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S1- CONDITIONAL ASSEMBLAGE

The measurements 6 = n x 7/6, with n € [0,5] made
by Alice —quadrature measurements at the corresponding
local oscillator phase #— and the result a = + obtained
with probability p(a|@), lead to a set of conditional states
Pajo- The result of measurements 6 is signed binned and

the corresponding measurement operators Mei can be
written as:

~ +m . .
My = / |ge) (ge™"| dg

0
M, :/ |qew> <qe_’9’dq (1)

Applying the operators on the DV mode of our hybrid
state W) p = \/E|0>A|CSS—>B = V1= RI[1),[CSS4 )y,
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Multiplying by p(a|f) the normalized p,9, we obtain the
assemblage:
aao = p(alf)paje
= p(alf) (R|CSS_)(CSS_|
+ (1= R)|CSS4){CSS,|

+ae\/2R(1 — R)/m|CSS_) (CSS4| + h.c.). (4)

T Present address: Niels Bohr Institute, University of Copenhagen,
Blegdamsvej 17, DK-2100 Copenhagen, Denmark.

S2- PRINCIPLE OF THE ERROR BAR
COMPUTATION

EPR steering is demonstrated in our experiment by
applying operators on the result of quantum state esti-
mation (QSE) algorithms that use the function of likeli-
hood L. From a set of positive operator valued measures
POVM {M,}, the likelihood function is defined as the
probability of a given density matrix p to have led to the
observed data:

L(p) = [[ Te(Mzp). (5)

k

Typically, QSE is performed by finding the density
matrix pMI that maximizes £ through a Maximum-
Likelihood (ML) optimization process. From this result
any figure of merit f such as purity, negativity of the
Wigner function, or in our case S, can be obtained by
computing the expectation value of the relevant observ-
able for pM. To construct error bars, pM is not suffi-
cient, we need to consider density matrices for which the
likelihood function is close to maximum.

We use the method proposed in [I] to compute an oper-
ational parameter -called quantum error bar- from which
one can derive robust operational statements for error es-
timation such as the construction of confidence regions.
The first step is to transform the function of likelihood
L(p) into a distribution by multiplying it by a prior dis-
tribution 7(p)dp. This prior distribution represents the
knowledge we have of our state prior to the experiment.
In the context of the steering test we consider, we chose
a fully indifferent prior, i.e., we make no prior assump-
tion on the states observed and postulate m(p)dp = %dp,
with ¢ a normalizing factor such that [1L(p)dp = 1.
The knowledge of £ £(p)dp allows the computation of the
statistics of any figure of merit f by reconstructing the re-
duced distribution u(f) = [1L(p)6(f(p) — f)dp. Using
a Metropolis-Hastings (MH) algorithm, one can evalu-
ate u(f) —without the knowledge of the normalisation
constant ¢— and deduce from it the quantum error bars
associated to the computation of f.

In our case, we aim to evaluate the error bars on the
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FIG. 1: Binning analysis of f,¢(p) averaged over a and 6
for two data sets of size M = 10000 with different sample
rejection rates N.. We can see that convergence is reached
only for the sample build with N. = 1000 for a binning level
I > 5. This data allows the computation of the integrated
auto-correlation time of each data set Afﬁ; as the error bars

on 11 faje)-

measurement of S = Tr(}_ Fj90,)9), meaning that we
need to find for each p,g the statistics of the figure
of merit f,9(p) = Tr(Fyep(ald)p) and therefore com-
pute each p(fq9). Note that the steering scenario may
add constraints linking the various x(fy)9) (especially be-
tween u(fy9) and p(f_j9) for every 6) but we computed
each of them separately as this can only lead to an over-
estimation of uncertainties. The resulting ju(fq)9) func-
tions are then combined to find p(S) from which we can
determine the error bars on S.

S3- PARAMETERS USED AND DETAILS OF
THE METROPOLIS-HASTINGS EXPLORATION

The computations were done in a Hilbert space of
dimension 10 spanned by Fock states |0),[1),...|9) (In
practice we see a convergence of results for spaces of di-
mensions greater than 7). The MH algorithm amounts
to a random walk in state space biased by the likelihood
function to obtain a set of density matrices {p;}. At every
step, a candidate density matrix p. is chosen according to
a jump distribution centered on p;. The next density ma-
trix p; 41 is then set either following p; 11 = p. with prob-
ability min(1, L(p.)/L(p;)) or else following p;11 = p;.
The values f,)9(p;) are recorded and after a great num-
ber of iterations will be distributed according to p(fs)6)-

We chose a gaussian jump distribution with a stan-
dard deviation set so that we would observe a jump
close to 23% of the time, the ideal value to efficiently

explore the state space [2]. As the MH algorithm is an
iterative process, correlations between samples have to
be taken into account and in our case keeping only one
out of N. = 1000 values of f,9(p;) and accumulating
M = 10000 samples was enough to circumvent their ef-
fect. This was verified by computing the sample set’s
integrated autocorrelation time 74 [3]. This parameter
indicates the distance between two uncorrelated samples
in the data set and can be computed through a binning
analysis. This process consists of creating, from the orig-
inal data set Ag‘z) = {faj9(pi) }i<nr, several binned series
by averaging consecutive entries following:
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For each of these A(l) we can then compute the error

estimate A( ) \/Var(A(lle) x 20/ M.

To show the effect of N., we compared two data sets
of size M = 10000 constructed independently with
parameters N, = 40 and N, = 1000. We denote as
AW the average over # and a of Ale|)9' In Fig. we

show the evolution of A® with [ for both sets. Only
the second set sees convergence for [ > 5 which ensures
the sampling to be adequate and allows us to compute

TA = %((%)2 1) &~ 0.65. This means the sample
neighbours are typically uncorrelated on average for all

0 and a.

The histogram H(fq9, M) obtained from the data set

Ag?; is therefore a valid evaluation of 1(f,j9) up to a de-
viation that can be computed using 7,)9. Considering the
histogram as the data set {p,,Z,}, with p,, the normal-
ized number of values f,9 comprised in the interval Z,,
the error on each p, is estimated at

Sajo %NU1+ZMM—1

By summing random members of all A % data sets N
times we then obtained Ag, our final set of S values. To
ensure an accurate sampling of our data, we chose N =
5% 10% and were then able to compute the corresponding
histogram H(S, N). As S(p) = >_ fajo(p), the error on
each point of H(S, N) was evaluated to be

/1
a,f

Using this information, H(S, N) is shown in green in
Fig. [2| along with the sets {p, + §(n)/2,Z,} that bound
the area containing ©(S) with a confidence of one stan-
dard deviation (1o). As a comparison, the same evalua-
tion was done using N, = 40 and is shown in red. The re-
sults for both independent sets are compatible and show



the relevance of moving to a higher sample rejection rate
for a more precise evaluation of our error bars. A numer-
ical fitting of p(S) shows good agreement with a gaussian
distribution so no deskewing procedure [I] was found nec-
essary. As a result the standard deviation of our data set
Ag is a direct evaluation of the errors associated to our
MaxLik reconstruction. The final fitting of our data is a
gaussian of mean xy = —0.00992 + 0.00010 and standard
deviation o = 0.00181£0.00004, which gives a separation
to the local bound of —5.480 + 0.180.

Additional iterations of the MH algorithm would ren-
der the sample correlation’s bias negligible compared to
the sample size but would necessitate significant compu-
tational time.

Other bias sources have been considered as well. The
first Ny = 1250 samples have to be rejected to record data
only in a region of non-negligible likelihood value. This is
referred as having reached thermalization [2]. Many in-
dependent runs of the MH algorithm have been launched
to verify similar S values are obtained after thermaliza-
tion has occured when starting from different points of
state space. This gives us confidence in the uniformity of
the explored space and justifies the use of a single long
run to compute our final result.

S4- COMPARISON WITH THE
BOOTSTRAPPING METHOD

As a point of comparison, we performed the generally-
used bootstrap analysis of our data. The bootstrap
method we use is parametrized by pMY, the density ma-
trix found using a Maximum-Likelihood algorithm on our
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FIG. 2: Histogram of the steering parameter values for

N = 5 x 10® points out of two data sets of size M = 10*
computed with parameters N, = 40 in red and N. = 1000 in
green. The area delimited by dashed lines encompass possi-
ble histograms at less than one standard deviation from the
average. The green histogram is the final evaluation of the
error bars associated to the steering inequality violation. We
observe a distance to the local bound of more than 5 standard
deviations.

300,

NN
S W
S O

Frequency
%
(e

100 ,,
%0 \
N
_fo20 o015 0010 —0.005 0.000
S

FIG. 3: Histogram of the steering parameter values for 5.10°
points out of a set of 12%10* density matrices using the boot-
strap method (in red) and using the quantum error bar ap-
proach (in green).

quadrature data, and the total number of measurements
we made which amounts to Ny,es = 6 x 10* on average
over a and 6. The process is repeated a number of times.
Each time N,,.s quadrature measurements are simulated
following the probability distribution determined by pMF.
Once obtained, the simulated results are run through a
ML algorithm to obtain a set of reconstructed density
matrices {pfjg }p<n. Applying operators F,9 to the den-
sity matrices ensembles we can reconstruct similarly as
before an histogram HP%(S, N) from which we obtain
the error estimation given by the bootstrap method.

In Fig. [3] we show the bootstrap technique results in
red, the estimated distance to the local bound is 4.8¢.
We therefore have a slight difference between the two
methods, as expected, even though the steerability of our
assemblage is verified in both cases.
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