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In optical quantum information processing with continuous variables, optical non-Gaussian quan-
tum states are essential for universal and fault-tolerant quantum computation. Experimentally,
their most typical generation method is photon subtraction (PS) where single-photon detection by
an on/off detector probabilistically heralds the generation of squeezed single-photon states. In PS,
however, trying to avoid unwanted multi-photon detection inevitably limits the generation rate,
hindering the application of squeezed single-photon states. Here, we theoretically show that gener-
alized photon subtraction (GPS), a simple extension of PS, can improve the generation rate while
maintaining the quality of the generated states. Furthermore, we experimentally demonstrate the
generation rate improvement for 2 dB- and 4 dB-squeezed single-photon states compared to PS, by
more than one order of magnitude particularly for the case of 2 dB. Our results will accelerate the
application of squeezed single-photon states to more advanced quantum information protocols.

I. INTRODUCTION

Thus far, quantum information processing (QIP) has
been implemented with various physical systems, but
optical systems are one of the reasonable choices due
to their high-speed operation at room temperature [1].
In particular, the approach based on optical continu-
ous variables (CVs) [2–4] offers advantageous technolo-
gies for QIP, such as deterministic entanglement genera-
tion [5, 6] and quantum gates [7–10]. Moreover, optical
CV QIP can potentially implement fault-tolerant QIP in
a hardware-efficient way by bosonic codes [11–15], which
encode one logical qubit into only one mode by utilizing
the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space of harmonic oscil-
lators.

In such optical CV QIP, non-Gaussian states are es-
sential as auxiliary states for universal quantum com-
putation [16], quantum error correction [17], entangle-
ment distillation [18–20], and other applications. More-
over, they are used as bosonic qubits for fault-tolerant
CV QIP [11–15]. Optical non-Gaussian states have been
experimentally generated by the heralding schemes with
a photon detector, and the typical generation method
is the probabilistic generation of squeezed single-photon
states with photon subtraction (PS) [21].

In this scheme, we tap squeezed states by a beam split-
ter (BS), and detecting a reflected single photon her-
alds the squeezed single-photon states in the transmis-
sion side (Fig. 1(a)). These squeezed single-photon states
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are approximate states of small-amplitude Schrödinger’s
cat states and have applications in quantum compu-
tation and quantum metrology [22]. Moreover, such
PS underlies the generation protocols of large-amplitude
Schrödinger’s cat states [23–25] and Gottesman-Kitaev-
Preskill (GKP) states [26, 27], thus playing a key role in
fault-tolerant CV QIP [11–15].

However, in the typical PS with an on/off detector [28–
33], the tap ratio should be set nearly zero to reduce the
probability of undesired multi-photon detection, which
cannot be distinguished from desired single-photon de-
tection. As a result, the photon detection rate, namely
the generation rate of the squeezed single-photon states,
is limited. Recently GKP states were generated from two
squeezed single-photon states [34] based on the genera-
tion protocol in Refs. [26, 27], but the generation rate was
limited to only 10Hz at a single-step breeding operation,
whose extension to multiple steps is now required. In
order to overcome such limitations, improving the gen-
eration rate of squeezed single photon states is essen-
tial. For this purpose, several generation methods have
been theoretically proposed [35, 36] and one method to
use photon addition, instead of PS, was experimentally
demonstrated recently [37]. However, the demonstrated
method requires in-line optical non-linear crystal acting
on squeezed states, inevitably introducing a coupling loss
on the fragile squeezed states.

In this paper, we theoretically and experimentally
demonstrate the generation rate improvement by adopt-
ing generalized photon subtraction (GPS) [38]. GPS is
extended from PS by adding one orthogonally-squeezed
input state to the PS configuration (Fig. 1(b)). In GPS
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with the on/off detector, we find that this additional
squeezing parameter enables us to more efficiently gen-
erate the squeezed single-photon states with compara-
ble quality to PS. To analytically reveal that, we first
model PS and GPS and derive the qualities and genera-
tion rates of the heralded states in both cases. We then
quantitatively evaluate how much GPS can increase the
generation rate while maintaining the same quality. In
addition, we experimentally confirm the validity of such
calculations for the generation of 2 dB- and 4 dB-squeezed
single-photon states. Their generation rates are signifi-
cantly boosted, by more than one order of magnitude
particularly for 2 dB. These results will accelerate the
applications of squeezed single-photon states, which have
been limited in PS.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we the-
oretically analyze both PS and GPS in each case of us-
ing a photon-number resolving detector (PNRD) and an
on/off detector. As for the case with the on/off detec-
tor, we mathematically clarify the relationship between
the quality and generation rate, and numerically evaluate
the generation rate improvement by GPS compared with
PS. In Sec. III, we describe our experimental setup appli-
cable to both PS and GPS. In Sec. IV, we first generate
various quantum states to present the general character-
istics of GPS and verify our theoretical model. Next, we
generate the squeezed single-photon states with the same
squeezing level by both PS and GPS to experimentally
validate our theoretical conclusion about the generation
rate improvement. In Sec. V, we summarize our discus-
sion.

II. THEORY & NUMERICAL RESULTS

Figure 1 is the configuration of PS and GPS discussed
in this paper. It has been known that PS with an on/off
detector has a trade-off relationship between the quality
and generation rate of the heralded states [39]. In this
section, we theoretically show the trade-off improvement
by adopting GPS.

First, we qualitatively explain how the trade-off arises.
In PS of Fig. 1(a), since an on/off detector cannot re-
solve the number of photons, it heralds the mixed states
of single- and multi-photon subtracted states. Hence
the transmissivity T of the BS should be set to T ≈ 1
to reduce contamination of the quantum states by un-
wanted multi-photon detection. However, this condition
inevitably decreases the photon detection rate, corre-
sponding to the generation rate. On the other hand, we
can increase the photon detection rate by decreasing T ,
while the quality of the squeezed single-photon state gets
worse due to the larger multi-photon detection effect in
this case. Thus there is a trade-off relationship between
the quality and generation rate in PS. In contrast, in GPS
of Fig. 1(b), the additional orthogonally-squeezed state
realizes generating the squeezed single-photon states with
the comparable quality to PS even by using lower trans-

(a)

Squeezed single-
photon state
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mul�-photon detec�on

...

On/off detector

Photon subtrac�on

...

(b)

Squeezed single-
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...

FIG. 1. Generation method of squeezed single-photon states.
(a) Photon subtraction (PS). (b) Generalized photon subtrac-
tion (GPS). Both PS and GPS in these two subfigures use an
on/off detector causing the trade-off, which we discuss in this
paper.

missivity. As a result, more photons reach the on/off
detector, and thereby the trade-off is improved.
In the following, we theoretically analyze the qualities

and generation rates in both PS and GPS and finally dis-
cuss the trade-off difference between these two generation
methods.

A. PS and GPS with PNRD

Before considering PS and GPS with an on/off detec-
tor, we model the simpler case with a PNRD to derive
the output states for various experimental parameters.
This section is based on the more general discussion in
Ref. [38].
Let us start the discussion using the model as illus-

trated in Fig. 2. We use ℏ = 1 throughout this paper,
and define quadrature operators of two modes in Fig. 2
as x̂1, x̂2, p̂1, and p̂2. A two-mode covariance matrix V

is introduced by using q̂ = (x̂1, x̂2, p̂1, p̂2)
⊤
:

Vij =
1

2
⟨q̂iq̂j + q̂j q̂i⟩ − ⟨q̂i⟩ ⟨q̂j⟩ . (1)

We also define a squeezing operator for mode-i (i = 1, 2)

as Ŝ†
i (r)x̂iŜi(r) = x̂ie

−r, Ŝ†
i (r)p̂iŜi(r) = p̂ie

r and write
an n-photon state in mode-i as |n⟩i.
First, we prepare two squeezed vacuum states

Ŝ1(r1) |0⟩1 and Ŝ2(r2) |0⟩2, which are characterized by
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mode-2 ︖

mode-1 mode-1

mode-2

Single-photon
detector

or

(Trigger)

(Signal)

FIG. 2. Schematic picture of our model. The projection op-
erator of the single-photon detector depends on its detector
type: the PNRD or the on/off detector.

a two-mode covariance matrix V0 as

V0 = diag

(
e−2r1

2
,
e−2r2

2
,
e2r1

2
,
e2r2

2

)
. (2)

In general, any value for two squeezing parameters r1
and r2 can be chosen in GPS, and PS corresponds to
GPS where r1 or r2 is equal to zero. However, for later
convenience, we here define GPS as the case with r1r2 <
0 and PS as the case with r2 = 0.
This state is then input to a BS with a transmissivity

of T = 1 − R, whose 4 × 4 transformation matrix U is
written as

U =

(
B 0
0 B

)
, B =

( √
R

√
T

−
√
T

√
R

)
. (3)

By using the above, the covariance matrix VG of the BS
output, which is a two-mode Gaussian state, is calculated
as

VG = UV0U
⊤ =

(
σx 0
0 σp

)
. (4)

Here 2× 2 matrices σx and σp are

σx =
1

2

(
Re−2r1 + Te−2r2

√
RT (−e−2r1 + e−2r2)√

RT (−e−2r1 + e−2r2) Te−2r1 +Re−2r2

)
,

(5)

σp =
1

2

(
Re2r1 + Te2r2

√
RT (−e2r1 + e2r2)√

RT (−e2r1 + e2r2) Te2r1 +Re2r2

)
, (6)

which satisfy the relationship: σxσp = I/4 (I is an iden-
tity matrix). Moreover, this BS output can be repre-
sented with a two-mode Wigner function WG(q) where
q = (x1, x2, p1, p2)

⊤ are quadratures. Given zero mean
value for each quadrature throughout the process, WG(q)
is written [40] as

WG(q) =
1

π2
exp

[
−1

2
q⊤V −1

G q

]
. (7)

Here one of the BS output (mode-1) goes to the pho-
ton detector, which we call trigger mode. Then photon
detection heralds the quantum state in the other side
(mode-2), which we call signal mode.
Let us discuss the state heralded by the PNRD. The

projection operator of single-photon detection on mode-1
Π̂n=1 is

Π̂n=1 = |1⟩11⟨1| . (8)

When the single-photon detection occurs in mode-1, the
density matrix of the heralded state in mode-2 ρ̂out is
written using that of the BS output ρ̂G as

ρ̂out =
Tr1

(
Π̂n=1ρ̂GΠ̂n=1

)
Pn=1

, (9)

where Tr1 represents partial trace over mode-1 and
single-photon detection probability Pn=1 is

Pn=1 = Tr
(
Π̂n=1ρ̂G

)
. (10)

Then using the following Wigner function of |n⟩:

Wn(x, p) =
(−1)n

π
e−x2−p2

Ln

(
2(x2 + p2)

)
,

Ln(x) =

n∑
k=0

(
n
k

)
(−1)k

k!
xk

(L0(x) = 1, L1(x) = −x+ 1, · · · ),

(11)

we derive the Wigner function corresponding to ρ̂out as

Wout(x2, p2)

=
2π

Pn=1

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
dx1dp1W1(x1, p1)WG(x1, x2, p1, p2)

= W1

(
eroutx2, e

−routp2
)
. (12)

This result represents a squeezed single-photon state
Ŝ2(rout) |1⟩2 with a squeezing parameter rout, which is
written as

erout = er1+r2

√
2σx,11 + 1

2σp,11 + 1
. (13)

Here σx,11 and σp,11 are the (1, 1) components of σx in
Eq. (5) and σp in Eq. (6), respectively. Whenever we
choose three parameters r1, r2, and T which realize the
same rout, the PNRD heralds the same pure squeezed
single-photon state and only the single-photon detection
probability Pn=1 in Eq. (10) depends on these parame-
ters. The above discussion remains valid for GPS and PS
(r2 = 0) and thus the use of the PNRD avoids the trade-
off relationship in the ideal lossless situation, while the
use of an on/off detector causes the trade-off as discussed
in the next section.

B. PS and GPS with on/off detector

In this section, we quantitatively discuss the trade-off
relationship in the case with the on/off detector by for-
mulating the quality and generation rate of the heralded
state. First, we define the projection operator of the
on/off detector on mode-1 as

Π̂off = |0⟩11⟨0| , Π̂on = Î − |0⟩11⟨0| , (14)
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where Î is an identity operator. Photon detection in
mode-1 heralds a quantum state in mode-2 with the fol-
lowing density matrix ρ̂out:

ρ̂out =
Tr1

(
Π̂onρ̂GΠ̂on

)
Pon

=
Tr1ρ̂G − 1⟨0|ρ̂G|0⟩1

1− Poff
. (15)

Here zero-photon detection probability Poff and photon
detection probability Pon are

Poff = Tr
(
Π̂offρ̂G

)
, Pon = Tr

(
Π̂onρ̂G

)
= 1− Poff. (16)

From the density matrix ρ̂out in Eq. (15), we can calculate
the corresponding Wigner function Wout(x2, p2) as

Wout(x2, p2)

=
1

1− Poff

[∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
dx1dp1WG(x1, x2, p1, p2)

−2π

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
dx1dp1W0(x1, p1)WG(x1, x2, p1, p2)

]
.

(17)

We here specifically examine Wout(0, 0) as a quality indi-
cator. This is because pure squeezed single-photon states
have Wout(0, 0) = −1/π, whereas Wout(0, 0) becomes
larger as they get more contaminated by other heralded
states or more deteriorated by losses. Moreover, this in-
dicator can be calculated analytically and compared with
the experimental results easily. In fact, it has been used
for quality evaluation in previous experiments [28–33].
From Eq. (17), Wout(0, 0) is calculated to be

Wout(0, 0) =
1

π

1
2
√
σp,11σx,11

− Poff

1− Poff
, (18)

and Poff is

Poff =
2√

(2σp,11 + 1)(2σx,11 + 1)
. (19)

We here used Eqs. (4)–(7), (11) and the relationship
σxσp = I/4. Since the on/off detector mixes the desired
squeezed single-photon state and other undesired states
due to its incapability of distinguishing the number of
photons, Wout(0, 0) in Eq. (18) is larger than −1/π at
any parameters.

Now we analyze the relationship between the qual-
ity indicator Wout(0, 0) and the photon detection proba-
bility Pon for both PS and GPS, considering the prac-
tical scenario where we want to prepare the squeezed
single-photon states with the specific squeezing level rout.
In the following, we examine Wout(0, 0) and Pon for
various combinations of r1, r2, and T where the same
Ŝ2(rout) |1⟩2 is heralded by the single-photon detection.

First, we discuss the case of using PS, which has only
two parameters r1 and T (r2 = 0). Once we choose the
transmissivity T , the input squeezing parameter r1 is au-
tomatically determined by Eq. (13), and both Wout(0, 0)
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FIG. 3. Numerical results of trade-offs. (a) Trade-off com-
parison between PS and GPS. As for GPS, we plot the best
trade-off obtained by optimizing the three parameters r1, r2,
and T , and this trade-off is independent of the output squeez-
ing parameter rout. (b) Impact of losses on the trade-off im-
provement. The black solid line and orange dashed line are
trade-off lines in the case of e−2rout = 2dB without losses,
which are the same as those in (a). Addition of losses with-
out changing other conditions shifts these two lines toward
the black dotted line and the orange dot-dashed line, respec-
tively. We include signal channel loss of 25% and trigger
channel loss of 90% (equivalent to the loss values of our ex-
perimental setup, described later) in our simulations with the
losses. The circle and square symbols indicate the example of
how the losses displace the points that have the same quality
Wout(0, 0) = −0.25 for PS and GPS in lossless situations as
indicated by arrows.

and Pon are obtained by Eqs. (16), (18), and (19). Then
the relationship between Wout(0, 0) and Pon is deter-
mined by changing T as a parameter. Figure 3(a) shows
the numerical results of this relationship for different rout.
We see a better trade-off between Wout(0, 0) and Pon for
higher rout.

Next, considering GPS, where three parameters r1, r2,
and T are tunable for the best trade-off as shown below,
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we first reformat Wout(0, 0) in Eq. (18) to

Wout(0, 0) =
1

π

Poff√
P 2

off−2Poff(s+s−1)+4
− Poff

1− Poff
(20)

by introducing a new parameter s:

s = erout−r1−r2 > 0. (21)

Here we suppose that the output squeezing parameter
and photon detection probability are given by rout = rc
and Pon = Pc, respectively. From Eqs. (13), (18), (19)
and 0 < T < 1, r1 and r2 should satisfy the following
conditions:

cosh r1 cosh r2 =
cosh rc
1− Pc

, (22)

(r1 − rc) (r2 − rc) < 0, (23)

and this derives the possible range of s as
0 < s < exp

[
arcosh

(
1

1− Pc

)]
if rc > 0

s > 0 if rc = 0

s > exp

[
−arcosh

(
1

1− Pc

)]
if rc < 0

. (24)

We finally minimize Wout(0, 0) in Eq. (20) by changing
the parameter s within the above range. Regardless of
the values of rc and Pc, we can minimize Wout(0, 0) at
s = 1, where the specific combinations of r1, r2, and T
are determined by Eqs. (13) and (21). At such minimum
point, Eq. (20) becomes

Wout(0, 0) = − 1

π

Poff

2− Poff
= − 1

π

1− Pon

1 + Pon
, (25)

which is the best trade-off in GPS. This trade-off rela-
tionship is independent of the output squeezing parame-
ter rout, unlike PS. We plot the numerical result of this
best trade-off in Fig. 3(a) and see that GPS (black solid
line) achieves a better trade-off than PS (the other three
lines). Furthermore, this improvement is theoretically
valid at any rout. GPS with three adjustable parameters
r1, r2, and T can reach s = 1 as described above, while
PS with only two parameters r1 and T (r2 = 0) cannot.
Hence GPS achieves smaller Wout(0, 0) for the given Pon

at any rout; in other words, GPS increases Pon for the
same Wout(0, 0) at any rout. Particularly in the weak
output squeezing regimes, such as 2 dB, the photon de-
tection probability Pon becomes approximately 10 times
larger in GPS for the same quality Wout(0, 0).

So far we have discussed the ideal situation without
optical losses such as propagation losses and inefficien-
cies of the on/off detector. Here we briefly mention the
practical situation with these losses by using Fig. 3(b) as
an example. In Fig. 3(b), the black solid line and orange
dashed line are trade-off lines for e−2rout = 2dB, which
are the same as those plotted in Fig. 3(a). In contrast, the

other two lines are obtained by using the same conditions
as already mentioned two lines but including a certain
amount of losses. The circle and square symbols in this
figure indicate an example of how the losses displace the
points that have the same quality Wout(0, 0) = −0.25 for
PS and GPS in lossless situations. By focusing on these
symbols, we can qualitatively discuss the impact of the
losses on Pon, Wout(0, 0), and consequently the trade-off
line, as follows. In the typical experiment where we gen-
erate high-quality states with Wout(0, 0) < 0, the multi-
photon detection probability is small compared with the
single-photon detection probability. Hence Pon decreases
almost linearly with respect to the trigger channel loss
in the photon detection side, and the trade-off lines of
both PS and GPS shrink uniformly by the same scale
(by almost a factor of 10 in Fig. 3(b)) along the hor-
izontal axis. As for Wout(0, 0), their degradations are
mainly determined by the signal loss. Additionally taking
into consideration that the squeezed single-photon states,
which are dominant in the heralded states, are degraded
in the same way in both PS and GPS, Wout(0, 0) of the
heralded states by both PS and GPS increase by approx-
imately the same degree. Thereby the trade-off lines of
both PS and GPS are shifted almost similarly along both
the horizontal and vertical axes. As a result, the gener-
ation rate is increased by GPS as well even when the
effect of losses is included, and the degree of this increase
does not change. Note that the losses slightly change the
combinations of the parameters for the best trade-off in
GPS, but at least the difference is expected to be small
under the amount of losses we consider in this work. An-
alytically deriving these combinations is left for future
work.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP & DATA
ACQUISITION

To experimentally prove our theoretical conclusion in
Sec. II, we constructed the setup as shown in Fig. 4, which
was applicable to both PS and GPS with an on/off detec-
tor. We use a continuous-wave laser with the center wave-
length at 1545 nm. Its second-harmonic light at wave-
length of 773 nm is divided and injected into two fiber-
coupled waveguide optical parametric amplifier (OPA)
modules [41] as the pump light to generate squeezed
states. Here we have variable attenuators (Var. Att.-1
and Var. Att.-2) before each OPA to change the input
pump power that determines the squeezing level.
Then the output squeezed states are interfered with

each other in free space by a variable beam splitter
(VBS). This VBS consists of two polarization beam split-
ters (PBSs) and one half-wave plate (HWP), so its trans-
missivity can be set arbitrarily by changing the rotation
angle of the HWP manually.
Next, each output of this VBS goes to a homodyne

measurement and a photon detection system, respec-
tively. The light to the homodyne measurement sys-
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FIG. 4. Experimental setup. CW, continuous wave; SHG, second harmonic generator; AOM, acousto-optic modulator; Var.
Att., variable attenuator; OPA, optical parametric amplifier; EOM, electro-optic modulator; SNSPD, superconducting nanostrip
single-photon detector; LO, local oscillator; BS, beam splitter; LPF, low-pass filter; HPF, high-pass filter .

tem corresponds to the signal mode, and its quadra-
ture amplitude is measured with the homodyne detec-
tor. Then the detector’s output is acquired with the os-
cilloscope after electrical filtering. The other output of
the VBS, corresponding to the trigger mode, first goes
through the spectral filtering system. This filtering re-
stricts the frequency region of the detected photons, and
consequently limits that of the heralded squeezed single-
photon states within our homodyne measurement band-
width, ∼200MHz. Our filtering system has three parts:
a dielectric multi-layer filter with half width at half max-
imum (HWHM) of 0.5 nm, a triangle cavity with HWHM
of 2.8MHz and free spectral range (FSR) of 4.8GHz, and
a Fabry-Perot cavity with HWHM of 160MHz and FSR
of 162GHz. This combination ensures that only the trig-
ger light within HWHM of 2.8MHz around the center
wavelength of the laser transmits the filtering system.
Then this filtered trigger light goes to a superconducting
nanostrip single-photon detector (SNSPD) [42] after the
polarization controller. The detection efficiency of this
SNSPD is ∼65%, and the dark count rate is ∼25 cps (not

corrected by the ratio of the measurement period, which
is described later) at the typical bias current applied to
the nanostrip.
In Fig. 4, there is other miscellaneous apparatus re-

quired for optical phase control. To generate and observe
phase-sensitive quantum states, we have to fix the rela-
tive phases between the pump light and the local oscilla-
tor (LO) light of the homodyne measurement. We alter-
nately repeat the phase control period and measurement
period at 2 kHz. During the control period, we input
additional classical light at 1545 nm, called probe light,
into each OPA. The frequencies of this probe light are
shifted by acousto-optic modulators (AOM-1, AOM-2a,
and AOM-2b) from the original frequency for the pur-
pose of phase locking with a coherent control sideband
method [43, 44]. We lock the relative phases with fiber
stretchers and a piezo-mounted mirror so that we mea-
sure the anti-squeezed quadrature of the OPA-1’s output
squeezed state by default. This probe light is blocked
by optical switches (Switch-2a and Switch-2b) before the
SNSPD. We also input additional classical light into the
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filtering cavities and fix each cavity length by Pound-
Drever-Hall method [45] so that its resonant frequency
matches the incoming light frequency.

During the measurement period, we block the probe
light and cavity-locking light by turning off all the AOMs
and Switch-1. Then we shift the LO phase using an
electro-optic modulator (EOM-2) from the locked phase
to the target phase for the measurement. Meanwhile,
we turn on Switch-2a and Switch-2b to allow the trigger
photon to reach the SNSPD.

Using the above setup, we performed the experiments
of PS and GPS as follows. We first adjusted the pump
power and the transmissivity of the VBS to the target
conditions (r1, r2, and T ). Then we obtained the pho-
ton detection rate, which corresponds to Pon, by measur-
ing the photon detection signal from the SNSPD with a
frequency counter. Meanwhile, we acquired the homo-
dyne detector’s output using the photon detection sig-
nal as a trigger to evaluate the quality of the heralded
states. We measured 5000 time waveforms of quadratures
at 12 phases in 15◦ increments. Then we calculated the
quadrature amplitude of a wave-packet mode which was
automatically determined by the experimental setup [46].
Its temporal mode function is

f(t) ∝

{
e2πγ1(t−t0) − e2πγ2(t−t0) if t ≤ t0

0 if t > t0
(26)

without normalization. Theoretically, the parameters γ1
and γ2 are determined by the HWHM of two filter cavities
before the SNSPD, and t0 is the temporal parameter that
corresponds to the photon detection timing. In the data
analysis, they were optimized based on the experimental
results (γ1 = 2.8MHz and γ2 = 80MHz). Finally, we re-
constructed the Wigner functions from these quadratures
using the maximum likelihood estimation method [47].

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS & DISCUSSION

In this section, we show the experimental results of
GPS performed with the setup of Fig. 4.

A. Comparison between theoretical and
experimental GPS

First, we validate our theoretical model of GPS in
Sec. II by comparing experimentally generated states
with the corresponding simulation results. We used three
combinations of r1 and r2 to observe how the heralded
states and photon detection rates depend on the BS
transmissivity T .

Figure 5 is the comparison between the simulation
and experimental results of the Wigner functions. Fig-
ures 5(a), 5(b), and 5(c) are obtained at the follow-
ing combinations of two input squeezing levels e−2r1

and e−2r2 : (a) 3 dB and −3 dB (symmetric condition,

|r1| = |r2|), (b) 2.8 dB and −0.78 dB (weakly asymmetric
condition), and (c) 4.7 dB and −0.67 dB (strongly asym-
metric condition). Within each subfigure, the different
columns represent the results at various BS transmissiv-
ities with 0.1 intervals. We plot the experimental results
in the lower rows, and the upper and central rows are the
corresponding simulation results without and with the
losses inherent in our experimental setup, respectively. In
our simulations, we include the signal channel loss of 25%
and the trigger channel loss of 90%. The breakdowns of
the signal losses are shown in Table I. Among them, the
fake photon detection triggers are divided into two types:
dark counts of the SNSPD and undesired detections of
slight reflection of the LO light from the surface of pho-
todiodes in the homodyne detector. The former counts
do not change among different experiments, ∼25 cps. In
contrast, the latter counts depend on experimental con-
ditions such as BS transmissivity and also fluctuate over
time during the measurement. Hence the typical value is
written in the table. On the other hand, the trigger chan-
nel loss involves the propagation loss between the VBS
and the SNSPD, ∼80%, and the detection efficiency of
the SNSPD, ∼65%.

TABLE I. Loss budget of signal path

Item Typical value
Waveguide OPA 9%
Propagation (total) 5%
Spatial mode mismatch 4%
Inefficiency of photodiodes 1%
Circuit noise of homodyne detector 1%
98 kHz cutoff HPF 3%
Fake photon detection triggers of SNSPD ∼5%
Total ∼25%

Figure 5 shows that our experimental Wigner func-
tions visually agree well with the simulations. Moreover,
this figure clearly illustrates the general characteristics of
GPS with the on/off detector. In the simulations without
losses in Fig. 5(a), W (0, 0) is minimized at T = 0.5 and
the negative values of W (0, 0) are gradually fading away
as the transmissivity is set closer to T = 0 or 1. The
squeezing degree and direction of the Wigner function
of the generated states also change depending on T . In
Figs. 5(b) and 5(c), we can see a similar trend, but with
different optimal values of T which minimize W (0, 0) de-
pending on the combination of r1 and r2. This trend
is observed also in the simulations with losses and ex-
periments. It is a distinctive feature of GPS compared
to conventional PS, whereW (0, 0) changes monotonically
with respect to T and is not minimized within 0 < T < 1.
Such difference results from one additional degree of free-
dom r2 in GPS, which also contributes to the trade-off
improvement discussed in Sec. II.

For a more quantitative assessment, we graphically
show how the values of W (0, 0) as a quality indicator
depend on T in the left column of Fig. 6. Here the plot-



8

(a)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(N
o 

lo
ss

)

T = 0.1

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.2

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.3

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.4

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.5

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.6

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.7

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.8

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.9

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(S
ig

na
l l

os
s:

 2
5%

,
Id

le
r l

os
s:

 9
0%

)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p
4 2 0 2 4

x
4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Ex
pe

rim
en

t

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

W
(x

,p
)

(b)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(N
o 

lo
ss

)

T = 0.1

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.2

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.3

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.4

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p
T = 0.5

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.6

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.7

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.8

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.9

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(S
ig

na
l l

os
s:

 2
5%

,
Id

le
r l

os
s:

 9
0%

)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p
4 2 0 2 4

x
4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Ex
pe

rim
en

t

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

W
(x

,p
)

(c)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(N
o 

lo
ss

)

T = 0.1

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.2

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.3

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.4

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.5

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.6

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.7

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

T = 0.8

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p
T = 0.9

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Si
m

ul
at

io
n

(S
ig

na
l l

os
s:

 2
5%

,
Id

le
r l

os
s:

 9
0%

)

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

Ex
pe

rim
en

t

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

4 2 0 2 4
x

4

2

0

2

4

p

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

W
(x

,p
)

FIG. 5. Wigner functions of the quantum states generated by various combinations of three parameters r1, r2, and T . Three
subfigures correspond to the following combinations of input squeezing levels: (a) e−2r1 = 3.0 dB, e−2r2 = −3.0 dB, (b)
e−2r1 = 2.8 dB, e−2r2 = −0.78 dB, (c) e−2r1 = 4.7 dB, e−2r2 = −0.67 dB.
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FIG. 6. Quantitative evaluation of quantum states shown in Fig. 5. (a)–(c) Quality W00 of quantum states corresponding to
Figs. 5(a)–5(c), respectively. (d)–(f) Photon detection rates corresponding to Figs. 5(a)–5(c), respectively. We plot simulation
results of photon detection probabilities Pon by multiplying appropriate scaling constants C, which we obtain through the
following fitting. In each subfigure, we obtained nine values of the ratio between the experimental detection rate and the
corresponding Pon, and then used their average for C. The following is the values of C in each subfigure: (d) 1.47 × 106,
(e) 1.31× 106, and (f) 1.43× 106. Here the differences among these scaling constants are attributed to different trigger channel
loss values in different measurements. All the error bars indicate the standard errors.
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ted values W00 are defined as follows:

W00 =

{
minW (x, p) if W (0, 0) < 0

W (0, 0) if W (0, 0) ≥ 0
, (27)

neglecting the small displacements of the minimum
points of the experimental Wigner functions, which are
caused by some experimental reasons. Their errors plot-
ted in Fig. 6 were calculated by Fisher information ma-
trix [48]. The behavior of W00 in relation to T is well-
matched between the simulations and experiments, for
example, in terms of where they reach their minimum.
This consistency ensures the validity of our theoretical
model. Note that the slight deviation between the ex-
perimental and simulation results of W00 is mainly at-
tributed to the fluctuation of the signal loss from 25%.

As for photon detection rates, we show how they de-
pend on T in the right column of Fig. 6. We plot their
averages for 1min with their standard errors. These are
raw values that are not corrected by the duty cycle of the
measurement period, 13%. We also plot the simulation
results by multiplying the photon detection probabilities
Pon, defined by Eqs. (16) and (19), by appropriate scaling
constants (details in the caption of Fig. 6). We first find
that the experimental rates closely follow the simulation
curves. Then, we see a drastic dependence of photon de-
tection rates on T in Figs. 6(e) and 6(f), where the input
squeezing levels are asymmetric. In such cases, the larger
portion of the squeezed state with the higher squeezing
level of the two input reaches the on/off detector, the
higher the photon detection rate becomes. Additionally,
the photon detection rates do not converge to zero even
at T → 1, which is a different characteristic from PS.

Thus by comparing the experimental results with the
simulation results, we validated our theoretical model of
GPS. This consequently ensures our discussion of the
trade-off improvement in Sec. II, and then it is experi-
mentally confirmed in the next section.

B. Improvement of trade-off by GPS

Finally, we experimentally prove our theoretical
derivation that GPS can improve the trade-off between
the quality and photon detection rate compared with
PS. We generated 2 dB- and 4 dB-squeezed single-photon
states using different experimental parameters r1, r2, and
T by both PS and GPS, analyzed the data using the same
method as Sec. IVA, and then compared the results be-
tween PS and GPS.

Figures 7(a) and 7(d) show the trade-off between the
qualities and photon detection rates in the cases of 2 dB
and 4 dB, respectively. In each of these subfigures, we
plot three results for each of PS and GPS, which were
obtained by different combinations of r1, r2, and T . We
also plot the corresponding simulation results with losses
by scaling the photon detection probabilities similarly to
Figs. 6(d)–6(f). Tables II and III list the experimental

conditions and detailed results. In GPS, we used the
parameters r1, r2, and T approximately satisfying the
constraint for the best trade-off. As mentioned in Sec. II,
their specific values are determined by Eqs. (13) and (21)
(s = 1 at the best trade-off).
We discuss the trade-off results as follows. In Figs. 7(a)

and 7(d), the experimentally obtained photon detection
rates (horizontal axis) agree well with the simulations,
and all the experimental values in GPS surpass those in
PS. As for W00 (vertical axis), our experiments exhibit a
similar trend to the simulations, and all the experimen-
tal values in GPS are either equivalent to or better than
those in PS. The reason of differences in the qualitiesW00

between the experiments and simulations is that the neg-
ative valueW00 is sensitive to the signal loss values, which
depend on the alignment in each measurement. In par-
ticular, relatively large discrepancies in PS-1, 2, and 3 are
attributed to the fake photon detection triggers. In these
experimental conditions, the photon detection rates and
fake count rates are several 100 cps and several 10 cps,
respectively, which corresponds to almost 10% loss. This
is higher than 5% loss in Table I, which is used in our
simulation as shown in Table I. As a whole, as Figs. 7(a)
and 7(d) show, the trade-off relationship becomes better
by adopting GPS in both cases of 2 dB and 4 dB. At 2 dB
in particular, the photon detection rate in GPS exceeds
that in PS by over 10 times.
Here let us confirm that the generated states are close

to each other in six different experimental conditions for
2 dB and 4 dB, respectively. Figure 7 shows represen-
tative Wigner functions. We here see that PS-2 and
GPS-2 in Figs. 7(b) and 7(c) as well as PS-5 and GPS-5
in Figs. 7(e) and 7(f) have almost equivalent squeezing
levels, respectively. In addition, we quantitatively eval-
uated the squeezing levels e−2rout of the actually gener-
ated squeezed single-photon states by fitting their Wigner
functions with those of the pure squeezed single-photon
states. We list the obtained values as the output squeez-
ing levels e−2rout in Tables II and III, and their discrepan-
cies among different experimental conditions are within
±0.10 dB. Note that the differences between these values
and the target squeezing levels (2 dB and 4 dB) mainly
arise from the fact that actually generated states are de-
teriorated by the losses.
Thus we experimentally confirmed our theoretical pre-

diction of the trade-off improvement by GPS.

V. CONCLUSION

We numerically analyzed the generation of squeezed
single-photon states by GPS with an on/off detector.
We derived a trade-off relationship between the quali-
ties Wout(0, 0) and photon detection probabilities Pon of
the heralded states for both PS and GPS. Our calcula-
tion shows that GPS can more efficiently generate states
with comparable quality to PS, and it was experimentally
proven for 2 dB- and 4 dB-squeezed single-photon states.
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FIG. 7. (a), (d) Experimental and simulation results of trade-off of 2 dB- and 4 dB-squeezed single-photon states, respectively.
For scaling the simulation results of photon detection probabilities Pon, we use the following values of C: (a) 1.45 × 106 and
(d) 1.30 × 106. (b), (c), (e), (f) Representative Wigner functions of quantum states generated by the following conditions in
the order: PS-2, GPS-2, PS-5, and GPS-5. Refer to Tables II and III for the experimental conditions and detailed results.

TABLE II. Experimental conditions and results of 2 dB-squeezed single-photon states

Input squeezing levels Transmissivity Output squeezing level Quality* Photon detection rate*

e−2r1 (dB) e−2r2 (dB) T e−2rout (dB) W00 = minW (x, p) (cps)
PS-1 2.06 0 0.97 1.62 −0.109± 0.010 (2.65± 0.02)× 102

PS-2 2.11 0 0.95 1.58 −0.107± 0.009 (4.32± 0.03)× 102

PS-3 2.16 0 0.93 1.70 −0.106± 0.009 (6.63± 0.04)× 102

GPS-1 2.40 −0.39 0.86 1.63 −0.135± 0.008 (1.82± 0.01)× 103

GPS-2 2.80 −0.78 0.79 1.63 −0.137± 0.007 (4.03± 0.02)× 103

GPS-3 3.20 −1.14 0.74 1.58 −0.133± 0.005 (6.82± 0.02)× 103

* Shown with the standard errors.

TABLE III. Experimental conditions and results of 4 dB-squeezed single-photon states

Input squeezing levels Transmissivity Output squeezing level Quality* Photon detection rate*

e−2r1 (dB) e−2r2 (dB) T e−2rout (dB) W00 = minW (x, p) (cps)
PS-4 4.14 0 0.97 3.40 −0.111± 0.006 (9.96± 0.04)× 102

PS-5 4.24 0 0.95 3.35 −0.107± 0.006 (1.895± 0.006)× 103

PS-6 4.35 0 0.93 3.24 −0.102± 0.006 (2.496± 0.008)× 103

GPS-4 4.40 −0.39 0.93 3.36 −0.110± 0.006 (3.15± 0.01)× 103

GPS-5 4.70 −0.67 0.89 3.30 −0.115± 0.006 (5.51± 0.02)× 103

GPS-6 5.00 −0.94 0.86 3.31 −0.112± 0.005 (8.09± 0.02)× 103

* Shown with the standard errors.
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In fact, the generation rate improvement at 2 dB exceeds
one order of magnitude in our experiment.

Our theoretical and experimental studies reveal that
we can boost the generation rates of the squeezed single-
photon states using GPS, which can be realized only by
a slight extension from the conventional PS. This will ac-
celerate the applications of squeezed single-photon states,
which have been limited by the trade-off in PS, and also
stimulate the progress of advanced CV QIP that requires
non-Gaussian states.
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