on a 50:50
beam splitter, which results in the output state Ups (p ®
h) U];S, and then measure the number of photons with
a photon-number resolving detector in the output that
is associated with destructive interference. The purity is
simply equal to the expectation value of the parity of the
photon number in the reduced state py = Tr.(p ® p) of

mode az, namely,

P(p) = Tra (pa (~1)"). (9)

It makes sense that the output mode d is solely involved
here because we expect the purity to be invariant under



Figure 1. Two-copy circuit implementing the measurement of
the purity P(p) as well as quadrature coherence scale C(p) of
a bosonic state p. Two identical copies of the state are sent
on a 50:50 beam splitter and the photon number statistics is
measured in the output mode d (associated with destructive
interference). The mean photon number parity yields the pu-
rity, while the numerator and denominator of Eq. can be
accessed separately in order to determine the QCS.

displacements of p in phase space. Indeed, mode ¢ must
be disregarded since its state depends on the mean field of
the input state p (in contrast, the mean field of p, always
vanishes, regardless of the mean field of p). Furthermore,
we easily understand that Eq. @D may only depend on
the photon number 74 in mode d since the purity is also
invariant under rotations of p in phase space (remember
that a rotation of p induces a rotation of pgq since the
beam splitter unitary Upg is covariant with respect to a
pair of identical rotations).

IIT. TWO-COPY OBSERVABLE FOR
MEASURING THE QCS

The central result of this paper is a two-copy interfer-
ometric procedure for measuring the QCS of a state. In
the case of a single-mode state p, Eq. reduces to

1
C*(p) = — 557
2P(p)
where the purity P(p) appears in the denominator. The
latter can be accessed by applying the multicopy tech-
nique as explained in Sec. [see Eq. @D], so we only
need to focus on the numerator N'(p). Writing

T ([p, 22 + [5,9°),  (10)

o N()
C%(p) = , 11
# =505 (11)
the numerator can be rewritten as
. 1 . .
N(P) = _5 Tr ([pax]z + [p7p]2) ;

N | =

([ alpla')P oo

+ -

1
=5 (/(gc — 2 (z,2'|p @ pla’, x) do da’

(plplp)|* dp dp’) :

+ /(p =) (p. ' 1p @ plp’,p) dp dp’) (12)

where we have expanded the first and second terms of
the right-hand side in the position and momentum basis,
respectively.

In order to access N (p) from two copies of p, we pro-
ceed along the same line as for the purity P(p). It is easy
to recognize the two-copy observable N that appears in

Eq. (12), that is,

NG =T ((pep) N), (13)
where
N = % [(i'a - jjb)Q + (ﬁa _ﬁb)Q] S7 (14)

with Z, (pa) and &, (Pp) denoting the position (momen-
tum) quadratures of modes @ and b. The terms involving
these quadratures can be simplified by using the quadra-
tures (&4, pg) of the difference mode d, that is,

N=(224p3)S=(1+20q)5. (15)

The observable N plays the same role here as the swap
operator S in Eq. . Note that the two factors in N
are commuting Hermitians, which implies that N is itself
Hermitian, as expected. Remarkably, we see that N is
measurable with the same circuit as the one used for the
purity in Fig. Indeed, putting together Egs. and
, we obtain the two-copy expression for the QCS,

9o Tra(pa(=1)" (14 204))
C*(p) = Trg (a (1)) ,

which is our main result. We again need to send two repli-
cas of p on a 50:50 beam splitter and measure the pho-
ton number ng of the state p4 in the “difference” mode
d. From the measured statistics of ng, we can compute
both the numerator and denominator of Eq. .

Similar to before, only the state of mode d is involved in
Eq. , which was expected since the QCS is invariant
under displacements in phase space. Further, Eq.
only depends on the photon number n4 in mode (Z, which
ensures that the QCS is, in addition, invariant under ro-
tations in phase space.

(16)

IV. APPLICATIONS

Let us discuss some applications of this expression of
the QCS based on a two-copy observable, as obtained in
Eq. (16). First, we emphasize that it gives a better grasp
on the reason why it detects optical nonclassicality than
the one-copy expression given by Eq. . As shown in
Appendix B} Eq. can indeed be used to quite easily
prove that C2 < 1 for any classical state (mixture of
coherent states). In contrast with the proof of Ref. [22],
the physical interpretation is straightforward. Sending
two identical coherent states |a) ® |a) in the 50:50 beam



splitter of Fig. [I| results in a coherent state |v/2a) in
mode ¢ and the vacuum state |0) in mode d. Hence, the
measured value of 74 always vanishes and it is immediate
that C?(|a){a|) = 1 for any coherent state |a). Then, a
simple calculation exploiting the Poisson distribution of
the photon number in a coherent state is enough to prove
that C? can only decrease when mixing coherent states.

Second, we note that the definition of the QCS as given
by Eq. [or Eq. for a single mode] is not conve-
nient for computing its value. A number of alternative
expressions have been derived in Refs. [22] 27H29] that
are more suitable for this purpose in various situations.
For example, if the Wigner function of state p is known,
one can use Eq. , see below. Simple expressions also
exist when the state p is pure [22] or Gaussian [28] 29]. In
what follows, we analyze the expression given by Eq.
and illustrate its merits. We start by rewriting the ex-
pression of the purity, given by Eq. (8], as

P(ﬁ) = an (_1)n7 (17)

where

Pn = <n‘ﬁout,b|n>7 (18)

is the probability of finding n photons in the reduced
state

pAout,b = Tra (UAvBS(pA ® ﬁ)ﬁ]];s> ) (19)

of the measured output mode of the beam splitter. Sim-
ilarly,

N@) =D pn(=1)" (1 +2n), (20)
n=0
so that Eq. can be rewritten as

c%m=1+2%éZS&ZT. (21)

Whereas it looks simple, Eq. yields a convenient
method to compute the QCS theoretically only when the
prn’s can be easily calculated. Still, the main message of
our paper is that, provided the p,,’s can be experimentally
measured using the above interferometric scheme, we get
a direct access to C2(p) from Eq. (21)).
Interestingly, we may suggestively rewrite C2(p) in
terms of some peculiar average. Let
(_ 1)n Pn
L SN Es I (22)

be the quasi-probability distribution associated with p,,
(with }°, m, =1 but m, # 0). Then, Eq. becomes

C?(p)=1+2(n), (23)
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where (-); denotes the average with respect to m,,. Hence,
(n)x > 0 is equivalent to C?(p) > 1 as a sufficient condi-
tion for optical nonclassicality.

At this point, it is instructive to consider what happens
when p = [1)(¢)| is a pure state, so that

Py () = Y (=1)"p = 1. (24)

n

Since ), pn, = 1, this implies that only even values of n
can be observed at the output of the 50:50 beam splitter
(pn, = 0 if n is odd), which can be viewed as the mani-
festation of an extended Hong-Ou-Mandel effect. In this
case T, = p, becomes a genuine probability distribution
and the QCS is simply given by

C*(|lv)(l) = 1427, (25)

where 7 = ) np, is the average photon number in
the measured output mode of the beam splitter. We see
here that the QCS always exceeds one unless the pure
state |¢) is a coherent state, in which case p, = dn 0
and n = 0. This is consistent with the fact that the only
classical pure states are coherent states. The value of the
QCS for all other pure states is very easy to find since
7 = (@lay — (@) (a1), where () = (1] - [19) denotes
the expectation value in the input pure state |1)). The
number 7 is sometimes also called the number of thermal
(non-coherent) photons of |¢). Furthermore, it is just
equal to the average photon number 7 = (a'a)y of the
input state if the latter state is centered on the origin (if
the mean field vanishes). We then immediately recover
the known expressions of the QCS for a vacuum squeezed
state or a Fock state [22], namely,
C?(|Sq,.)( Sq,|) = cosh(2r), C%*(|n)(n|) =1+ 2n. (26)
Let us turn to examples of mixed states p and illustrate
how the behavior of distribution of the p,,’s yields a qual-
itative idea on the value of the QCS. For this purpose,
we consider the following two families of states

| M | M
P2M = m; |’I’L><7’L|, Peven,M = Mngl |2’I’L><2’I’L‘
(27)
with M > 1. Tt was shown in Ref. [22] that
Ploorr) = 51 Plowwenss) = v, (28)
P2M) = oM’ Peven,M ) = M

and

. 1 .
C2(parr) =1+ 570 C(Peven,nr) = 1+ 2(M +1). (29)
In other words, as M increases, both states are increas-
ingly mixed, but, whereas this goes with a lower nonclas-
sicality for popr, the nonclassicality of peven,ns gets higher.
As shown in Ref. [22], this corresponds to increasingly

fast oscillations in the Wigner function of peyen,as, which
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Figure 2. Graphs of the photon number distribution p,, as
defined in Eq. for the states p2as and pPeven,sr with M =5,
as well as for pihermal,q With ¢ = 0.85. The value of ¢ is chosen
so that (7)o.s5 = 5.7 is close to the mean photon number in p19
and Peven,5, namely, 5.5 and 6. The purities of these states are
given, respectively, by P(p10) = 1/10, P(peven,5) = 1/5, and
P(pthermal,g) = 0.08, while their QCS are given by CQ(ﬁlo) =
6/57 C2(ﬁeven,5) - 137 and C2(ﬁthermal,q) = 0.08.

are absent for pops. In Fig. 2l we plot the numerically
obtained values of p,, for both states for M = 5. Some
details of the underlying computations are provided in
Appendix [C] One observes on these graphs that the p,’s
evolve more smoothly as a function of n for p1¢ than for
Peven,5- Since for both states P(p) = Z,lgozo(pgk — Dok+1),
this immediately explains the lower value of the purity
for p1p than for peven,5. In general, it is clear that if the
pr’s evolve slowly with n, the value of the purity will tend
to be smaller. If, on the other hand, they change sharply
with successive n (with higher values for even n than for
odd n), the purity will tend to be larger. This effect
is accentuated in the numerator of the QCS because of
the extra n factor. This qualitatively explains the large
value of the QCS for peven,5 as a consequence of the sharp
variations in the corresponding p,,’s as observed in Fig.

To further corroborate this picture, we compute the
QCS for thermal states,

pa=01—-9)) ¢"In)nl, 0<g<1, (30)

with a mean photon number (2); = ¢/(1 — ¢). Since
sending two identical thermal states at a beam splitter
results in the same product of thermal states at the out-
put [41], we simply have p, = (1 — ¢q) ¢". The graph of
pp, for ¢ = 0.85 is shown in Fig. [2] and one sees that it is
indeed very smooth as a function of n, without fast oscil-
lations as expected since thermal states are well known

to be classical. Using Egs. and , we have

o _ o = _1\n,n _ 1_(]
Plpg) = (1 Q)gzo( 1)"q" = 7 g (31)
PN _ - n.n _ (1 _q>2
N(pq) = (1—q)n§zo(—1) ¢"(1+2n) = (ETE (32)

so that Eq. yields

_1—-q 1

C?(py) = =
o) = 130 = 1520,

< 1. (33)

In short, when the p,,’s can be determined, experimen-
tally or otherwise, an inspection of their behavior as a
function of n gives a good indication of whether the QCS
is large or small. More precisely, one expects that when
the p,’s evolve slowly with n, the state has a small QCS,
whereas sharp variations in the p,,’s indicate a large QCS,
and hence a nonclassical state. Note that these varia-
tions can be viewed as a consequence of quantum inter-
ference, so that we see here again that large interference
effects are associated to a large degree of nonclassicality.
When the state is pure (except for coherent states), the
full sequence p,, exhibits clear oscillations since all odd
terms vanish (extended Hong-Ou-Mandel effect). When
the state is mixed, the fluctuations may remain, but are
less pronounced. Thus, overall, Eq. suggests that the
QCS is a measure of the intensity of these fluctuations.

In practice, it must be stressed that the above proce-
dure for measuring the QCS requires optical phase sta-
bility since the two replicas of the state are interfered at
a 50:50 beam splitter before being measured. Crucially,
the accuracy of the obtained value of the QCS is also
conditional on the ability of the detector in Fig. [1| to re-
solve the photon number; this is especially true given that
Eq. depends on the parity of the photon number.
In case imperfect photon-number-resolving detectors are
used (realized, for example, with arrays of on-off photode-
tectors) the limitations of the method should be carefully
analyzed. Furthermore, the influence of mode mismatch,
optical losses, and detector noise should be considered in
order to effectively use our protocol (these imperfections
could be overcome in an experimental demonstration of
our protocol [42], see note at the end of this paper).

V. PHASE-SPACE INTERPRETATION

Combining the results of the previous sections with
phase-space formalism, we can express the purity and
QCS of a state p in terms of the Wigner function of the
output state gy that is found in the output mode d (asso-
ciated with destructive interference). This in turn yields
expressions of the purity and QCS in terms of the Wigner
function of state p. We refer to Appendix[D]for the basics
of Wigner functions and the conventions we use here.

It is instructive to consider the purity as a special case
of the overlap of two input states p, and p, impinging
on the 50:50 beam splitter in Fig. If their respective
Wigner functions are denoted by W, (z,p) and W (x, p),
then the Wigner function of the state on mode d,

pa = Tre(pa @ po) = Tra (Uns(pa @ )L ), (34)



is given by the (scaled) convolution [43]

vwmngﬁmwmme+¢%w+¢%mf®ﬁ

(35)
Its value at the origin in phase-space is thus

Wa(0,0) = 2 / Wa(al,p) Wala',p/) d’ dpl. (36)

Hence, using the overlap formula recalled in Ap-

pendix|§|7 given by Eq. (D3), we haveﬂ
Tr(ﬁa ﬁb) =T Wd(07 0) (37)

Then, using the well-known property that the value of a
Wigner function evaluated at the origin is proportional
to the expectation value of the photon number parity,
[see Appendix D] Eq. (D6)], we conclude that [37, [38]

Tr(pa py) = 7 Wa(0,0) = Trq (pa (1)) . (38)

This implies that the overlap between states p, and py
can be accessed by measuring the expectation value of
the photon number parity on the output mode d (as-
sociated with destructive interference) of a 50:50 beam
splitter using the scheme of Fig. |1| but with input states
po and pp. Of course, the purity corresponds to the spe-
cial case where p, and p, are both equal to p in which
case, Eq. reduces to Eq. (9).

We will now use Eq. to express the QCS in terms
of the Wigner function of the state pg and its derivatives
evaluated at the origin. For the denominator, the desired
expression results from Eq. where p, = pyp, that is,

P(p) = Tr[(p2 ) 5],

= Trq [pa (-1)"],
— 7 W4(0,0). (39)

For the numerator NV (p), we can write

N(p) = Te[(pop) N,
Try [pa (25 + P3) (—1)™],

s
——AW,
4 d

: (40)
z=0,p=0

where A stands for the Laplacian. The last equality
in Eq. is obtained by again using the overlap
formula as well as the Weyl transform of the operator
(#2 + p2) (—=1)" /7 [see Appendix @ Eq. (DI0)]. As a

result, we obtain

1AW,
2(p) = == . 41
C*(p) W oo (41)

I Note that Wy(z,p) > 0, Vx,p, at the output of a 50:50 beam
splitter with arbitrary input states p, and pp [44], which is con-
sistent with the fact that the overlap Tr(pq pp) is non-negative.

Finally, we can express C?(p) in terms of the Wigner
function of the state p itself (instead of pg). From
Eq. with W, = W, = W and partial integration,
one readily sees that

AW,4(0,0) = 4/W(x’7p’)AW(x’7p’)dx’ dp’, (42)

= —|VaW|?. (43)

Here, || - ||2 stands for the L2-norm, meaning for example
(W3 := [ |W(a)*d?*« and V, = (04, , Oa,). Using this

together with Eq. for W, = W, = W, Eq. can
be reexpressed as

o LIVaW3
2 I 2

which is a formula originally derived in Ref. [22].
Using these results, one can easily recover the well-
known formula for Gaussian purity, overlap and QCS (see

Appendix .

VI. MULTIMODE CASE

The extension of the multicopy interferometric method
to the measurement of the QCS and purity of a n-mode
state is immediate. Note first that the swap operator can
be written as

S = ¢i% ZkN=1(di_BL)(&k—Bk)7 (45)
where k is the mode index. Coupling the set of & and b
modes pairwise is done with a stack of N beam splitters
(see Fig. [3]), each of them effecting the unitary

Ups, = e (@ibe—arbl), (46)

Defining ¢; and dj, as in Eq. @, one finds:
N AL A
§ =[] e = (~1)=i= o, (47)
k=1

Hence, the multimode purity is expressible as before,

P(p) =T ((p @ )8) = Tr (pa(-1)=x "), (48)
where

pa=Tre(p® p).

Again, the same circuit can be used to measure the mul-
timode version of the QCS with

9, It (ﬁd Zk’(_l)z’“ P (14 Qﬁdw))
C (p) - n Tr (ﬁd(_l)Zk ﬁdk) . (49)
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Figure 3. Circuit implementing the measurement of the purity
and QCS for a N-mode state p. Here, two identical copies of
the state are sent in a stack of 50:50 beam splitters and the
photon number statistics is measured in the output modes dy,
with k=1,--- N.

VII. CONCLUSION

The quadrature coherence scale is an efficient nonclas-
sicality measure, which can be expressed through several
equivalent formulas, making it relatively easy to compute
for a large variety of states [22, 27H30]. It has a clear
physical interpretation, notably because it is inversely
proportional to the decoherence time of the state [28].
However, since it is a nonlinear function of the density
matrix, its measurement would a priori seem to require
a complete quantum state tomography. We have shown
that this problem can be avoided through the use of a
simple two-copy interferometric measurement scheme us-
ing a 50:50 beam splitter associated with photon count-
ing. The method can easily be adapted to multimode
systems, in which case one needs to couple the modes
pairwise using a stack of 50:50 beam splitters. The chal-
lenge of this procedure is of course the need to ensure the
interferometric stability of the joint measurement of two
replicas together with reasonably low mode-mismatch,
optical losses in the circuit, and extra noise, as well as
the need for photon-number resolving detectors.

The underlying multicopy technique used here was put
forward in the 2000s [31H33] and was more recently ap-
plied to bosonic atoms in optical lattices [37, B8] as well
as continuous-variable quantum optical systems [39] [40].
The present work further extends the range of applica-
bility of this technique in quantum optics.

Note: Recently, our protocol for measuring the QCS has
been successfully implemented in an experiment involv-

ing state-of-the-art (superconducting) photon-number-
resolving detectors [42].
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Appendix A: Swap operator S in Fock space

The swap operator S naturally extends to the infinite-
dimensional Fock space of a bosonic mode (or harmonic
oscillator), in which case it is convenient to express it
in terms of mode operators a and b. For this purpose,
we introduce the Hamiltonian H = —(af —bt)(a —b) and
write the Heisenberg evolution of @ and b (setting i = 1),
namely,

(t) = exp(itH)a exp(—itH),

b(t) = exp(itH)b exp(—itH). (A1)
Hence,
da(t) oA .
i " [a(t), H) = —a(t) + b(t),
(PO G B = i +aw),  (A2)

dt



resulting in the solution

1+ e2it 1— 627,'15 R
a(t) = 7 b
a) = A T,
R 1— eta 1+ eQit

= G A
b(t) 5 a+ 5 b (A3)
Setting t = /2, we obtain

a(r/2)=b,  b(r/2) =a, (A4)

effecting a swap of the two modes. This implies that

S = e *zH which proves Eq. . O
Using the unitary Ugs corresponding to a 50:50 beam
splitter as defined in Eq. , we can express the swap
operator in the Heisenberg picture as
S =0ge™" Upsg. (A5)
Hence, the swap operator can be implemented by pro-
cessing the two modes (forwards) through a 50:50 beam
splitter, acting with a w-phase shift in the second mode,
and then processing the two modes (backwards) again
through a 50:50 beam splitter. As we could expect, S is
simply the Gaussian unitary that corresponds to a Mach-
Zehnder interferometer with a m-phase in one of the two
arms, effecting a swap between the two modes.
As an illustration, let us check the effect of S on two
coherent states |«) and |3). We have

Slay@8) = Ubge™Ups |a) ® 18),

O g b ‘a\%ﬁﬂ—?};ﬁ»

- 0hs [

‘(a+6)—(a—ﬁ)>‘(a+ﬂ)+(a—ﬁ)>
2 2 ’

= [8) ®|a),

where we have used the fact that a product of coherent
states |o) ®|8) results under Upg into another product of
coherent states |(a + 8)/v2) @ |(—a + 8)/v/2). Alterna-
tively, we can simply check that S'|a) ® |3) is a common
eigenstate of a and b with respective eigenvalues # and «
(note the interchange). Indeed, we have

(A6)

a(Sla)®|B)) = S(STaS)|a) ®|B),
= Sblo) ®|B),
= B(S|a)®B)), (A7)

and a similar equation holds for b (S ]a) ® |3)).

Appendix B: Proof that QCS < 1 for classical states

It was proven in Ref. [22] that the QCS is smaller than
or equal to 1 for all classical states, namely mixtures of

coherent states p = [ P(a)|a){a|d?a. Here, we pro-
vide an alternative (much simpler) proof of this result by
taking advantage of the twocopy expression for the QCS
given by Eq. .

To measure the QCS, we inject two identical copies of
state p in the circuit of Fig. [1} so the input state is

p@p= / P(a) P(8) o} (al ® |8){8] ®ad?8  (B1)

with [ P(a)d?a = 1 and P(a) > 0,Va. Each product
term |a) @ |B) of this mixture results, at the output of
the 50:50 beam splitter, into another product of coherent
states |(a+ 3)/v2) @ |(—a+ B)/v/2). We only care here

about the reduced output state in mode d, that is

pa = / Pa(y) ){rl d2, (B2)

where we have made the change of variables § = (a +
B)/v2 and v = (—a + B)/+/2, and then have integrated
over variable §. Here, Py() of course depends on P(«)
but its explicit expression is irrelevant for the proof; we
only note that P;(y) > 0, Vv, since it is a probability
density, so that py is a classical state too.

We are left with having to compute the mean values of
(—1)" and (—1)™¢(1 +274) based on the distribution of
the photon number ng in state p4. Using the probability
distribution of the photon number in a coherent state |7),

2n
izl
A (83)
we obtain the following expressions
> (=1 py(ng) = e PP, (B4)
ng=0
> 2
D (=)™ (14 2n4) py(na) = e 71 (1 = |7/*)(B5)
’I’Ld:O

Hence, taking the average over 7, we obtain the simple
expression for the QCS:

2
_ SRy e PP —h?) d*y
JPa(y)enPFd2y 7
2
_JPa(y) ey P d?y
[ Pa(y)e PP d2y
Since the second term in this expression is always posi-

tive, the QCS can only be smaller than or equal to 1 for
classical states. ]

C*(p)

(B6)

=1 (B7)

Appendix C: Computation of the p, for
phase-invariant states

In this appendix we briefly indicate how to compute
the p,, in Sec. [[V] for phase-invariant states.



First, let us derive the photon number probability at
the output if we put IV photons in mode @ and N’ photons
in mode b. Then the initial state is given by:

‘NN/> A |
a,b
\/7 F

Expanding this state in the number bases associated to
the ¢ and d modes yields:

0)a,b (C1)

(et dhN (@t 4 ah)N

while the Weyl transform of the identity operator 1 is
simply equal to the constant function 1/27. Note also
that the Weyl transforms of operators f(z) and g(p) are
f(x)/2m and g(p)/2w, respectively, where f and ¢ are
arbitrary functions. For any two linear operators A, and
As, the overlap formula reads

(i Ay) = 21 [ M) Ao p)dodp. (DY)
which implies, for example, that
p) = /W(Jc,p) dz dp. (D4)

In order to link the purity with the Wigner function of the
reduced state pg in the “difference” mode (see Sec. [V)),
we need to compute the Weyl transforms of the parity
operator (—1)" /7, namely

!
|NN >a,b \/QNN! \/ZN/N’! |00>a,b7 (C2)
N+N' N’
= > Y e ,N,N)IN+N'=n,n)ca,
n=0 n’=0
(C3)
where
ot ) = DY NN T N =

\/W(n
(C4)

Consequently, the photon probability distribution in
mode d is equal to:

N/
PV = (Y e NN)) L ()
n’=0

If the state is p = >, Am|m)(m|, then, as the input
state, we have:

p@p= 3" A lm) (m| @ [m') (m'|, ()

and the probability distribution is given by:
Pn = Z Z )\m)\m’pzn’m
m m’

These expressions are readily evaluated numerically and
were used to produce the plots in Fig. |2} It is also clear
that these expressions are not a convenient starting point
to analytically compute the QCS of the state p.

(C7)

Appendix D: Useful properties of Wigner functions

Setting A = 1, the Weyl transform fl(ac,p) of a linear
operator A is defined as

A _i _Yi Yy ipy
Aw) =5 [te= Y+ Hemay. oy

Applied to a density operator p, the Weyl transform gives
the Wigner function

1 Y. Y,
W(z,p) = Py /(x — §|p|x + 5} e'’PY dy, (D2)

— )N —n+n){(N' —n

y(_l)ﬁ Yy qiry
o [lo= Bl Bemay
1

- o [@-Y-

o(x
= ) (D5)

Yy i
_§>epydya

where the first equality is obtained by using the evolu-
tion equation and we have used the identity [ e”?Ydy =
‘

27 §(p). Hence, using the overlap formula (D3], we get
L (51 — ( )
Tr (p(—l) ) = 27 | W(z,p) dx dp,
T

(D6)

which proves the well-known fact that the expectation
value of the photon number parity is proportional to the
value of the Wigner function at the origin. This fact has
already been used to reconstruct a quantum state using
unbalanced homodyne detection in Refs. [45] [46].

In order to express the QCS in terms of the Wigner
function of state pg (see Sec. , we also need to compute
the Weyl transform of the operator (22 +p?) (—1)"/m and
then apply the overlap formula. We first calculate the
Weyl transform of 22 (—1)" /7, namely

2 2
_ b (x—y)2<x—g —z— Lyeirvay
272 2 2 2 ’
0(2x
s
_6(z) 6" (p)

8



where we have used the identity [ y?e™?¥ dy = —27 6" (p).
Using the overlap formula, we then obtain

1
lTr (p2*(-1)") = —27r/W(a:,p) o) o"(p) dx dp,
m 8T
19*°W
= —= , D8
4 0p% |10 p—0 (b5

where we have used the identity [ f(z)d”(z) dz = f"(0).
Similarly, we have

1 . 10°W
T (pp? (=) = — = — D
—Tr (pp” (—1)") = =753 ot (D9)
so that
1 A a2 ~2 n 1
—Tr (p (2% + %) (-1)") = —— AW , (D10)
m 4 £=0,p=0

where A stands for the Laplacian.

Appendix E: Gaussian purity, overlap, and QCS

Let us show how the known formulas of the purity,
overlap, and QCS of Gaussian states can be painlessly
rederived from the phase-space expressions for these
quantities that we obtained in Sec[V] To do this, we start
from the expression of the Wigner function of a Gaussian
state centered at origin, namely,

1 1..7,.,—1
W(x,p) = ———ex (=37 ‘"), El
(@.0) = 5 Taes &P (E1)
with r = (x,p)T and where ~ is the covariance matrix

= ("3 ”;5) (E2)

Ozp O,
Here, 02 and Jg are the variances of the z and p quadra-
tures, respectively, and o, stands for the covariance. It
is sufficient to consider a centered state here since the
purity and QCS are both invariant under displacements
in phase-space (and displacements are easy to account
for in the overlap between two states).

1. Purity

We can recover the expression of the purity by us-
ing Eq. . If p is a Gaussian state centered at ori-
gin, then p; = p because the product of two identical
Gaussian states impinging on a beam splitter remains

10

unchanged [41]. Thus, Wy(0,0) = 1/(27+/dety) accord-
ing to Eq. (E1]), so that we have, from Eq. ,

9 1
Tr (p°) = ™ Wy(0,0) = Tk (E3)
which is indeed the usual formula for the purity of a
Gaussian state [41].
Interestingly enough, it then follows from Eq. @ that,
for a centered Gaussian state,

Tr (p°) = Tr (b (-1)").

2. Overlap

We now use Eq. in the special case where p, and
pp are two Gaussian states (both assumed to be centered
for simplicity). First note that, if p, (pp) is characterized
by the covariance matrix v, (73), then the output state
pa of the 50:50 beam splitter is a centered Gaussian state
with covariance matrix v4 = (v, +v)/2 [41]. Tts Wigner
function as given by Eq. admits the value at origin

1 1
W4(0,0) = = . E4
2(0,0) 2ny/detyg  w/det(yq + V) (E4)
Using Eq. (37)), we then find
1
(E5)

Te(pa py) = — e
(o P0) Vdet(vq + )

which is the well-known formula for the overlap between
two centered Gaussian states [47].

3. Quadrature coherence scale

If the input state is Gaussian, then Wy is simply equal
to the Wigner function of the input state and has the
form of Eq. . In that case, the Laplacian at origin
is easily expressed as:

_ Tr(vh
2=0p=0 —  9x,/det~’

while W;(0,0) = 1/(2m+/det ), so that we conclude that
the QCS of a Gaussian state of covariance matrix -y is

AWy (E6)

1 AW, 1.
= = - Tr(y7Y), E7
TWa o () (E7)

e(p) =

in agreement with the expression proven in Ref. [28§].
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