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We propose a tangible experimental scheme for demonstrating quantum entanglement between
swift electrons and light, relying on coherent cathodoluminescence for photon generation in a trans-
mission electron microscope, and a quantum eraser setup for formation and verification of entan-
glement. The entanglement of free electrons with light is key to developing free-electron quantum
optics and its potential applications such as quantum sensing, novel photonic and electron state
generation, and entanglement between free electrons.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement between different subsystems or degrees
of freedom is a defining hallmark of quantum science,
and underpins unique applications in emerging quantum
technologies such as quantum computation [1, 2], com-
munication [3–5] and sensing [6, 7]. While entanglement
can occur naturally by simply letting two quantum sys-
tems interact, it is also notoriously fragile and difficult
to observe because the quantum correlations are easily
overwhelmed by decoherence.

The quantum eraser provides a particularly striking
and conceptually instructive demonstration of quantum
entanglement [8], in which eliminating the which-path in-
formation causes the recovery of multipath interference
otherwise lost by creating an entangled marker particle
along the path. With the addition of suitable insepara-
bility criteria [9–13], one could verify if the two parties
of the system exist in a state of entanglement. Initially
proposed as a Gedanken experiment, the quantum eraser
has been demonstrated with photons [14–18], atoms [19],
electrical circuits [20], and phonons [21].

Perhaps surprisingly, the possibility of entangling fast
electrons, used in electron microscopy for research on
nanoscale structures and dynamics [22–24], has only re-
cently begun to attract attention [25–28], despite their
exceptional controllability and favorable coherence prop-
erties. Spontaneous inelastic scattering of electrons is
routinely employed in the study of optical excitations
[29], and quantum optics has entered this field in the
form of photon correlation spectroscopy [30–33]. The
stimulated inelastic interaction with optical near-fields
is quantum coherent [34, 35], and has enabled opti-
cal field characterization [36–38], reconstruction of the
free electron quantum state [39] as well as free-electron
homodyne detection [40]. Numerous applications har-
nessing the quantum nature of this inelastic electron-
light scattering and the resulting correlations have been
suggested, including probing of quantum optical excita-
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tions [41, 42], correlation-enhanced imaging [43, 44], im-
proved measurement sensitivity in interaction-free mea-
surements [45–48], and the generation of novel quantum
states of light [49–51]. But while the underlying inter-
actions are expected to induce electron-photon entangle-
ment [28, 43], facilitate electron-electron entanglement
[26] or even mediate photon-photon entanglement [52],
studies thus far have fallen short of direct proof.

The objective of this paper is to describe experimental
scenarios for demonstrating the entanglement of free elec-
trons and light. For illustrative purposes, we first con-
sider the suppression and subsequent recovery of single-
electron interference resulting from quantum correlations
in a quantum eraser scenario. Specifically, we introduce
a double-slit geometry producing entanglement between
photonic degrees of freedom and the electron position
(Sec. IIA) Addressing experimental implementations, in
Section II B, we propose dual-point probes as used in
STEM holography and coincidence measurements to gen-
erate optical excitations at designed photonic structures
to form an entangled bipartite state and perform char-
acterising measurements. Finally, we relate the measure-
ments in this quantum eraser scenario to entanglement
tests such as quantum state tomography of the electron-
photon system (Sec. II C), and discuss a transfer also to
free electron-electron entanglement.

II. MAIN

A. Concept of quantum erasure

The basic idea of a quantum eraser relies on single-
particle interference observable behind a double-slit
structure. When introducing a marker, entangled with
the interfering particle and providing which-path infor-
mation, the inferference disappears but can be recovered
using a basis change on the marker and coincidence de-
tection [8]. These concepts can be applied to experiments
with free electrons, as illustrated in Figure 1(a).

When a fully coherent electron beam homogeneously
illuminates a double-slit structure, interference causes
an oscillation in the intensity distribution in the far
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Figure 1. Quantum eraser experiment with free electrons. a An electron beam illuminates a double-slit structure.
Electrons (green) passing through the left (quantum state |L⟩) and right (|R⟩) slit generate identical photons (red) of orthogonal
polarisations |V ⟩ and |H⟩ as highlighted in the inset. These marker photons are collected with a fiber (blue), passed through a
half-wave plate (λ/2) of variable orientation θ and a polarising beam splitter (PBS) before detection on single-photon detectors
(SPDs), thus, realising projective measurements on superposition of |H⟩ and |V ⟩ (dashed red box). The electrons are energy-
filtered for one-photon loss (dashed grey line) and detected on a camera, enabling coincidence detection of electrons and
photons. b Direct intensity distribution behind the energy filter exhibiting interference fringes when no marker photon is
generated (green) and no interference (grey) when orthogonal marker photons are generated. c Interference pattern recovered
from coincidences of energy-filtered electrons and photons after local operations with the wave plate. d Visibility Vf of the
interference fringes depending on the input coherence γ and the overlap of the marker photons |h|2 in the direct (colour map &
solid lines) and conditioned intensity distribution (dashed lines). e Interference fringe visibility Vf in the recovered distribution
versus the concurrence C of the electron-photon state for different polarsation overlap |h|2 (colour coded) and input coherences.

field [53–55]. The intensity pattern, given by I(x) ≈
I0(x)(1+cos(ϕ(x))) with the diffraction pattern of a sin-
gle slit I0(x) and the phase difference between the prop-
agation pathways ϕ(x) (see section IV for details), can
be detected using a camera as shown in Figure 1(b).

Suppose that electrons passing through the slits gen-
erate distinguishable photons, e.g. in different spatial
modes or of orthogonal polarisation. For simplicity,
assume that transmission through the left (right) slit
gives horizontally (vertically) polarized photons, denoted
|H⟩ and |V ⟩ respectively. This results in an entangled
electron-photon state

|ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|L,H⟩+ |R, V ⟩) (1)

behind the slit with the generated photons carrying
which-path information about the electron, eliminating
the electron interference pattern (grey line in Fig. 1(b).
An electron energy filter (dashed gry line in Fig. 1(a))
selects the fraction of electrons that produced a marker
photon and lost the corresponding energy.

The interference pattern can, however, be restored
with a photon state basis change and a projective mea-

surement. To this end, the marker photons are collected
via an optical single-mode fiber and passed through a
half-wave plate as well as a polarising beam splitter (red
box in Fig. 1(a)). The wave plate effectively erases the
which-path information by mixing the polarisation states
rendering the single-photon detectors (SPDs) placed be-
hind a polarising beam splitter (PBS) unable to distin-
guish the electron paths. This results in a recovered in-
terference pattern from coincident photons and energy-
filtered electrons as shown in figure 1(c).

B. Experimental considerations

Under realistic experimental conditions imperfections
in the marker photon generation process, the electron
beam preparation or the optical setup will hamper the
elimination and coincidence-based recovery of the inter-
ference pattern. A deviation from perfectly orthogonal
marker photon states, for example the case of electrons
passing through the right slit generating a photon in a
superposition of polarisations h |H⟩+v |V ⟩, results in the
unconditioned (Iu) and recovered, conditioned intensity
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patterns (Ic):

Iu(x) = I0(x) + Re(h)I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) ,

and

Ic(x) = (1 + Re(h∗v))I0(x) + Re(h+ v)I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) .

Notably, the unconditioned intensity distribution ex-
hibits oscillations depending on the overlap |h|2 of the
marker photon states. A larger overlap reduces the
which-path information about the electron and is directly
linked to a reduced degree of electron-photon entangle-
ment, which can be quantified via the concurrence C
[10, 56]. For our case of a pure bipartite state, it can be
expressed as C = |h|, taking on values between 0 ≤ C ≤ 1
depending on the polarisation overlap.

Any principal distinguishability of the marker pho-
tons in other degrees of freedom, such as the wavelength,
will reduce the visibility of the interference fringes Vf =
(Imax − Imin)/(Imax + Imin) due to the reduced overlap
in the partial trace. Careful design of both the sample as
well as the optical setup is, therefore, paramount to avoid
this in the generation and propagation of the photons.

Similar care needs to be taken in the preparation of
the electron beam, as limited spatial coherence γ < 1
will suppress the off-diagonal elements of the bipartite
state’s density matrix and, thus, impose an upper bound
on the concurrence. This is accompanied by a reduction
of visibility in both the unconditioned and recovered in-
terference patterns.

These findings are summarised in figure 1(d)&(e),
where panel d shows the dependence of the fringe vis-
ibility Vf in the direct pattern (contours and solid) and
reconstructed, conditioned pattern (dashed lines) on the
polarisation state overlap |h|2 and input beam coherence
γ. The former increases with the overlap |h|2 and is
bounded by the degree of coherence, while the latter ex-
hibits only small variations. When comparing the recov-
ered interference fringe visibility Vf with the concurrence
C of the electron-photon state within our simple model
(see Fig. 1(e)), we find an almost perfect linear relation
for small polarisation overlap |h|2 < 0.1. In these cases,
quantum erasure, signalled by the recovery of interference
fringe visibility after conditioning, can be considered an
indicator of electron-photon entanglement.

An experimental realisation of free electron-photon
quantum erasure, accordingly, requires: First, a highly
coherent and controllable electron beam to illuminate a
double slit-type structure. Second, efficient generation of
distinct marker photons carrying the electron which-path
information in a single degree of freedom. Third, the
capability to collect marker photons, manipulate their
quantum state manipulation and perform projective mea-
surements in coincidence with energy-filtered electron de-
tection in the diffraction pattern.

Transmission electron microscopes (TEMs), particu-
larly those with field-emission electron sources, provide
a well-controlled and coherent electron beam, enabling,

e.g., electron holography [57, 58]. Splitting the electron
beam, as illustrated in figure 2(a), rather than using a
transmissive double slit structure slightly relaxes the co-
herence requirements and significantly increases the ef-
fective electron current. The splitting can, for example,
be achieved by deflection using an electrostatic biprism
[55, 57] or diffraction from a holographic phase or am-
plitude plate in the TEM’s condenser system [59, 60].
Amplitude plates, schematically depicted in figure 2(b),
require careful design and fabrication to ensure low losses
and a deflection of electrons mainly into the first diffrac-
tion order, whereas a biprism (c.f. Fig. 2(c)) allows
tunable separation of beams but demands higher beam
coherence as different sections of the beam need to inter-
fere. In both cases, the beams must be overlapped below
the sample to observe interference (cf. Fig. 2(a)), either
through the imaging lenses or additional beam splitting
elements in a Mach-Zehnder interferometer scheme [61].

Distinguishable marker photons for the two electron
pathways can be generated via different coherent para-
metric processes [29, 62], including inelastic electron-light
scattering, Smith-Purcell radiation or transition radia-
tion. Two possible geometries allowing for the entan-
glement of the electron position with different photonic
degrees of freedom are presented in figure 2(d)&(e).

Our first suggestion (Fig. 2(d)) involves polarised pho-
ton generation at a specifically shaped metallic structure
placed in front of a single optical fiber. Fast electrons
impinging on a metallic surface generate transition ra-
diation due to the annihilation of the image charge in
the material, leading to the emission of polarized electro-
magnetic radiation [29]. Tailoring the boundary prop-
erties, electrons hitting the metallic plateau at different
positions relative to the fiber core will generate differ-
ent photon polarizations. At typical TEM energies, the
photon generation efficiencies are on the order of 10−3,
and the emission is broadband [29], rendering the non-
orthogonality of marker photons the main concern for the
recovered electron fringe visibility. The required manip-
ulation of the photon state and erasure of which-path in-
formation can be implemented using wave plates, a PBS
and SPDs as indicated in figures 1(a) and 2(d).

Alternatively, one could achieve entanglement of the
electron path and the generated photon position at the
endface of a multicore fiber (c.f. Fig. 2(e)) or the pho-
ton propagation direction at an optical waveguide. In
the former case, grating structures imprinted on metal-
coated fiber endfaces facilitate photon generation in the
different fiber cores |L⟩ or |R⟩ via the Smith-Purcell effect
[63, 64]. The electrons’ evanescent field is diffracted into
the fiber with the emission wavelength and direction de-
termined by the grating parameters and the electron ve-
locity [29, 62]. The latter scenario uses inelastic scatter-
ing of free electrons at the vacuum field of a well-defined
resonator mode [26, 65], with phase-matched interactions
shown to enable the generation of correlated electron-
cavity photon pairs in integrated photonic circuits [43].
In both cases, erasure of the electron which-path informa-
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Figure 2. Possible implementations of a quantum eraser experiment. a Key elements of a free-electron quantum
eraser are electron beam splitting, efficient marker photon generation and collection, and coincidence detection. Splitting the
electron beam in the condenser system (blue box, details in b&c) two focused electron probes are formed at the sample. There,
distinguishable marker photons are generated and collected for further processing (red box, details in c-f). Below the sample,
an imaging filter selects electrons that generated a marker photon before recombining the beams to give an interference pattern
on a hybrid-pixel detector that enables coincidence detection of electrons and photons. b The splitting of the electron beam
can be achieved, for example, by a grating plate causing diffraction of the electron beam. c Alternatively, an electron biprism
consisting of a thin, biased wire deflecting parts of the input beams in different directions can be used. d The generation of
polarised photons (|H⟩ or |V ⟩), e.g. in transition radiation, at a specifically designed structure placed in front of an optical
fiber allows for marker-photon generation and collection. Manipulation of the which-path information is then achieved by a
waveplate (λ/2) and a polarising beam splitter (PBS) in front of the single-photon detectors (SPDs). e Alternatively, marker
photons can be generated via Smith-Purcell radiation coupled to different fiber cores, yielding photons in the states |L⟩ or |R⟩.
An erasure of the which-path information can then be implemented using a balanced beam splitter (50/50) before the SPDs.

tion can be achieved by a balanced beam splitter mixing
the two photon pathways. Despite higher potential pho-
ton generation efficiencies, these scenarios require larger
electron beam separations and precise sample design to
ensure required marker photon properties, thereby posing
additional experimental challenges. Other experimental
geometries, e.g. based on parabolic mirrors for free-space
photon collection [30, 44], and harnessing different coher-
ent cathodoluminescence processes are also possible.

An energy-filtering electron imaging spectrometer, il-
lustrated at the bottom of figure 2(a), can select elec-
trons associated with a marker photon by the corre-
sponding energy-loss [66, 67]. Combined with a hybrid-
pixel electron detector, this allows for a time-, energy-
and position-resolved detection of the electrons with
high signal-to-noise ratio, curcial for coincidence-based
measurements [43, 44]. Coincidence detection of loss-
electrons and photons, using an event-based detector and
SPDs performing the projective measurement, then en-
ables the recovery of the electron interference pattern.

C. Tests for inseparability

Measurements performed with the quantum eraser
setup can also more generally be used to determine

whether the electron-light system is entangled. Let us
denote the Pauli matrices by σx, σy, σz as usual, and
associate the photon and electron states {|H⟩, |V ⟩} and
{|L⟩, |R⟩} with the eigenvectors of σz. Then, the fi-
delity of any given state with respect to the Bell state in
equation (1) can be expressed as F = (1 + ⟨σx ⊗ σx⟩ −
⟨σy ⊗ σy⟩ + ⟨σz ⊗ σz⟩)/4, and a value greater than one-
half provides a sufficient condition for entanglement [10].
In our quantum eraser setup, these correlation functions
can be obtained by first measuring the photon in the re-
spective basis (i.e. σx, σy, or σz), then summing up the
visibilities of the electron interference fringes observed
when conditioning on each of the photon states in that
basis. Not all situations where interference fringes are re-
covered correspond to entanglement, however, just those
where the visibilities are large enough that the inequality
above is satisfied.

Interestingly, tomographic reconstruction of the two-
qubit electron-photon density matrix is also possible,
since all independent combinations of Pauli measure-
ments can be implemented. Consequently, it is straight-
forward to determine whether the state is entangled by
using entanglement measures [9]. On the other hand,
very little information is needed to settle the question of
separability, and complete quantum tomography is cer-
tainly not necessary. For instance, the criterion F > 1/2
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can be relaxed to include only measurements of σx and
σz, becoming | ⟨σx ⊗ σx⟩+ ⟨σz ⊗ σz⟩ | > 1 at the expense
of requiring slightly higher correlations; this simplified
measurement scheme corresponds to the most common
description of the quantum eraser experiment.

III. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have described conceptually simple quantum eraser
experiments based on free electrons and light that appear
within reach of current technology, to generate electron-
light entanglement and verify that they are indeed entan-
gled. An especially interesting application of this scheme
concerns the generalisation to electron-electron entangle-
ment, by creating two sets of such electron-photon entan-
gled states and heralding on the detection of two pho-
tons with orthogonal polarizations |H⟩ and |V ⟩. The
measurement erases all information possessed by the
photons about which electron went through which slit,
and projects the two electrons into an entangled state
(|L⟩ |R⟩ + |R⟩ |L⟩)/

√
2. If for any reason the two pho-

tons originate from different locations, the same effect
can be achieved by performing a Bell-state measurement
on the photons, thereby swapping the entanglement from
the photon of one electron-photon pair to the electron
of the other pair. The principles of quantum metrol-
ogy strongly suggest that entanglement will be useful for
improving the sensitivity of electron microscopes. The
large probability of damage caused by irradiation with
swift electrons in electron microscopy makes the creation
of entanglement involving free electrons all the more im-
portant.
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IV. APPENDIX

A. Quantum eraser

This sections aims to provide a more detailed deriva-
tion of the electron intensity distributions described in
the main text sections II A & II B.

The intensity distribution for electrons on the screen
can be calculated via:

I(x) = ρ(x, x) = |a|2| ⟨x|U |L⟩ |2 + |b|2| ⟨x|U |R⟩ |2

+ ab∗ ⟨x|U |L⟩ ⟨R|U† |x⟩+ a∗b ⟨x|U |R⟩ ⟨L|U† |x⟩ ,

where ρ(x, x) = ⟨x| ρ |x⟩ denotes the diagonal terms of
the density matrix in position representation and U is
the propagator for the electrons from the slit plane with
the left and right slit (denoted |L⟩ or |R⟩, respectively)
to the point x in the detector plane. At short distances
U can be approximated by the Fresnel propagator [68],
while in the far-field this reduces to Fourier transforms
F of the wavefunction in the slit plane with coordinate
x′:

I(x) = |a|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2 + |b|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2

+ ab∗e−iϕ(x)F(⟨x′|L⟩)F∗(⟨x′|R⟩)
+ a∗beiϕ(x)F(⟨x′|R⟩)F∗(⟨x′|L⟩)
= I0(x) + I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) ,

where ϕ(x) is the phase difference accumulated between
electrons from the two slits to a point x on the detec-
tor and I0(x) describes the single slit diffraction pattern,
assuming evenly illuminated (a = b), identical slits.

Now consider the case of the electron generating dis-
tinguishable marker photons. With the electron passing
through the left (right) slit generating a photon of po-
larisation |H⟩ (|V ⟩), the electron-photon density matrix
behind the slit may be written as:

ρ = |a|2 |L,H⟩ ⟨L,H|+ |b|2 |R, V ⟩ ⟨R, V |
+ ab∗ |L,H⟩ ⟨R, V |+ a∗b |R, V ⟩ ⟨L,H| ,

resulting in an electron intensity distribution on the cam-
era given by:

Im(x) = ⟨x|Trph(UρU†) |x⟩
= |a|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2 + |b|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2

= I0(x) .

with Trph(ρ) being the partial trace over the photon de-
grees of freedom and the last line again assuming even
illumination of the double slit. Clearly, the entanglement
induced by the generation of the marker photons removes
the interference pattern as the photons carry which path
information about the individual electrons.

Collecting the generated marker photons and passing
them through a half-wave plate (c.f. Fig. 1(a)) trans-
forms the polarization states in the following manner:
|H⟩ −→ (|H⟩ + |V ⟩)/

√
2 and |V ⟩ −→ (|H⟩ − |V ⟩)/

√
2.

Placing a polarising beam splitter in the beam path that
separates the orthogonal polarizations |H⟩ and |V ⟩ and
conditioning on the detection of a photon with polariza-
tion |H⟩ (with identity operator id on the electron side),
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one finds the modified state:

ρ̃ =
(id ⊗ |H⟩ ⟨H|)ρ(id ⊗ |H⟩ ⟨H|)

Tr{ρ(id ⊗ |H⟩ ⟨H|)}
= |a|2U |L,H⟩ ⟨L,H|U† + |b|2U |R,H⟩ ⟨R,H|U†

+ ab∗U |L,H⟩ ⟨R,H|U† + a∗bU |R,H⟩ ⟨L,H|U† ,

resulting in the intensity distribution:

Ie(x) = |a|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2 + |b|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2

+ ab∗e−iϕ(x)F(⟨x′|L⟩)F∗(⟨x′|R⟩)
+ a∗beiϕ(x)F(⟨x′|R⟩)F∗(⟨x′|L⟩)
= I0(x) + I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) ,

where the interference fringes are recovered. Analo-
gously, post-selecting photons of polarization |V ⟩ behind
the half-wave plate results in an interference pattern with
inverted minima and maxima due to a sign change in the
last two terms.

More generally, if the marker photons are not perfectly
orthogonal, i.e. the post interaction state reads |ψ⟩D =
a |L,H⟩+ b |R⟩⊗ (h |H⟩+v |V ⟩), both the unconditioned
and the path-information erased, conditioned intensity
distributions (Iu and Ic, respectively) change:

Iu(x) = |a|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2 + |b|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2

+ ab∗h∗e−iϕ(x)F(⟨x′|L⟩)F∗(⟨x′|R⟩)
+ a∗bheiϕ(x)F(⟨x′|R⟩)F∗(⟨x′|L⟩)
= I0(x) + Re(h)I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) ,

and

Ic(x) = |a|2|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2 + |b|2(1 + h∗v + hv∗)|F(⟨x′|L⟩)|2

+ ab∗(h∗ + v∗)e−iϕ(x)F(⟨x′|L⟩)F∗(⟨x′|R⟩)
+ a∗b(h+ v)eiϕ(x)F(⟨x′|R⟩)F∗(⟨x′|L⟩)
= (1 + Re(h∗v))I0(x) + Re(h+ v)I0(x) cos(ϕ(x)) .

The unconditioned intensity distribution Iu(x) exhibits
oscillations for h ̸= 0 as the marker photons are no
longer perfectly distinguishable. At the same time, the
impact on the conditioned intensity distribution Ic(x) re-
constructed from the electron-photon coincidences after
manipulation is less pronounced. Both the unconditioned
and the recovered, conditioned intensity patterns can be
characterised by a corresponding visibility Vf of the in-
terference fringes, shown in figure 1(d).

The description of the quantum eraser process can be
modified to account for limited spatial coherence by re-
placing the electron state below the slit with the mixed
state:

ρ = γ |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|+ (1− γ)(|a|2 |L,H⟩ ⟨L,H|
+ |b|2 |R⟩ ⊗ (h |H⟩+ v |V ⟩)(h∗ ⟨H|+ v∗ ⟨V |)⊗ ⟨R|) ,

where γ is linked to the degree of transverse coherence.
In this mixed state case the the concurrence C is defined
as C(ρ) = max(0, λ1 −λ2 −λ3 −λ4) where the λi denote
the eigenvalues, in decreasing order, of R =

√√
ρρ̃

√
ρ

with ρ̃ = (σ2 ⊗ σ2)ρ
∗(σ2 ⊗ σ2) and the Pauli matrix σ2.

Figure 1(e) presents the relation between the concurrence
and the visibility of the recovered, conditioned intensity
pattern for this simple model.

B. Quantum state tomography

This section aims to provide background information
to section II C. The electron-photon quantum state in the
proposed experimental scenario is equivalent to a two-
qubit state and can be represented in the form:

ρ = aid ⊗ id +
∑

i=x,y,z

(biσ
e
i ⊗ id + ciid ⊗ σph

i ) +
∑

i,j=x,y,z

dijσ
e
i ⊗ σph

j ,

with σk for k = x, y, z as the three Pauli matrices as
usual, and superscripts e and ph to emphasize whether
we are referring to the electron or photon. We take as
eigenstates of σz the basis {|L⟩ , |R⟩} for the electron and
{|H⟩ , |V ⟩} for the photon. The coefficients are deter-
mined by local measurements of the corresponding ob-

servables:

bi = Tr((σi ⊗ id)ρ),
ci = Tr((id ⊗ σi)ρ),

dij = Tr((σi ⊗ σj)ρ),

and with a fixed by normalization. The density matrix of
the two-qubit system could be completely determined as
long as one could implement measurements in all three
bases independently for the electron and for the photon.

On the photon side, measurements of the three Pauli
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observables correspond to projections onto the different
polarization states: horizontal or vertical (σz), diago-
nal (σx), and left and right-handed circular polarisations
(σy), and these can be implemented in the usual way
by using half-waveplates, quarter-waveplates, polarising
beam-splitters, and avalanche photon detection. On the
electron side, the situation is more complicated but, nev-
ertheless, measurements in all three bases can be imple-
mented. A real-space image of the two slits obtained in
the conventional imaging mode of the microscope tells
us which slit the electron goes through, thus realising
a measurement of σz. Diffractograms obtained in the
diffraction mode correspond to interference between the
two beams with some relative phase shift ϕ(x), with x de-
noting the position on the screen, so that the detection of
an electron at a position x on the screen corresponds to
the projection operator ⟨L|+ eiϕ(x) ⟨R|. Therefore, mea-
surements in the diffraction plane allow us to measure σx
and σy. Complete knowledge of the density matrix can
then be used to evaluate entanglement measures such as
the concurrence C or the negativity [9].

Alternatively, the separability of the state could also be
ascertained through fewer measurements by employing

entanglement witnesses [9, 10]. The joint electron-photon
quantum state is ideally represented by the maximally
entangled state |ψ⟩ = (|L⟩ |H⟩ + |R⟩ |V ⟩)/

√
2, thus we

should consider the fidelity between this state and an
experimentally generated state ρ:

F = ⟨ψ|ρ|ψ⟩

=
1

4
Tr

(
ρ(1 + σe

x ⊗ σph
x − σe

y ⊗ σph
y + σe

z ⊗ σph
z )

)
,

where the expression in the second line follows from the
expansion of the state |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| in the Pauli operators. Ex-
pectation values of outer products of Pauli operators can
be measured as described above and a value of F > 1/2 is
sufficient for entanglement given the entanglement wit-
ness W = id − |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| [10]. The expectation value of
W can be expressed as ⟨W⟩ = 1

2 − F (ρ, |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|), so that
⟨W ⟩ < 0 is equivalent to F > 1/2. By applying the tri-
angle inequality, the inseparability criterion above could
be further reduced to:

|
〈
σe
x ⊗ σph

x

〉
+

〈
σe
z ⊗ σph

z

〉
| > 1 ,

which describes the standard quantum eraser scenario
with measurements in two linearly polarised bases.
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