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We propose to explore the quantum nature of gravity using the correlation of light between two optomechan-
ical cavities, and the quantumness of the correlation is witnessed by squeezing. As long as the gravity between
the end mirrors of two cavities is quantum in the Newtonian limit, we show that the squeezing is always nonzero
and monotonically increases as the mechanical property of the mirrors is improved. The proposed scheme
provides a new pathway for testing the quantum nature of gravity systematically with tabletop experiments.

Introduction — Constructing a consistent and verifiable
quantum theory of gravity has been a longstanding challenge
of modern physics [1–3], which is partially due to the diffi-
culty in experimentally observing quantum effects of grav-
ity. This, to certain extents, motivates some theoretical mod-
els that treat gravity as a fundamental classical entity [4–
11] or being emerged from yet unknown underlying micro-
physics [12–15]. Experimentally probing the quantum nature
of gravity is therefore essential for providing hints towards
constructing the correct model [16, 17]. Recently, two ex-
perimental proposals have been made to demonstrate gravity-
induced quantum entanglement between two mesoscopic test
masses [18, 19], motivated by an early suggestion of Feyn-
man [20]. Both involve two matter-wave interferometers lo-
cated close to each other such that their test masses can
be entangled through the gravitational interaction. Whether
gravity-mediated entanglement in the Newtonian limit estab-
lishes the quantumness of gravity or not has been debated [21–
25], because the radiative degrees of freedom—the graviton,
are not directly probed in these experiments. Nonetheless,
such experiments are important steps towards understanding
gravity in the quantum regime [26–31].

The challenge of demonstrating gravity-induced entangle-
ment is achieving a very low thermal decoherence rate, and is
beyond what can be achieved with the state-of-the-art instru-
ments, as illustrated in the Appendix A. In this paper, we pro-
pose a tabletop optomechanical experiment to explore gravity-
mediated quantum correlation of light. The strength of the
correlation is quantified by squeezing, which is non-classical
according to the Glauber-Sudarshan distribution function [32–
34]. The setup is shown schematically in Fig. 1. Two optome-
chanical cavities are placed close to each other with their end
mirrors interacting through gravity. In contrast to the single-
photon nonlinear regime studied by Balushi et al. [35], we
consider the linear regime with the cavity driven by a coherent
laser field. The quantum correlation is inferred by squeezing
of the outgoing field of the cavity A conditional on the homo-
dyne measurement of the outgoing field of B.
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If the gravitational interaction between two mirrors is quan-
tum in the Newtonian limit, namely,

ĤAB = −
GmAmB

|q̂A − q̂B|
, (1)

we will show such a conditional squeezing is always nonzero.
Observing a sizeable squeezing however requires the optome-
chanical cavities to be quantum radiation pressure limited, in
which case the squeezing can be approximately as

S = 10 log10

1 +

(
2QmGρ
ω2

m

)2
≈ 2 dB

(
0.5 Hz
ωm/2π

)4 ( Qm

3 × 106

)2 (
ρ

20 g/cm3

)2

. (2)

It only depends on the gravitational constant G, material den-
sity ρ, mechanical frequency ωm, and quality factor Qm.

The statistical uncertainty of the measurement will affect
the squeezing signal. Fortunately, because the system is in a
steady state, the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) increases as the
measurement time τ. Achieving a unity SNR requires

τ ≈ 1 year
(
ωm/2π
0.5 Hz

)3 (
3 × 106

Qm

) (
20 g/cm3

ρ

)2

. (3)

Both S and τ scale rapidly with ωm, and low-frequency me-
chanical oscillators are therefore preferable.

A B

FIG. 1. Schematics showing the proposed experimental setup (the
local oscillator for the homodyne detection of the outgoing field of
B is not shown). Squeezing of the outgoing field of A conditional on
measuring that of B manifests the gravity-mediated quantum corre-
lation. Dashed circle denotes the vacuum level.
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There are several optomechanical experiments that have
achieved the quantum radiation pressure limited regime but
with high-frequency mechanical oscillators [36–41] and in
particular, Ref. [40] reported a steady-state entanglement be-
tween light mediated by a mechanical oscillator. Advancing
these experimental techniques towards low frequencies, also
an effort in the gravitational-wave community [42–45], is the
key to measure the gravity-mediated quantum correlation.

Dynamics — The derivation of Eq. (2) follows the linear-
dynamics analysis in quantum optomechanics [46, 47]: Solv-
ing the linear Heisenberg equations of motion for dynamical
variables, which are the mirror position and quadratures of
the outgoing optical fields, and representing them in terms of
external fields, which are the ingoing optical fields and the
thermal bath field.

The total Hamiltonian of the system is Ĥtot = ĤA+ĤB+ĤAB.
The individual cavity is quantified by the standard linearised
optomechanical Hamiltonian, which describes the radiation-
pressure coupling between the optical field and the centre of
mass motion of the mirror (mechanical degree of freedom).
The interaction part of ĤA for cavity A is (similarly for B):

Ĥint
A = ~ωqX̂AQ̂A . (4)

We denote X̂A as the amplitude quadrature of the cavity mode,
which is conjugate to the phase quadrature ŶA: [X̂A, ŶA] = i,
and Q̂A as the mirror position q̂A normalised with respect to its
zero-point motion

√
~/(2mωm). The parameter ωq describes

the optomechanical coupling strength:

ωq ≡

√
2Pcavω0

mcLωm
, (5)

which depends on the intra-cavity optical power Pcav, the laser
frequency ω0, the mirror mass m, and the cavity length L.

Up to the second-order of the mirror position, the non-
trivial interaction part of ĤAB in Eq. (1) is

ĤAB = ~
ω2

g

ωm
Q̂AQ̂B . (6)

Here we have assumed two mirrors having the same mechan-
ical frequency and mass mA = mB = m. The characteris-
tic gravitational interaction frequency ωg is equal to

√
Gm/d3

when the two mirrors have a mean separation d much larger
than their size, which is the case for mesoscopic levitating
masses considered in Refs. [18, 19, 41, 48]. For macroscopic
test mass mirrors of gram or kilogram scale, their separation
can be made comparable to their size (yet not affected by e.g.
the Casimir force), and we have

ωg =
√

ΛGρ , (7)

which does not explicitly depend on the mirror mass. The
form factor Λ is determined by the geometry of two mirrors. It
is π/3 for two spheres with the mean separation equal to twice
of the radius, and we assume Λ = 2.0 throughout the paper,
which is a good approximation for two closely-located disks
with the radius being 1.5 times its thickness (see Appendix B
for details).

Solving the Heisenberg equations of motion results in the
following frequency domain input-output relation for cavity
A (similarly for cavity B):

X̂out
A (ω) = X̂in

A (ω) , (8)

Ŷout
A (ω) = Ŷ in

A (ω) +
√

2/γ ωqQ̂A(ω) , (9)

where we have assumed that the cavity bandwidth γ is much
larger than the frequency of interest so that the cavity mode
can be adiabatically eliminated, cf. Eq. (2.68) of Ref. [46].
The position of mirror A satisfies

Q̂A = χqq[
√
γ/2ωqX̂in

A − (ω2
g/ωm)Q̂B + 2

√
γmQ̂th

A ] . (10)

Here χqq ≡ −ωm/(ω2 − ω2
m + iγmω) is the susceptibility with

the mechanical damping rate γm ≡ ωm/Qm; Q̂th is the nor-
malised thermal Langevin force according to the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem [49, 50], and its double-sided spectral
density is equal to n̄th + (1/2) with the thermal occupation
number n̄th ≡ kBT/(~ωm) in the high-temperature limit.

The final input-output relation involving both cavities is
X̂out

A
Ŷout

A
X̂out

B
Ŷout

B

 =


1 0 0 0
K 1 G 0
0 0 1 0
G 0 K 1




X̂in
A

Ŷ in
A

X̂in
B

Ŷ in
B

 +


0 0
α β
0 0
β α


[

Q̂th
A

Q̂th
B

]
. (11)

Here K ≡ −4ω2
qχqq/γ quantifies the correlation between the

amplitude quadrature and the phase quadrature in the individ-
ual cavity and is responsible for the optomechanical squeez-
ing [51–55]. The two parameters α ≡ 2

√
2γm/γ ωqχqq and

β ≡ αχqq(ω2
g/ωm) quantify the output response to the thermal

force noise. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the dimensionless param-
eter G quantifies the mutual correlation between two cavities
and is defined asG ≡ 4ω2

qω
2
gχ

2
qq/(γωm). Its magnitude reaches

the maximum at the mechanical frequency:

|G(ωm)| = 2CQm

(
ωg

ωm

)2

. (12)

The optomechanical cooperativity defined as

C ≡
2ω2

q

γγm
(13)

is proportional to the number of intra-cavity photons [47]. The
fact that |G| is proportional toC shows that the optomechanical
interaction coherently enhances the correlation by amplifying
the quantum fluctuation of light.

Amplitude 
fluctuation
of field A 

Mirror
A

Radiation
pressure

Mirror
B

Phase 
fluctuation
of field B 

Gravity Phase
modulation

FIG. 2. A flow chart illustrating the physical meaning of G intro-
duced in the input-output relation Eq. (11).
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Quantum correlation and conditional squeezing — Notice
that the correlation reaches the maximum around the mechan-
ical frequency within a narrow frequency bandwidth defined
by γm. We can therefore focus on the quadratures of the out-
going fields around ωm with a bandwidth ∆ω comparable to
γm (or the measurement time comparable to the damping time
τm ≡ 2πQm/ωm). The corresponding normalised quadrature
operators are defined as

X̂ ≡
√

∆ω/π X̂out(ωm) , Ŷ ≡
√

∆ω/π Ŷout(ωm) . (14)

They satisfy [X̂, Ŷ†] = 2i, where we have approximated the
Dirac delta function δ(0) as 1/∆ω. With such a normalisation,
the uncertainty of X̂ or Ŷ for the vacuum or coherent state is
equal to 1.

Due to the quantum correlation, the uncertainty of the am-
plitude quadrature of A can be reduced after we measure the
phase quadrature of B. The conditional uncertainty is obtained
by minimising the residue over the filtering function F :

σcond
XX

= min
F

Tr
[
%̂
(
X̂A − F ŶB

)2
]

= σXX −
|σXY |

2

σYY

= 1 −
|G|2

1 + |K|2 + |G|2 + (2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2)
, (15)

where we define the variance σXX ≡ Tr[%̂ X̂AX̂
†

A] (similar
for σYY of ŶB), and the covariance σXY ≡ Tr[%̂ (X̂AŶ

†

B +

Ŷ
†

BX̂A)/2] with %̂ being the density matrix. In obtaining the
above result, we have used the fact that the ingoing optical
field is in the vacuum state because the coherent amplitude is
absorbed by the coupling rate ωq [46, 47]. The correspond-
ing optimal Wiener filter is given by Fopt = σXY/σYY =

G/[1 + |K|2 + |G|2 + (2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2)].
As we can see from Eq. (15), the conditional uncertainty

of X̂A is always smaller than 1, which implies squeezing. To
observe such a conditional squeezing experimentally, the esti-
mation error due to a finite number of measurements needs to
be smaller than the squeezing level. According to the standard
estimation theory, the unbiased estimator for the conditional
uncertainty for a known average is

σest
XX

=
1
Ns

Ns∑
k=1

σ̃cond
XX

(k) , (16)

where σ̃cond
XX

(k) is the conditional variance for the k-th mea-
surement sample and Ns is the total number of samples. In
our case, each sample corresponds to a measurement time of
the order of the mechanical damping time τm. For a total mea-
surement time of τ, we have

Ns ≡
τ

τm
=

ωmτ

2πQm
. (17)

Since
∑Ns

k=1 σ̃
cond
XX

(k) follows the chi-squared distribution with
Ns degrees of freedom, the estimation error is equal to√

2/Ns σ
cond
XX

. It needs to be smaller than the squeezing level
to achieve a unity SNR, which implies√

2
Ns

σcond
XX
≤

|G|2

1 + |K|2 + |G|2 + (2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2)
. (18)

FIG. 3. The top panel shows the squeezing in dB as a function of
two dimensionless parameters: C/n̄th and QmGρ/ω2

m. The bottom
panel shows the minimum Ns needed to achieve a unity signal-to-
noise ratio (Ns < 1 implies one sample is sufficient), and a small Ns

does not mean a short measurement time, which is equal to Ns times
the mechanical damping time. The two stars on the graphs mark the
parameters assumed in Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) of the introduction part.

The above condition leads to a requirement on the minimum
measurement time τ. For experimentally relevant parameters,
we have n̄th � 1 and |K| � 1, we can approximate the denom-
inator of Eq. (15) and Eq. (18) as |K|2 + |G|2 + 2n̄th(|α|2 + |β|2).
The resulting squeezing and also the minimum number of
samples are shown in Fig. 3. They only depend on two char-
acteristic dimensionless parameters: C/n̄th, the ratio between
the optomechanical cooperativity and the thermal occupation
number, and QmGρ/ω2

m, solely determined by the gravity and
the mechanical property of the mirror.

To obtain a sizeable squeezing, we learn from Fig. 3 that
first QmGρ/ω2

m needs to be large, which implies high-quality-
factor, low-frequency test mass mirrors, and second the coop-
erativity shall be much larger than the mean thermal occupa-
tion number, namely,

C � n̄th . (19)

This corresponds to the quantum radiation pressure limited
regime in optomechanics [47]. In such a regime, the squeez-
ing and minimum number of samples turn out to become in-
dependent of the optical property and only depend on the me-
chanical property. In particular, we have

σcond
XX
≈

1
1 + |G/K|2

=
1

1 + (2QmGρ/ω2
m)2 , (20)

which, written in terms of dB, gives rise to Eq. (2) shown
in the introduction. The minimum number of samples Ns to
achieve a unity SNR can be approximated as

Ns ≈ 1 + 4|K/G|2 ≈
(
ω2

m

QmGρ

)2

. (21)

The second approximation is satisfied for those parameter val-
ues assumed in Eq. (3) where we have shown the equivalent
minimum measurement time.
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Conclusions and discussions — To summarise, our ap-
proach for probing the quantum nature of gravity takes advan-
tage of new advancements in quantum optomechanical exper-
iments. It is complimentary to other approaches based upon
matter-wave interferometers. In general, achieving a sizeable
squeezing requires quantum radiation pressure limited sys-
tems with high-quality-factor, low-frequency mechanical test
mass mirrors. Even though the squeezing signal does not ex-
plicitly depend on the size of the test mass mirror, having a
low mechanical frequency usually implies macroscopic test
masses. For illustration, we provide a possible set of sam-
ple parameters to reach C/n̄th of the order of 10 implicitly
assumed in Eq. (2) for ωm/(2π) = 0.5 Hz and Qm = 3 × 106:

C

n̄th
≈ 10

(
1 g
m

) ( Pcav

2 kW

) (Finesse
4000

) (
300 K

T

)
, (22)

which corresponds to a suspended high-finesse cavity with
a gram-scale test mass mirror at room temperature, close to
what has been achieved by the MIT group [56]. The grav-
ity experiments with milligram test masses [57, 58] can be
promising if pushed to the low-frequency regime.

Let us consider the consequence of different outcomes of
the measurement that we propose. If we do not detect a pre-
dicted level of squeezing after a careful calibration of the sys-
tem, it will imply that the assumption on the gravity sector is
invalid, cf. Eq. (1), as the quantum aspects of the optomechan-
ical interactions have already been established experimentally.
One compelling possibility then is that gravity is classical, so
that it does not appear in the quantum interaction Hamiltonian.
If we do observe a non-zero squeezing, we will be able to rule
out classical models of gravity, in particular the Schrödinger-
Newton (SN) type of classical gravity models—the gravity is
sourced by the expectation value of quantum matters [4–11],
which does not lead to quantum correlation. This is because
the corresponding SN two-body interaction for the optome-
chanical setup would be, cf. Eq. (27) of Ref. [9],

ĤSN
AB = ~

ω2
g

2ωm

(
〈Q̂A〉Q̂B + Q̂A〈Q̂B〉

)
. (23)

According to Eq. (10), the quantum part of 〈Q̂A〉 or 〈Q̂B〉 is
zero, as the expectation value of the quantum fluctuation X̂in

A
is zero. For future study, it would be interesting also to ex-
plore the predictions of emergent gravity models [12–15] on
the conditional squeezing level in this proposed optomechan-
ical setup.
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Appendix A: Condition for realising gravity-mediated
entanglement

Here we try to derive the general condition for achieving
entanglement between the outgoing fields of two cavities. The
entanglement measure can be derived from their total covari-
ance matrix σ ≡ Tr{%̂ [X̂A ŶA X̂B ŶB]T[X̂†A Ŷ

†

A X̂
†

B Ŷ
†

B]}sym
where the superscript “T” means transpose and the subscript
“sym” means symmetrisation: Tr[%̂ X̂Ŷ]sym ≡ Tr[%̂ (X̂Ŷ† +

Ŷ†X̂)/2], more explicitly,

σ ≡

[
σA σAB
σT

AB σB

]
. (A1)

The diagonal components σA = σB are

σA =

[
1 K∗

K 1 + |K|2 + |G|2 + (2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2)

]
. (A2)

The off-diagonal one, describing the cross correlation, is

σAB =

[
0 G
G 0

]
. (A3)

All the above quantities K , G, α and β are referring to their
values at ωm, in particular,

K(ωm) = −2iC , α(ωm) = 2i
√
C. (A4)

Note that K(ωm) is complex and it leads to the complex
squeezing, which is unaccessible with the standard homodyne
detection [54, 55]. That is why the noise ellipse of A illus-
trated in Fig. 1 shows no correlation between the amplitude
quadrature and the phase quadrature of A.

The figure of merit for quantifying such a bipartite Gaussian
entanglement is the so-called logarithmic negativity EN [59,
60], which is defined as

EN = max
{
−(1/2) ln

[(
Σ −
√

Σ2 − 4detσ
)
/2

]
, 0

}
, (A5)

where Σ ≡ detσA + detσB−2 detσAB. A nonzero EN implies
the existence of entanglement. In our case, the first term is
equal to

− ln
[√

1 + |G|2 + (2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2) − |G|
]
. (A6)

Having it larger than zero requires

(2n̄th + 1)(|α|2 + |β|2) < 2|G| . (A7)

When using the fact that |α| � |β| and n̄th � 1, we arrive at
the following condition:

γmkBT ≤ ~Gρ . (A8)

As an order of magnitude, it implies

T
Qm
≤ 3.0 × 10−18K

(
0.5 Hz
ωm/2π

) (
ρ

20 g/cm3

)
. (A9)
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This requirement is beyond what we can achieve with the
state-of-the-art instruments, and needs further experimental
efforts. Note that a related analysis of steady-state Gaussian
entanglement in the case of two levitating nanobeads has also
been presented by Qvarfort et al. [48].

The above requirement Eq. (A8) turns out to be equally ap-
plicable to the free-mass case with the resonant frequency
ωm → 0, as ωm does not appear explicitly in the equation.
We consider the standard thermal decoherence model. The
corresponding master equation for the density matrix %̂ of the
two test masses takes the following diffusive form:

˙̂%(t) =
i
~

[
%̂(t), ĤAB

]
−

2mγmkBTδx2
q

~2

∑
j=A,B

[
Q̂ j,

[
Q̂ j, %̂(t)

]]
,

(A10)
where δxq is the characteristic length scale and is equal to the
Standard Quantum Limit (SQL) [61] for Gaussian states and
the size of the quantum superposition for non-Gaussian states.
For the quantum entanglement to survive in the presence of
the thermal decoherence, we require the interaction rate to be
larger than the decoherence rate:

||ĤAB||

~
≥

2mγmkBTδx2
q

~2 , (A11)

where ||ĤAB|| is the norm that quantifies the magnitude of the
gravitational-interaction energy when A and B are at the quan-
tum level.

In the case of δxq much smaller than the mean separation d,
we have, according to Eq. (6),

||ĤAB|| ≈ 2ΛGmρδx2
q , (A12)

where we have assumed that δxq is the same for A and B.
The condition Eq. (A11) leads to Eq. (A8) for Λ being the or-
der of 1. Similarly, when δxq is much larger than the mean
separation d, e.g. the non-Gaussian superposition state in the
setup using the matter-wave interferometers [18, 19], the cor-
responding gravitational interaction energy is simply

||ĤAB|| =
Gm2

d
. (A13)

Eq. (A11) results in

γmkBT ≤
~Gm
2dδx2

q
<
~Gm
2d3 ≤ ~Gρ , (A14)

where in the last inequality we have used the fact that m/d3

is at most of the order of the matter density ρ. Therefore,
regardless whether the two test masses (either being free mass
or harmonic oscillator) are prepared in Gaussian states or non-
Gaussian states, the same requirement universally applies for
achieving the gravity-mediated entanglement in the presence
of thermal decoherence.

Appendix B: Dependence of Λ on the test mass geometry

Depending on the geometry of the two test masses, the form
factor in defining ωg in Eq. (7) is different. The simplest case

� � � � � �
���

���

���

���

���

���

Λ

�/� = ���

���

���

���

���

���

������

�/�

FIG. 4. The form factor Λ as a function of distance for different
ratios between the radius R and the thickness h of the disk. As a
reference, we also show the case of two spheres in dashed line. The
lower bound of the distance for different curves are defined by the
one when the two disks touch each other.

is having two identical spheres with a uniform density, and
Λ = π/3 when their mean separation is equal to twice of their
radius. Here we consider two test masses that have the shape
of a disk which is usually the geometry for mirrors of opti-
cal cavities. Since there is no analytical expression for the
Newtonian force between two disks, we perform numerical
integration of the force for disks with different ratios between
the radius R and the thickness h. We then take the derivative
numerically with respect to their mean separation d along the
optical axis to obtain Λ for different mean separations and the
maximum Λ is achieved when their surfaces are close to each
other with d approximately equal to h. Fig. 4 shows the re-
sult, and we can see the maximum value of Λ for R/h = 1.5 is
around 2.0, which is the one we assumed in the main text.
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[26] L. Diósi, Physics Letters A 120, 377 (1987).
[27] R. Penrose, General Relativity and Gravitation 28, 581 (1996).
[28] A. Bassi, K. Lochan, S. Satin, T. P. Singh, and H. Ulbricht,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 471 (2013).
[29] B. Helou, B. J. J. Slagmolen, D. E. McClelland, and Y. Chen,

Phys. Rev. D 95, 084054 (2017).
[30] A. Vinante, R. Mezzena, P. Falferi, M. Carlesso, and A. Bassi,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 110401 (2017).
[31] A. Bassi, A. Großardt, and H. Ulbricht, Class. Quant Grav. 34,

193002 (2017).
[32] R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 131, 2766 (1963).
[33] E. C. G. Sudarshan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10, 277 (1963).
[34] U. M. Titulaer and R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 140, B676 (1965).
[35] A. Al Balushi, W. Cong, R. B. Mann, A. A. Balushi, W. Cong,

and R. B. Mann, Phys. Rev. A 98, 043811 (2018).
[36] T. P. Purdy, R. W. Peterson, and C. A. Regal, Science 339, 801

(2013).
[37] C. B. Møller, R. A. Thomas, G. Vasilakis, E. Zeuthen, Y. Tsatu-

ryan, M. Balabas, K. Jensen, A. Schliesser, K. Hammerer, and
E. S. Polzik, Nature 547, 191 (2017).

[38] M. Rossi, D. Mason, J. Chen, Y. Tsaturyan, and A. Schliesser,
Nature 563, 53 (2018).

[39] J. Cripe, N. Aggarwal, R. Lanza, A. Libson, R. Singh, P. Heu,
D. Follman, G. D. Cole, N. Mavalvala, and T. Corbitt, arXiv:
1802.10069 (2018).

[40] S. Barzanjeh, E. S. Redchenko, M. Peruzzo, M. Wulf, D. P.
Lewis, G. Arnold, and J. M. Fink, arXiv: 1809.05865 (2018).
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