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Classical interferometers are indispensable tools for the precise determination of various physical
quantities. Their accuracy is bound by the standard quantum limit. This limit can be overcome by
using quantum states or nonlinear quantum elements. Here, we present the experimental study of
a nonlinear Josephson interferometer operating in the microwave regime. Our quantum microwave
parametric interferometer (QUMPI) is based on superconducting flux-driven Josephson parametric
amplifiers combined with linear microwave elements. We perform a systematic analysis of the
implemented QUMPI. We find that its Gaussian interferometric power exceeds the shot-noise limit
and observe sub-Poissonian photon statistics in the output modes. Furthermore, we identify a
low-gain operation regime of the QUMPI which is essential for optimal quantum measurements in
quantum illumination protocols.

Introduction — As part of the second quantum rev-
olution, various quantum technologies have matured to
a level allowing their use in a plethora of practical ap-
plications [1, 2]. In particular, the fields of quantum
communication, metrology and sensing have made great
progress [2–5]. In metrology, the field of interferometry
has been widely explored in terms of fundamental physics
and resulted in a variety of technical breakthroughs [6–
8]. Classical interferometers, such as the Mach-Zehnder
interferometer, typically rely on injection of a coherent
state into one port of a beam splitter, while only vac-
uum fluctuations enter the second port [9]. Their phase
sensitivity is limited by the shot noise of the coherent sig-
nal, also known as standard quantum limit (SQL). The
SQL reflects in a 1/

√
N scaling of the phase sensitivity,

or equivalently, in a
√
N scaling of the signal-to-noise

ratio (SNR), where N is the photon number of the in-
put coherent state [10, 11]. This linear interferometer
sensitivity can be improved by coupling quantum states,
such as squeezed states, into the second beam splitter
port [10, 12]. Alternatively, the SQL can be overcome by
making use of nonlinear elements such as parametric am-
plifiers, leading to interactions between photons [3, 13–
15]. In principle, exploiting the quantum correlations
between photons in these states enables achieving the
Heisenberg limit (HL) with a linear scaling of the SNR
with respect to N [10, 16]. While nonlinear interferom-
eters have been investigated at optical frequencies, the
microwave domain so far remained largely unexplored
due to relatively small energies of microwave photons
with frequencies in the 1–10 GHz regime and the associ-
ated difficulty of single photon detection [10, 15, 17, 18].

Meanwhile, quantum microwave sensing and communi-
cation represent novel and rapidly growing fields, which
promise groundbreaking fundamental experiments and
applications [19–22].

In this Letter, we present an experimental realization
of a nonlinear microwave interferometer making use of
Josephson-junction-based superconducting quantum cir-
cuits (see Fig. 1). This quantum microwave parametric
interferometer (QUMPI) consists of two linear balanced
microwave beam splitters and two active quantum de-
vices in the form of flux-driven Josephson parametric
amplifiers (JPAs). We experimentally characterize the
QUMPI by injecting various Gaussian states and ana-
lyze its performance by comparing experimental results
to predictions of an input–output theory model in terms
of output photon numbers, interferometric power, and
second-order correlation functions. We observe that the
interferometric power of the QUMPI exceeds the SQL,
which highlights the potential of our scheme in preci-
sion metrology [13]. With symmetric coherent signal in-
puts, our interferometer shows photon anti-bunching be-
tween the outputs. This is captured by a second-order
cross-correlation function, g(2)

C < 1, and reflects the non-
classical nature of the QUMPI. For the specific oper-
ating point with equal phase-sensitive gain amplitudes,
G1 = G2 = G, of the JPAs and orthogonal amplification
angles, γ1 = γ2 +π/2, the input–output operator relation
of the circuit coincides with that of a SU(1,1) interferom-
eter [10]. The QUMPI can be also used for analog Bell
measurements in microwave quantum teleportation [19].
In the low-gain operating regime, G & 1, the QUMPI re-
alizes an effective two-mode, phase-conjugate signal mix-
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Figure 1. (a) General scheme of the QUMPI. (b) Details of
the experimental setup consisting of a 180° hybrid ring (HR),
which splits and symmetrically superimposes two incoming
signals from ports In1 and In2, two JPAs for phase-sensitive
amplification, and a second 180°HR, which completes the
nonlinear interferometer. Output two-mode signals are de-
tected with a heterodyne microwave receiver and digitally
processed to extract statistical signal moments. The latter
enable a full state tomography, including the reconstruction
of the displacement vector and covariance matrix. (c) A cir-
culator separates the incoming and outgoing signals for each
JPA.

ing, which is an integral part of joint receivers for quan-
tum radar schemes [23–26]. All these findings demon-
strate the practical versatility and fundamental potential
of the considered scheme.
Experiment — In Fig. 1(a), we present the idea of

the QUMPI. Input signals at ports In1 and In2 are
split and subsequently fed into JPA1 and JPA2. Then,
the nonlinearly amplified signals from the JPAs inter-
fere and leave the circuit at ports Out1 and Out2. Fig-
ure 1(b) shows a detailed circuit layout of our experi-
ment. We employ two symmetric hybrid rings (HRs) as
microwave beam splitters and two superconducting flux-
driven JPAs. The latter are operated at a frequency of
ω0/2π = 5.48 GHz. Experimental bandwidths of JPA1
and JPA2 are 2MHz and 10MHz, respectively. Low-loss
microwave cryogenic circulators are used to separate the
incoming and outgoing signals of the JPAs [cf. Fig. 1(c)].
We operate both JPAs in the phase-sensitive amplifica-
tion regime by pumping them at twice the resonance fre-
quency, ωp = 2ω0 [27, 28]. The microwave interferom-
eter arms are tailored to have identical lengths with an
accuracy of 1 mm. At the carrier frequency of around
5.5 GHz, the corresponding wavelength in our supercon-
ducting cable is approximately 38 mm. Given the inter-
ferometer arm accuracy in comparison with the signal
wavelength, microwave signals traveling along different
interferometer paths do not acquire a significant relative,
path-induced phase shift. However, an overall phase dif-
ference also depends on JPA-induced phase shifts. These
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Figure 2. Planck spectroscopy of the interferometer in the
linear regime for output channel powers (b) P1 at Out1 and
(c) P2 at Out2. Orange points correspond to thermal-state
injection at In1 and vacuum at In2, purple points correspond
to the inverted case of thermal state injection at In2 and vac-
uum state at In1, as depicted schematically in the quadrature
planes in (a). The temperature dependence of P1 (P2) for
orange (purple) data points yields the photon number cali-
bration for the interferometer and verifies its functionality.
The corresponding error bars are smaller than the symbol
size. The solid red lines represent fits based on Planck’s law.

can be adjusted by fine-tuning the JPA operation fre-
quency with an external magnetic flux [28]. The out-
put state tomography relies on heterodyne measurements
with an FPGA-based digitization setup [29, 30]. After
digital down-conversion and filtering, we use a reference-
state reconstruction method to extract statistical field
quadrature moments and reconstruct a covariance ma-
trix of quantum states at a certain reference point [29–
31]. This reference point can be defined by performing
a Planck spectroscopy which provides a precise in-situ
photon number calibration of the output lines [32].
Results and Discussion — A systematic study of

the QUMPI requires careful calibration and pre-
characterization. In particular, a precise and stable con-
trol of the JPAs is the prerequisite for subsequent mea-
surements and analysis of the interferometer. First, we
detune both JPAs from the intended operation frequency
and switch our interferometer into the linear regime. This
detuning is implemented by changing an external mag-
netic field generated by superconducting coils mounted
on top of each JPA. We perform Planck spectroscopy
of our system by injecting a thermal state generated
by a heatable attenuator at one input and vacuum at
the other, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a) [32]. Figures 2(b)
and 2(c) show the experimental results of these measure-
ments. We observe both constructive and destructive in-
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Figure 3. Interferometer measurements with coherent sig-
nals applied to In1 and In2. The corresponding displace-
ment amplitudes are |α1| = |α2| = 0.83(5), and the displace-
ment angle θ1 is fixed to 0.64π, while θ2 varies from 0 to
2π. Both JPAs are operated as squeezers with the average
gain G1,2 = 7.73 dB and squeezing angle γ1 varying from 0 to
2π, while γ2 = 0. Top row shows the experimentally recon-
structed photon numbers (a) N1 and (b) N2 at the ports Out1
and Out2, respectively, as a function of θ2 and γ1. (c) Gaus-
sian interferometric power P of the studied circuit illustrating
the two-mode state probe capabilities.

terference of the broadband thermal signals, as expected
in a symmetric linear interferometer. Thermal-signal in-
jection at In1 (orange points) results in the temperature
dependence of P1, while P2 remains independent of T due
to destructive interference. The inverted case of thermal
signal injection at In2 (purple points) demonstrates the
system symmetry, which is reflected in P2(T ) and a T -
independent response of P1.

As a second part of the calibration routine, we tune
both JPAs to the same resonance frequency of ω0/2π =
5.48 GHz. This step converts the QUMPI into the non-
linear regime. The JPA response is controlled via magni-
tude and phase of the coherent pump tone. Since we ex-
pect the best interferometric performance for a balanced
gain of G1 = G2 [10], we inject vacuum states at both
circuit inputs and pump the JPAs with varying magni-
tude and phase [29]. We balance the produced two-mode
states at the interferometer output by minimizing asym-
metries of the local output modes. These asymmetries
result in squashed variances σ2

s,i and amplified variances
σ2

a,i (i = 1, 2 denotes path 1 and path 2, respectively) of
the local phase space distributions. We define a balanc-
ing criterion as B =

(
σ2

s,1/σ
2
a,1

)
·
(
σ2

s,2/σ
2
a,2

)
. Note that

B is unity for an ideal balanced state and decreases with
increasing imbalance between the local variances. For
our system, we observe B reaching values of around 0.91,
close to the optimum (B = 1) [33]. Finite asymmetries
and insertion losses of the HRs, as well as the nonidenti-

cal noise properties of the JPAs, limit the balancing.
After the calibration, we can investigate the nonlin-

ear interferometer response to coherent signals applied
to both input ports, In1 and In2, with a photon num-
ber of |α1|2 = |α2|2 = 0.69(7), where |αi| (i = 1, 2) are
the respective displacement amplitudes [34]. We fix one
coherent displacement angle, θ1 = 0.64π, while varying
the other, θ2, from 0 to 2π. Both JPAs are operated in
the phase-sensitive amplification regime with an average
gain G1,2 = 7.73 dB and an average number n1,2 = 0.238
of added noise photons referred to the JPA inputs. The
JPA2 squeezing angle, γ2, is fixed to 0 and we vary γ1

from 0 to 2π. We compare the acquired data with a the-
oretical model of our system based on the input–output
formalism. This model encompasses losses of the different
components of the experimental setup (see Ref. [33] for
more details). The JPA noise, JPA gain and squeezing
angle, phase and number of injected coherent photons are
calculated from the reconstructed displacement vectors
and covariance matrices of the recorded signal quadra-
tures [29, 30]. The only free parameter in our model is
a different phase acquired along the two interferometer
arms. Figures 3(a) and 3(b) show the photon numbers
Ni = 〈â†i âi〉 at the respective outputs Outi. Here, â†i (âi)
is the photon creation (annihilation) operator. The bot-
tom row of Fig. 3 shows the model prediction. The com-
mon color bars for each column underline a good agree-
ment between experiment and theory. Since our model
intrinsically corresponds to a nonlinear interferometer,
this agreement confirms that our system acts as such.
The asymmetry in the patterns between Fig. 3(a) and
3(b) stems from the nonlinear character of our interfer-
ometer.

Next, we evaluate the interferometric power (IP) of the
QUMPI. For a bipartite quantum probe state, the IP de-
fines the worst-case precision of a parameter estimation,
where the corresponding parameter experiences unitary
dynamics in one of the two subsystems (e.g., a phase shift
of the signal in one arm of the interferometer) [35]. The
respective IP, P, is defined as

P (ρAB) =
1

4
inf
ÛA

F
(
ρΦ,ÛA

AB

)
, (1)

where ρAB is the two-mode probe state, ÛA is an arbi-
trary unitary transformation of the subsystem A, F is the
quantum Fisher information, and Φ is the corresponding
estimator [35, 36]. Remarkably, the IP provides a mea-
sure of bipartite discord-type correlations for Gaussian
states beyond pure entanglement [35, 37]. We apply the
expressions from Ref. [35] to our theory model, as well as
to the reconstructed experimental covariance matrices,
in order to extract the IP of the QUMPI. Figure 3(c)
depicts both the experimental and theoretical IP as a
function of θ2 and γ1. The data in Fig. 3(c) is inde-
pendent of θ2, since P is invariant under local unitary
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Figure 4. Second-order correlation analysis of the QUMPI.
Single-mode second-order correlation function, g(2)1 (0) and
g
(2)
2 (0), at the interferometer ports (a) Out1 and (b) Out2.
(c) Second-order cross-correlation function, g(2)C (0), between
ports Out1 and Out2. The experimental parameters are iden-
tical to those in Fig. 3.

operations [35]. Furthermore, P goes to zero for par-
allel amplification angles γ1 = γ2 + nπ (n = 1, 2, ...),
where output states become separable, and is maximal
for orthogonal amplification, where the states are en-
tangled. In this context, the SQL sets an upper bound
PSQL = N for separable two-mode probe states, where
N is the mean photon number in the probing subsystem.
Pure two-mode squeezed states saturate the HL with
PHL = N(N + 1) [35]. The simulated IP qualitatively
reproduces the measurement data, but the maximum
theoretical amplitude is smaller, as it can be seen from
Fig. 3(c). We attribute this deviation to possible misesti-
mates of losses in the underlying photon number calibra-
tion. Both, maximum theoretical (Ptheory/PSQL = 1.38)
and experimental (Pexp/PSQL = 1.70) values exceed the
SQL but do not reach the HL (Ptheory/PHL = 0.58,
Pexp/PHL = 0.65). The presence of finite noise in the sys-
tem prevents reaching an IP closer to the HL. We note,
however, that Pexp > PSQL provides direct evidence that
the QUMPI exceeds the

√
N scaling of the SNR, since

SNR ∝
√
P.

In order to study correlation properties and related
intensity fluctuation statistics of the QUMPI, we ana-
lyze the zero-delay-time second-order correlation func-
tion, g(2)(0), for the single-mode fields at the interfer-
ometer outputs, as well as the cross-correlations between
the outputs [38]. For the two-mode fields, the respective
auto-correlation function, g(2)

i (0), can be written as

g
(2)
i (0) =

〈â†i â
†
i âiâi〉

〈â†i âi〉2
, (2)

where i = 1, 2. The associated second-order cross-
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Figure 5. Intensity cross-correlations, g(2)C (0), of the interfer-
ometer output fields for variable displacement amplitudes of
coherent input signals. (a) Theoretical model predictions as
a function of the number of coherent photons |α1|2 and |α2|2
(θ1 = θ2 = 0.81π) entering the circuit at In1 and In2, respec-
tively. (b) Experimental results for g(2)C (0) (orange crosses
with standard deviation shown in shaded orange) as a func-
tion of the symmetrically varied displacement amplitudes.
Here, the blue line depicts the theoretical prediction. The
black dashed line illustrates the classical limit of g(2)C (0) = 1.

correlation function, g(2)
C (0), can be expressed as

g
(2)
C (0) =

〈â†1â
†
1â1â1〉+ 〈â†2â

†
2â2â2〉+ 2〈â†1â1â

†
2â2〉(

〈â†1â1〉+ 〈â†2â2〉
)2 . (3)

The experimentally obtained data for g(2)
1 (0), g(2)

2 (0) and
g

(2)
C (0) as a function of θ2 and γ1 are depicted in Fig. 4.
The bottom row shows the respective theoretical predic-
tions [33, 39]. Our model reproduces the experimental
observations. In accordance with the model, the local
output modes show correlation functions indicating pho-
ton bunching, g(2)

1 (0), g
(2)
2 (0), g

(2)
C (0) > 1.

To further explore the QUMPI, we experimentally in-
vestigate cross-correlations as a function of the displace-
ment amplitude of the incident coherent states. We
observe that for sufficiently large displacement ampli-
tudes, |α1| and |α2|, and equal displacement angles θ1 =

θ2 the cross-correlation function g
(2)
C (0) indicates anti-

bunching between the interferometer outputs, providing
evidence for nonclassical correlations between them [39].
In Fig. 5(a), we show g

(2)
C (0) predictions according to our

theoretical model. For the experimentally relevant model
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parameters, most importantly the adapted average JPA
gain G1,2 = 4.06 dB, Fig. 5(a) shows that |α1|2, |α2|2 >
5 is required to realize nonlocal photon anti-bunching,
g

(2)
C (0) < 1 [33]. Figure 5(b) shows the experimental
data of g(2)

C (0) as a function of |α|2 = |α1|2 = |α2|2.
The black dashed line illustrates the classical threshold
of g(2)

C (0) = 1. The blue line is a cut along the main di-
agonal of Fig. 5(a). The inset shows an expanded view of
the region where the data points for g(2)

C (0) drop below
the classical limit. Our theory model suggests that the
minimal coherent photon number |α|2 = |α1|2 = |α2|2 to
achieve g(2)

C (0) < 1 increases with increasing JPA gain,
while g(2)

C,min(0) converges towards unity for large JPA

gain. At the same time, g(2)
C (0) becomes more robust

towards noise with increasing JPA gain.
Remarkably, for the specific operating point of the

JPAs with equal gain and orthogonal amplification an-
gles, the input–output relations of the QUMPI can be
reduced to

b̂1 =
√
Geff â1 +

√
Geff − 1 â†2,

b̂2 =
√
Geff â2 +

√
Geff − 1 â†1,

(4)

with the effective gain
√
Geff = cosh(r) and the JPA

squeezing factor r = r1 = r2 according to the JPA gain
G = exp(2r). The input and output modes are described
by bosonic operators â1, â2 and b̂1, b̂2, respectively. The
relations in Eq. (4) coincide with those describing the so-
called Josephson mixer, which can be utilized for pro-
ducing EPR states of microwave light [19, 21]. For low
effective gain values, Geff ' 1, our interferometer can
be applied in a quantum illumination detection scheme
for achieving a 3-dB advantage in the error exponent
over the ideal classical counterpart [23–25]. Quantum
illumination has been primarily investigated for optical
frequencies [40–42], but the recent complete realization
of a quantum microwave radar has sparked renewed in-
terest in quantum microwave sensing [22]. Interestingly,
the input–output relations in Eq. (4) also coincide with
those of a SU(1,1) interferometer, with the exception that
the coefficients, Geff and (Geff − 1), enter linearly in the
SU(1,1) implementation [10]. This difference is related
to the fact that the parametric amplifiers are connected
in series for the conventional SU(1,1) implementation,
whereas the JPAs in the QUMPI are arranged in a par-
allel configuration.
Conclusion — We have realized and systematically

analyzed a quantum microwave parametric interferom-
eter. We have performed a detailed investigation of
the input-output relations of our QUMPI device with
coherent and thermal input states. Our experimental
results can be well explained by using a theoretical model
based on the input–output quantum formalism. As part
of our study, we have demonstrated non-local photon
anti-bunching at the QUMPI outputs, characterized by

the second-order cross-correlation function, g(2)
C (0) < 1,

for coherent input states. The investigated circuit is
expected to be useful in many applications ranging from
quantum-enhanced interferometry to mode-mixing, as
part of a joint quantum receiver in quantum sensing
experiments [23, 43]. Furthermore, our findings open a
new avenue towards quantum-enhanced nonlinear inter-
ferometers in the fast-evolving field of superconducting
circuits operating in the microwave regime. Remarkably,
current dark matter axion search experiments focus on
the frequency range from 1 GHz to 25 GHz and rely on
read-out by quantum-limited amplifiers [44]. To this
end, the QUMPI could find applications in related dark
matter axion search experiments [45].
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