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R ecent experin ents claim ing form ation of quantum superposition states In nearm acroscopic sys—
tem s raise the question of how the sizes of general quantum superposition states in an interacting
system are to be quanti ed. W e propose here a m easure of size for such superposition states that
is based on what m easurem ents can be perform ed to probe and distinguish the di erent branches
of the state. The m easure allow s com parison of the e ective size for superposition states in very
di erent physical system s. It can be applied to a very general class of superposition states and
reproduces known results for near-ideal cases. Com parison with a prior m easure based on analy—
sis of coherence between branches indicates that signi cantly asm aller e ective superposition sizes
result from our m easurem ent-based m easure. Application to a system of interacting bosons In a
double-well trapping potential show s that the e ective superposition size is strongly dependent on

the relative m agnitude of the barrier height and interparticle Interaction.

I. NTRODUCTION

D espite quantum m echanics being one of the most
sweepingly successfill theoretical fram ew orks in the his-
tory of physics, there has always been and still appears
to be a great dealofunease and confiision about som e of
its findam ental concepts and consequences. M ost strik—
ngly, quantum m echanics requires that if the outcom es
of certain experim ents are known w ith certainty, then it
w ill not be possible to predict the outcom e of other, in—
com patible experim ents. Instead, the system m ust exist
In an indeterm inate state, allow ing for the possibility of
severaldi erent outcom es of these experin ents. In m any
Interpretations, this is viewed as the system simulane-
ously existing In a \superposition" ofallthe di erent out—
com es at once, untilan experin ent is actually perform ed
and an outcom e determ ined.

T his seem ingly ghostly state of a airs is perhaps not
very unnerving in the context of atom s and m icroscopic
system s. But, as Schrodinger pointed out in 1935 [1], a
m icroscopic system coupled to a m acroscopic one would
neviably lead to a situation in which even am acroscopic
living being | in hisexam pke a cat | could conceivably
end up In a state of being neither alive nor dead, until
an observer actually looks and determ ines is fate. One
\solution" proposed by som e people uncom fortable w ith
this situation, is that there m ay be som e Intrinsic \size
Iim " for quantum m echanics, which som ehow prohibits
nature from putting m acroscopic system s into this kind
of counter-intuitive superposiion (see eg. Ref. E] for
a review ). A lthough one m ay doubt such a proposal or
question the need for i, it does deserve to be investigated
whether it can be formulated in a precise enough way
to be tested experim entally, especially given clain s in
recent years that \Schrodinger cat" states have been or
can be produced In m ore or lss m acroscopic system s
[21 EI 4! 5! 6! 7]-

In order to investigate any possible size lim its to quan—
tum m echanics experin entally, onem ust of course have a
reasonably clearde nition ofwhat the size ofa system in—
volved In quantum ooherent behaviour is. In this paper
we will Investigate system s describbed by cat-lke states
that can be generically written as ji/ A i+ B i, where
Ailand Biare macroscopic or m esoscopic states that
are distinguishable to som e extent. T he task is to de ne
a measure of how \large" this quantum superposition is
In temm s of the constituent subsystem s. Each of these
notions w ill be m ade m ore precise in the course of this
paper. W e explicitly seek a m easure that is independent
of the physical nature of the subsystem s and that can
therefore be used to com pare the e ective size of cat-lke
states realized in very di erent physical situations, eg.,
Bose E instein condensates and superconducting current
Joops.

This question, which could be succinctly phrased as
\how big is Schrodinger’s cat" for a given system in a
particular quantum superposition state, has been asked
In severalearlier papers [2,/8]. By size wem ean the num —
berofe ective ndependent subsystem sthat can describe
the superposition Wwew illdiscuss in m ore detailwhatwe
m ean by these notions in Section [I). One \ideal" N -
particle cat state, for which the answer would be N, is

a GHZ-state ofthe orm ji= 2 2 Ppi " + 41 ¥ ,

where i and Jli are any pair of orthogonal one-particle
states. Hardly any states realizable in the laboratory are
of this idealized form however, and we therefore seck a
m easure that can quantify the size ofm ore general states
that are still recognizable as generic cat-like states but
that m ay be very di erent from the ideal form . T he par-
ticular case of a generalized G H Z-like N -particle state of
theorm ji=K ! Foi " + j1i " ,wherejiand
j 11 are non-orthogonal one-particle states, was studied
In B] wih two Independent approaches, one based on
the stability with respect to decoherence, and the other
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on the am ount of distillable entanglem ent. In the lim it
of highly overlpping states, where h o j 1if = 1 2

for som e 1, Dur et al. ound that both decoherence
and distillable entanglem ent m easures of the \e ective"

num ber of degrees of freedom participating in the super-
position, n, yielded an e ective cat size ofn N ? [].
T hese two m easureswere speci ¢ to the orm ofthe non-
orthogonalG H Z-like states and it is not obvious how to
apply them to arbitrary superposition states. A nother
m otivation of this paper is thus to derive a m easure of
the e ective cat size that can be applied to superposi-
tions Ai+ B i1 having com pletely general form s of the
states Aiand B i.

The rest of this paper is divided into four parts. In
section 2, we present a m easure of e ective \cat size"
for general binary superposition states that is based on
the notion that the \cattiness" of a superposition state
should depend prin arily on how distinguishabk the two
branches of the state are. This measure is based fun-—
dam entally on m easurem ents, and thereby di ers from
earlier m easures that have tended to be based on the
m athem atical form of the state. The new measure is
thus potentially m ore useful or experim ental In plem en—
tations. In section 3, we apply them easure to a system of
bosons In a two-m ode description. In section 4 we con—
nect the results from section 2 wih realistic num erical
M onte Carlo sinulations of Bosons w ith attractive in—
teractions trapped in a doublewell potential. Section 5
sum m arizes and Indicates future directions of research.

II. DEAL CATSAND EFFECTIVE CAT SIZES

In this Section we w ill give a de nition ofthe size ofa
cat-lke stateofan ocbct, ji= Ai+ Bi.Wewillcon—
sider that the ob fct is form ed by N subsystem s, and our
m easure ofe ective size w illthen rangebetween 0 and N ,
analogously as In Ref. [E]. However, In contrast to that
work, the quantity we introduce here w ill m easure how
(m acroscopically) distinguishable the states Aiand B i
are. Them ain idea that wew ant to capturew ith thisdef-
Inition is the follow ing: how m any fiindam ental subsys—
tem s of the ob fct do we have to m easure in order to col-
lapse the entire state nto a single branch corresponding
to one ofthe two states Aior B i, and how m any tin es
larger than this num ber is the entire system ? By \fun-—
dam ental subsystem ", we m ean som ething that in som e
sense can be taken as a fundam ental building block of
our system , eg., single particles or som ething sin ilar. It
isby nom eans always clearwhat one should consider the
fundam ental building blocks of a given physical system
(m olecules, atom s, Cooper pairs, ekctrons, quarks...),
and we w illnot attem pt to m ake a de nitive de nition of
w hat such building blocks should be, if this is even pos-
sble. However, ourm easure w illbe based on how m any
m easurem ents m ust be carried out to perform a speci ¢
task, nam ely to collapse the superposition state into one
branch or the other. A reasonable qualitative de nition

would therefore be that a fundam ental subsystem is the
an allest subsystam that one could in principle m easure
In som e experin ental context and which would provide
Infom ation that could help distinguish one branch from
the other. Fora BEC experim ent one could in principl,
edg., scatter light from single atom s, m aking single atom s
reasonable candidates for findam ental subsystem s. O ur
m easure thus w ill depend on the experin ental situation
and the relevant size and energy scale, som ething which
probably m ust be expected if one w ishes a m easure that
does not involve P lanck-scale physics. For the rem ainder
of this paper, even though relevant fuindam ental subsys—
tem sm ay not always be som ething that can reasonably
be called particlks, we w ill use the temm s \particke" and
\flindam ental subsystem " interchangeably, and this con—
ceptplaysan In portant role n ourm easure. M ore specif-
ically, the question we ask to de ne our m easure is the
ollow ing: W hat is the m axin al num ber of dispint sub-
sets that one can constitute from the N particles such
that by m easuring all particles in any given subset one
can cause the superposition state to collapse into one
of the branches Ai or Bito a high degree. A mea—
surem ent that causes such a collapse is equivalent to a
m easurem ent that wih high probability lets us deter—
m Ine correctly whether a system is In state Aior Biif
we are given a system which isde nitely in either one of
these tw o states, but we do not know which one. W eem —
phasize that the latter situation is clearly very di erent
from having a system which isactually in a superposition
Ail+ Bi.But shce a m easurem ent which collapses the
superposition state is idential to one which is capable of
distinguishing between the two branch states (assum ing
an idealm easurem ent w ith no classical noise), we shall
often use the latter picture in the discussion below

Tt is not di cul to write a m athem atical de nition
w hich expresses ourm easure as form ulated above. H ow —
ever, in practice tm ay be quite di cul to calculate this
for general superpositions, sihce for a given accuracy one
has to optin ize the num ber of subsets over all possible
partitionings of the N particles. Thus, we will use an
alemative de niion that also captures the above con—
cepts but is sin pler to evaluate, particularly for states
possessing pem utation invariance.

D e nition ofcat size. G iven an objct com posed of N
subsystem s and 0 < 1, we de ne the cat size of a
state ji/ Ai+ Biwih JRijg= JRij= 1, to a
precision , by

C ()=N=ngumn; 1)

where ng 3, is the m inim um num ber of particles one has
to m easure, on average, in order to distinguish the states
Ailand B iwih probability greater than or equalto 1- .

In order to determ ine C ( ) we can proceed as fol-
Iows. W e beghh wih l-particle measurements n = 1).
Foreach particke k we calculate the optin alprobability of
being abl to distinguish A1l and B iby measuring just
this particle and average this probability w ith respect



to k. If the resulting average probability is larger than
1 ythennn = 1 and henceC ()= N . Ifnot, we
then go on to consider all possble sets of two particlks,
(Jsk), detem ining the corresponding optin al probabil-
ity ofdistinguishing A i and B iby m easuring these two
particles. If after averaging this probability w ith respect
to j;k we obtain an average probability larger than 1 ,
we have np iy, = 2 and hence C () = N=2. Ifnot, we
repeat the procedure w ith m easurem ents of an increas—
Ing num ber of particles until we reach a value of ny i
for which the averaged probability of successfiilly distin—
guishing the two branches is for the rst tim e Jarger than
1 . If this happens only when all particles are m ea—
sured, then np, 3 = N, and the cat size s C = 1. If
even m easuring allN particles still fails to distinguish
the two branches to the desired precision 1 , then
N, i and hence the cat size C  are essentially unde ned.
For sim plicity, we will de ne the cat size to be zero In
this situation.

Thus, the only Ingredient we need In order to de-
term Ine the cat size is the m axim al probability to be
able to distinguish two states Ai and B i by measur-
Ing only a given subset of the total system (or using
som e sin ilarly restricted set ofm easurem ents, aswe w il
see in Section [II). W e now brie y discuss this proba—
bility. For m ore thorough and general discussions, see
Refs. [B, I10, [11]. Using a generalized quantum mea—
surem ent, ie.,, a POVM (positive operator valied m ea—
sure) [L2], in which the outcom e describbed by POVM
elem ent E, is taken to indicate that the system is in
state A1 and the outcome Ep that it is n B i, then
given equal prior probabilities for each state (ie. equal
weight for the two branches of the superposition), the
probability P of inferring the correct state from a single
m easurem ent is

1
P=§[tI(AEA)+tr(BEB)]; @)

where , = AibA jand 3 = B ilB jarethedensitym a-
trices of the two states. If we now restrict ourselves to
measure only a subset of n particles, then the m easure-
m ent outcom es are given by POVM elem ents EA(n);EBm)
that act non-trivially only on these n particles, acting
as the identity on the rem aning N n particles. The
probability of successfully nferring the state is then

lh i
P=s ot PR S e -
1B ) ) )L @) :
I ') '9) I

=S B e R

3)
ith n) d (n) th

w A tx o a an B ts n B e corre—

soonding n-particle reduced density m atrices m-RDM s).
(ty n denotes the trace over all particles except the n

particlesbeingm easured.) Them axinum probability for
successfully distinguishing tw o density m atrices Iin)

) will then be given by an optinal POVM , which is

and

known to be a pro fctive m easurem ent in the eigenbasis

of the operator

Here

) n)
A s :8,010,011]

1 1
P = E+ ijA(n) én)jj: (4)
P
K fj= trX jis the trace nom, ie, ,3jij wih

; the eigenvalues ofX .
Several rem arks are In order here.

@

(d)

-

(17

W e have based our working de nition here on the

average probability over allequal size subsetsbeing

largerthan 1 . O ne could altematively have em —
ployed a requirem ent that the m inin al probability

is larger than 1- . Also, as m entioned above, at
the cost of ntroducing a great dealm ore com puta—

tional expense, one could replace the average over

equal size subsets by the optim um partition over

allpossble subsets.

A though i should be clear from the notation, we
note that, as de ned, our m easure applies only to
pure quantum states, not m ixed states. De ning
a cat size m easure form ixed states is com plicated
by the fact that there is no unigque way to decom —
pose a m ixed state density m atrix into a convex
sum ofpure states, so that, eg., a m ixture of com -
plktely separable states could also be written for-
mally as a m xture of very cat-lke states. Any
cat size m easure applicable to m ixed states would
therefore have to weight the cat size quite heavily
w ith the purity of the state. W e will not pursue
such an extension of ourm easure in this paper.

For states that are sym m etric w ith respect to per—
m utations, for a given num ber of m easured parti-
cles n I su ces to consider only a single subset,
since all subsets give rise to the sam e probability
because of symm etry. This results in a consider—
able gain for com putational studies w ith large N
and w ill be analyzed In detail for bosonic system s
in the rem ainder of this paper.

W e have assum ed that we can perform collective
m easuram ents on a subset ofn particles. H ow ever,
we can also consider the situation In which only
Individual singleparticle m easurem ents are per—
formed. In som e cases the calculation could then
be highly sinpli ed, since we would have to con—
sider only single-particle reduced density operators.
T his situation appears well suited to bosonic sys—
tem s and w illbe analyzed fiirther in Section [IIIBI.

Given a state 1In which Ai and Bi are not
soeci ed, there are m any ways of selecting the two
branches, and thesem ay give rise to di erent values
ofthem easure. T hus, when we talk about the size
ofa cat state, wem ust alw ays specify what are the
branchesA and B . Furthem ore, application ofthe
m easurem ent-based cat size de ned above requires



(vi)

(vii)

that the two branches have the sam e nom . If the
nom ofthe two branches are di erent, ie.,
ji/ Rpi+ gBi; ©)
wih O g 1, we expect that C ( ) must be
multiplied by a factor that interpolates an oothly
between a value of zero when g= 0 and a value of
unity when §j= 1. This factor can be determ ined
by recognizing that the general superposition for
generalg can alw aysbe distilled to the equalsuper—
position Hj= 1 by generalized m easurem ents [E],
yielding an e ective cat size that is reduced by the
associated probability. For the state ofEq. [@), one
can perform a m easurem ent using the operator

gRiB,j PilA, ]

A, — + — ©)
B, jAi R, jBi

and com plem ent this w ith any other m easurem ent
operatorA, such thatE; AJA; andE, 2AJA,

form a POVM ,ie,E;+ E, = 1. A-iand B-1i
are any statesthat are orthogonalto Aiand B ire—
spectively. If one obtains the outcom e correspond-—
ngto A, then the state affer them easurem ent w 111
be the equal superposition state ji/ Ai+ Bi.

T he probability for this to happen is

2+ A jBi+ B jA i) §T

= 7
P 1+ M jBig+ 1B jAig + P @

T hus ifthe nom ofthe two branches are di erent,
we can take the e ective cat size to be psC (),
w here g is the an aller of the two nomn s. N ote that
if at least one particle separates out In each of the
branches Ai and B i, ie. if ji can be written
inthe orm ai AY ' + i BY ! forsomeone
particle states pi, i and ©N 1)-particle states
AN 1, BY 1 | then the distillation can be ac—
com plished using only a local singleparticle m ea—
surem ent, nam ely

gpihoj —Fiha, ]

A= — .
Ho, jai ha, jbi

(8)

T he probability of obtaining the outcom e A; isthe
sameasinEq. [@),wih A ireplhcedby fi AN !

In order to calculate C ( ), we can calculate P =

1 PBg,wherePg isthe probability oferror in dis—
tinguishing the two states, and then nd the value
ofn orwhich P > 1 . In Sectior[ITl we will
show plots of Py rather than P, since these bet—
ter illustrate the scaling of the error with n. For
largeN values, in som e situationswe can also solve
P =1 to obtain a continuous value of n (see
Section [IIIB)) .

O ur approach of asking how m any subsystem s a
system can be divided into such that each one alone

su ces to distinguish the branches of a state, has
som e sin ilarities w ith the concept of redundancy,
Introduced in a di erent context In [13]. T here, the
redundancy ofa piece of inform ation about a quan—
tum system is de ned as the num ber of fragm ents
(partitions, In ourtem inology) into which theenvi-
ronm ent can be divided such that this inform ation
is contained in every one of the fragm ents. T his is
used In [L3] to probe how ob¥ctive a certain piece
of mform ation about a quantum system is, since
Inform ation that has a high degree of redundancy
can be obtained by m any observers independently
through m easuring di erent parts of the environ—
m ent, w tthout disturbing the system itself or each
other’s m easurem ents.
(viil) Finally, we note that ourm easure does not look at
the physical properties of the ob fct, such asm ass
or spatial dim ensions, but rather at the num ber of
com ponents. Forexam ple, w ith thism easure a very
m assive elem entary particle can have a cat size of
1 atmost.

W e now give som e exam ples of the cat size for sim -
ple superposition states, calculated using the above for-
malisn In a two-state basis. Suppose we have a sys—
tem consisting of a m acroscopic number N of spin-1/2
particles. First, consider the ideal GHZ states j
(P1i " jLiN ). Here only one particle need be m ea—
sured to distinguish the two branches with certainty,
ie., the oneparticle reduced density m atrix (1-RDM ) al
ready gives P = 1, and hence np i, = 1 and C = N
for all Now oonsider the linear superposition state
ji= 5 G it 3 D= Pi.
position oftw o distinguishable (orthogonal) m acroscopic
quantum states, but here allN particles m ust be m ea—
sured in order to distinguish the two branches. The n—
RDMs for j yiand j 1iare identicalforalln < N,
soP = Ounlssn = N, in which caseP = 1. Hence
N, n = N and the cat size isequalto 1, as expected since
the state is equivalent to a product state. Asa nalex—
am ple, we apply ourm easure to the non-ideal state w ith
non-orthogonal branches that was studied In Ref. [E],
namely i= (Pi "ywih 05 if=1 2,
w here 1. Here, the two branches j)iN and j i N
are separable states, and their respective n-RDM s are
therefore equal to density m atrices of pure n-particle
states, namely Pi " and j i " respectively. In general,
for any quantum system and any pair of states i and
Piwih jajbi¥ = &, we can write the correspond-
Ing density m atrices in a tw o-state partial basis de ned
by piand B, i, where @, i is the state orthogonalto fi
but contained in the subspace spanned by giand Ji [B37].
Speci cally, writing bi= chit+ s, iwith £f+ 5F = 1,
we have

is=

This is also a super—

g

1 15 sc

sc i) ©)



UsingEq. [@), we nd that aiand i can be successfilly
distinguished w ith probability P = 7 (1+ $J. De ning
fi= Pi " and pi= ji ", we then obtain the m axi
mum success probability
1+ 1 @ 2)n 10)
Prdistinguishing Pi " and § i " using n-particlem ea-
surem ents. R equiring this to be greaterthan 1 , Where
is the desired precision, results in a value ofny, i, given
by

g4 42)
= = - 11
gl 2) b

m in
w here d: : :e denotes the ceiling finction, ie., the nearest
Integer above the value of the argum ent. For and
anall, thisresuts N C = N=npu» = N ?=( lg( )), in
agreem ent w ith the N 2 scaling found for these states in
Ref. B].

ITII. CAT STATES IN BOSONIC SYSTEM S

M ost experim ents involving quantum ooherence in
m ore or less m acroscopic system s, ncluding potentially

m acroscopic cat states, are perform ed on system sofiden—
tical particles. These nclude photon states [14], super-
conducting current loops(3, 4], spin-polarized atom ic en—
sambles [B] and Bose EInstein Condensates [13]. Cat
states of bosonic particles allow som e sin pli cation of
the proposed m easure of e ective cat size, sihoe m aking
use of the permm utation symm etry reduces the size and
num berofthen-RDM sto be analyzed. W e consider here
a generic form of cat state wavefunction that generalizes
the deal GH Z state

N

BHZy i= pl—§ Pi Yo+ i 12)

to situations described by a superposition of non-ideal
GH Z-lke states in which the single particle states are
non-orthogonal. In particular, we consider states of the
form [L€]

Z h i
31/ d £() cos &+sin ¥ + sn &+cos ¥ Pi
z
‘s . . 13
atc) Mo+ O a3)
7(N )E ™ )E
A + B 4
E
where the operators a¥ and b create two orthogonal and él) 0) = ' Pi, switched or = =2), = =4
single-particle states. For xed values of , the inte- . o E
grand of Eq. [13) corresponds to ground states ofa two—  corresponds toEoom plete overlap (with both = ( =4)
§tate BEC wih atUact:ye Jn.teractjons, found In [17] us— and él)( —4) equalto 2 12 (¥ 4 b) pi), = -4
Ing a two-m ode approxin ation and an extended m ean— ) )
ed calulation. In this section we will illistrate the 2150 corresponds to com plktepoverlp but with di er-

e ects of £ () for various values of its m ean and val%r

)

ance. The two branches of the superposition  ,
E

)

and 4

are télus de ned heée by a superposition

of states . () 20

non-ideal G H Z-lke states of variable orthogonality de—
ned by the angle . In the notation above, = 0 and
=2 correspond to penect orthogonality of the single-

particke states () = & + sn ¥)Pi and
E E

and that are them selves

(cos

w = (sh &@+cos W) Piwih ()

= a¥ Pi

ing overall sign ( , ' ( =4) = s
2 2@  B)Pi), and = =2 corresponds to or-
thogonality again but with a factor of 1 for each of
the states relative to = =2. The extent to which the
tw o branches can be delineated is clearly dependent on

the am plitude function f ( ) that controls the am ount
of spreading of each branch. The form of the spreading

function f ( ) will depend on the details of the physi-
cal realization of the m acroscopic superposition, as will
the values of the angle This generalized superpo-
sition reduces to the form employed in Ref. [L7] when

i8] gy =



f()y= ( 0) or some ( dependent on the param e-
ters of the H am iltonian used there, and is n agreem ent
w ith general expectations for the form of m acroscopic
superposition wave fiinctions for superconductors Z]. In
Section [V] we analyze the om of £ ( ) appropriate to a
cat state form ed from a BEC trapped In an extermaldou-
ble well potential. Num erical calculations for attractive
B ose gases have show n that the com peting e ects oftun—
neling betw een m odes and interactionsbetw een particles
can be taken into account by lktting £ ( ) be a G aussian,
the shape of which is determ ined by the ratio of tun-
nelling and Interaction energies [L8,/19]. N ote that whilke
Eq. [I3) is in plicitly a tw o-m ode w ave fiinction, this form

can readily be generalized to m ulim ode superpositions.

A . Calculation ofe ective cat sizes for
superpositions of non-ideal states

W e can st give som e qualitative expectations for the
e ective size ofthis superposition state when N becom es
large. T here are two factors that w ill reduce the e ective
size below that of the ideal GHZ state, N . Firstly, for
values of 6 0, the two branchesof ji i Eq. (I3) are
not orthogonal, and hence not com pletely distinguish—
able. As shown explicitly in Section [II above, our m ea—
sure therefore givesa cat-size for this state that is an aller
than N , in agreem ent w ith the resuls derived previously
In Ref. [B]. Second, if the am plitude function £ ( ) de—
viates from a —fiunction, the Inner product between the
two branches will not approach zero even in the lim it
N ! 1 . Hence there will always be a nite m ininal
probability that we will not be able to distinguish the
tw o branches, even In the therm odynam ic 1m it and even
if allN particles are m easured. Eventually, if this irre-
ducible overlap betw een the branches is Jarge enough, the
division into two di erent branchesbecom esm eaningless.
The e ect ofthis second factor has not been investigated
before, but is essential to Investigate for understanding
m acroscopic superpositions in realistic physical system s.

Tom ake quantitative calculations for states ofthe form
of [I3), it is convenient to rstm ake a change ofbasis as
follow s,

o= pl—z @+ i) a= 191—5 b+ ia) 14)
1 , 1 .
d = p—z a¥ i & = p—i Iod i@ (15)

so that the integrand com ponents of the two branches in
Eq. [[3) become
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W hen measuring indistinguishable bosons, we ob-
viously cannot pick out n speci c particles to m ake

an n-particle measurem ent as described in the dis—
cussion in Section [[. For indistinguishable particles,
the K raus operators R(0] descrbing the e ect of any

Eleasurement outcom e have the fom, eg., A]in) =
£ig G T "ana i, » avhere i denotes a sigle-

particle state, w ith corresponding POVM elem ents
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Here k labels the outcom e and the superscript (n) spec—
i es the num ber of particles on which the operator acts
B381.

Eq. [[7) gives us the probability
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for a given outcom e Ek(n) when the system is In state
J 1. HereEk(n)
) = ond

is the m atrix given by the coe cients

N =N n)!, and
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is the n-particle reduced density m atrix, or n-RDM , of
thebosonic system in second quantized form . The combi-
natorial factors here are introduced so that @) willhave
trace 1. Furthem ore, since @) is symm etric in both all
upper and all lower indices, we can ndex ®) by m ode
occupation num bers k and 1. T he resulting sym m etrized
m atrix acts on a vector space which is equalto the fill
vector space pro fcted onto a symm etric subspace R1].
D enoting the symm etrized RDM by ~®), we cbtah:
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w here the index k refers to the num ber of creation op—
erators equal to & and 1 to the num ber of annihilation
operators equalto ¢ [39]. W ih this de nition, the sym —
metrized n-RDM ~®) has the sam e nonzero eigenvalies
as ™) and can therefore be used in place of ®) forthe
calculation of e ective cat sizes.

This profction onto the symm etric subspace resuls
In a signi cant reduction in dim ensionality, pem iting
calculations to bem ade for values ofn up to severalhun-—

dred. M atrix elem entsof ~;\n) %n) are readily calculated



for general form s of the am plitude spreading function
f( ) (seeAppendixAl). A key com ponent ofthesem atrix
elem ents are inner productsbetween the states 5 ()
at di erent valuesof ,which yield factorsofcod' ( 0
and sin™ ( + 9. For large values of N these fiinctions
can be approxin ated by delta functions. This sin pli-
es the resulting Integrals but rem oves any explicit N —
dependence from the result (see Appendix[A]). Them a-

trix ' ) isthen diagonalized and Eq. [@) evaluated
to obtain the mraxin al propability of successfully distin-
o) )
A B

ment. The e ective cat size C is then obtained by de-
term ning the m inimum value ofn such thatP > 1 ,
according to Eq. [I). W hen using the delta fiinction
approxin ation for lJarge N , since the total number of
particles is unspeci ed, we evaluate the rehtive cat size,
C =N = l=l’lm in e

Fiures[l] and [2] show the results of calculations for a
gaussian am plitude spreading function

guishing and w ith an n-particle m easure—

f()= 2 °?2 e =4

@1)

This form is convenient for a system atic analysis of the
behavior of e ective cat size w ith soread and overlap of
the two branches since all m atrix elem ents are analytic
(see appendix[A]). The range of o should be from =2
to + =2 in order to encom pass all relative phases and
degrees of overlap/orthogonality. Superposition states
characterized by = 0 possess zero spread and reduce
to the non-ideal states studied earlier n Ref. [B] that
are characterized by the extent of non-orthogonality for
o > 0. Figure[dl show s the error probability P = 1
P , plotted on a logarithm ic scale as a function ofn, for
various values of the spread finction param eters o and

. W e show Py ratherthan P, since the om erallows a
clearer analysis of the di erencesbetween results for =
0 and for 6 0. The relative e ective cat size C =N
1=n, i, resulting from these probabilities is plotted as a
function of  and for several di erent values of the
precision param eter in Figurel2.

F igure[ll show s that while for all values of the param e~
ters ¢ and there isa generic increase in the probability
P fordistinguishing the two branches of the cat state as
n increases (ie., a decrease In the error probability Pz ),
the nature of this decrease is strongly dependent on the
actualvalues of g and . For = 0, the error is due
entirely to non-orthogonality, as discussed in Ref. [8] and
Section [II. Here, when ; = 0 the generalized super-
position reduces to the ideal GHZ state and the error
probability is zero, ndependent of n (not shown In the
bottom right panel since the logarithm ic scale cannot ac—
comm odatePg = 0).W hen #$ 0,thenon-orthogonaliy
m akes the success probability Increase m ore slow Iy w ith
n, and hence the e ective cat sizes in F igure [2l becom e
analler as o apprtﬁaches the V%Jue =4 at which the

twobranches ' and o overlhp com pltely. In

A B
particular, or strong overlap, jh 2 J sif=1 2 wih

1 (outerlim tsof g on = 0 axis), weverify that the
relative cat sizes are In accordance w ith the asym ptotic
scaling 2 established in Section[I]. Thise ect ofnon—
orthogonality also actswhen > 0, w ith the relative cat
sizes also dropping o away from ( = 0. However now
there is an additionaldecrease, due to the branches ofthe
cat state getting \am eared out" and overlapping m ore as
the w idth param eter increases. For all , we see that
the e ectjyecatsiz@js]argestﬁ)rEo = 0, where the two

W)

branches , "(o) and éN)(o) are orthogonal.

D etailed analysis of the dependence of the error prob—
ability P on the w idth param eter provides additional
Inform ation. W hen = 0Oand 6 0, consistentw ith the
scaling show n in Section [T the error probability decreases
exponentially w ith n and asym ptotically approaches zero
as m ore particles are m easured (solid blue lines in top
right and bottom panels). However, for > 0, we see
that the decrease in the error probability is slower than
exponential. In fact it appearsto neverapproach zero but
is instead bounded below by som e nite value, In plying
that the success probability is bounded away from unity.
T his derives from an in portant feature of this gaussian
am plitude function £ ( ) that is illustrgted by com paring

W) W)

the overlap between and 4 fordi erent val-

= 0 €& =4, the

éN) goes to zero

asN ! 1 , so that the two branches becom e orthogo—
nal In the Ilm i of an in nite num ber of particls, and
one can therefore always tell them apart w ith arbitrarily
high certainty by m easuring enough ofthe particles (solid
blue lne). However, or > 0, the overlap approaches a

nite valuieasN ! 1 . In this situation it isnot always
possbl to distinguish the two branches wihin a given
precision, regardless ofhow m any particles arem easured
{even orn = N . This in pliesthat n,  isunde ned for
these extrem e cases. A s noted in Section [T, we m ally
de neC = 0 In these situations, w ith the additionalun-
derstanding that j i is not really a m eaningfil cat state
at allhere.

ues of and . For exam p%, at

)

a and

Inner product between

This behavior or > 0 is gonsistent w ithgpthe fact

) )

that the two branches , "() and 4 () can be
Interchanged, either by transform ing ! =2 , for
0 =2,0orby rsttransform ing ! =2 and

then changing sign, for 0 =2. Thus when the
am plitude spread function f ( ) has support both inside
and outside the region =4 gt =4, somge of ji
contributes to both branches ;‘N " ana

B , and
the state cannot be split into two dispint branches. U s-
ing Egs. m)ﬁ[@),jtjsa]soeasytoseethatbr =0,

;‘N) QN) ! Owhen N ! 1 , sothat the branches

becom e orthogonal and distinguishale in the thgm o—

§ 0, ZiN) éN) ap—

proaches a nite minimum valie. This is the physical
reason w hy two strongly overlapping branches cannot be

dynam ic lin it, whereas for



FIG. 1:

(Color online.)
superposition Eq. [13) when characterized by a gaussian am plitude spreading fiinction f ( ), or various values of the gaussian

E rror probability, Pg 1

param eters o and

distinguished to arbitrary high precision ( ! 0),even In
thelImit N ;n ! 1 .Detailed analysis of the support of
the am plitude spread function will thus be very in por—
tant for realistic estin ates of cat size in physical system s
nvolving superpositions of non-orthogonal states.

This di erence In behavior of success probability scal-
ng for = 0 and for > 0 has a large e ect on
the e ective cat size. Figure [ shows the e ective rel-
ative cat size C =N for Pur di erent precision values,

= 10 %;10 *;10 ® and 10 '°. X isevident that if is
su ciently am all, the e ective cat size does not depend
too heavily on the exact value of when = 0. Thisis
to be expected, sihcel P decreases exponentially w ith
n when = 0, and hence ny i, willonly be proportional
to Iog (@ P ). However, when > 0, we see that the
cat size can be signi cantly reduced or even vanish fora
given system aswe decrease the desired precision . This
lustrates the point m ade above, nam ely that statesw ith

—0=0
o =140

0 20 40 60 80 100

P, for distinguishing the two branches of the generalized cat state

> 0 becom e Increasingly poor cat statesas increases
and eventually are not cat statesat all. Tt also provides a
dram atic illustration of the general fact that the degree
to which a superposition state can be viewed as a cat
state is lnherently dependent on the precision to which
the In plied m easurem ents are m ade.

B . Estin ate ofe ective cat sizes from
single-particle m easurem ents

In all of the analysis so far, we have assum ed that any
n-particle m easurem ents can be m ade to distinguish the
branches A1 and B iofa cat state, ncluding collective
m easurem ents in entangled bases. In practice, this isusu-
ally not feasble for large values of n. From a practical
perspective, it would therefore be desirable to have a def-
Inition of cat size which relies not on general n-particle
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FIG.2: (Color online. Relative e ective cat size C =N
several values of desired precision . A llplots have a resolution of =40 In both ( and
forn 100, in posing a num ericalcuto 0f0.01 on the value of 1=ny i .

m easurem ents, but nstead only m akes use of m easure-
m entsthat can be put together from n separate 1-particle
m easurem ents.

A Jlow Ing only those n-particle m easurem ents that can
be realized as a sequence of l-particle m easurem ents
m eans that we restrict the corresponding POVM ele-
m ents to be of the form

X
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w here each Ejik) Aj(f)yAf:) acts on a single partick k

only, and where p; are positive num bers sub Ect to the
constraint that trE 1. (N ote that, unlke the situation
in Sections [T} and [III2], the POVM ekm ents here act
each on only a single particle, and the superscript index
(k) in parentheses therefore labels the particle that each
operator acts on, not the num ber ofparticles it actson.)

This m eans that the POVM elem ents m ust be separa—
bk. Furthem ore, to ensure that the m easurem ents can
be realized as a sequence of 1-particle m easurem ents, it
must be possibl to write express the POVM elm ents
n such a way that E;kk) only depends on E l(ll) forl< k
but not or 1> k. To nd the maxinum probability P
of successfully distinguishing the branches Aiand Bi
of a cat state using such m easurem ents, we would then
need to m axin ize Eq. @) wih Egn) and EB(H) sub fct to
the above constraints. Unfortunately, we know ofno ef-

cient way to do this. In particular, deciding whether a
given POVM is separabl as in Eq. [22) is known to be
an N P -hard problem [R22].

H owever, if we restrict ourselves to a very sim ple case,
nam ely to superposition states where each of the two
branches of the cat state are them selves product states,
not only is the optin al m easurem ent strategy using a



sequence of n one-particlke m easurem ents known, but i
even perfom s equally well as the optim al general n—
particle m easurem ent. To show this we adapt the tech—
niquesused In R3]. In that work, one isgiven n copies of
a quantum system , allprepared in one oftwo states j o i
and j p i1and asked to tellwhich one (note that R3] uses
0;1 rather than A;B). The pint state of alln copies
isthen either a1 " orjsi ", and the corresponding
density m atrix is * 3 ih j *, or = A;B.
O ne assum es prior probabilities ¢y and g = 1 e
that the correct state is j o 1 and j p i, respectively. The
m axin um possible probability of guessing the right state
would In general consist of m aking an optim ally chosen
collective n-party m easurem ent (ie., possbly in an en—
tangled basis) on the n copies. H owever, it is shown that
by m easuring only a single copy at a tin e and choosing
each m easuram ent according to a protocolthat e ectively
am ounts to Bayesian updating of the priors g and o
based on the outcom e of the previous m easurem ent, one
can obtain a success probability which is equal to the
m axinum one for a generaln-party m easurem ent.

In our case, we are trying to ascertain whether a singlke
system oonsisting of N subsystem s is in a state j aior
another state j g i, where these states are known to be
product states with respect to the N subsystems. W e
can therefore w rite

E E E
j i (1) (2) N ) (23)

E
(k)

where = A;B and is the state of particle num —

ber k, and we assum e that we willm easure the st n
particles. This is equivalent to a generalization of R3]
to a situation where not all the copies of the system un-—
der study are the sam g; but where each \copy" k is in

one of two states ) for = A orB, and where

is the sam e for each k, and the task is to detem ine the
value of , by only m easuring n ofthe \copies". W e will
now show that the conclision of R3] still holds in this
case, nam ely that the perform ing a sequence of n opti-
m al oneparticle m easurem ents w ith B ayesian updating
between each m easurem ent gives the sam e probabiliy
of success as the best collective n-particle m easurem ent.
W e will use a slightly di erent approach than [23], us-
Ing l-particle reduced density m atrices instead of single—
particle state vectors, since this approach ism ore readily
generalizable to indistinguishable particles.

Follow J'ngEthe notatjog of R3], we will here w rite the

states ]ik) and B(k) of particle k in the branches

j aland j g irespectively as
E

) 1f sk il (4)

cos x Kri+t (
where a = 0 for = A and a = 1 for = B, and
¥1 and ji are two basis vectors in the state space of
particle k chosen such that this relation is valid (this
is always possibl). The corresponding reduced density
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m atrix with respect to particke k in the fxki,jig basis
are then

*®) _ o8 ( 1P cos x sin
( 1Y cos x sin SI'i1’12 k
a : 25)
_ COS2 k (21) sin 2 k
(D sin2 ,  sin®

2

(note here that the superscript k again refers to the par-
ticle to which the RDM belongs, not the num ber of par-
ticles describbed by the RDM , which in thiscase is just 1.)
Ifwenow lt the probability, prior to m easuring particle

k, ofthe statebeing )

which produces the highest probability of successfilly
dentifying the correct state, is a pro ctivem easurem ent
n thebasis in which thematrix  ® ¢ ¢ ¥

is diagonal ([9,124]). The conclusion = A is associated
with the eigenspaces with positive eigenvalues of &,
while = B corresponds to the eigenspaces w ith nega—
tive elgenvalues. In the basis £k 1, ¥k ig, them atrix &)

is:

be q(k) , then them easurem ent

&) (k) &) ®)\ .
©_ G g ) cos %(ql\ +q )sh2 26)
&) &)\ _. (k) &)y .2
@ + g )sn2 Q g ) shn
and is diagonalized by
_ oS x Ssin
U (x) sn . oS 4 @7)
w ith
(x) (x)
+ 1
sn2 =2 "% gnio,= — 2, @8)
Ry Ry
(x) (k)
@s2 x = E s2 29)
Ry
Re= P+ )2 af'q® w2,
q
= 1 4d'q" o2 ; 30)
resulting in eigenvalues
1 1
) (x) (k)
— —Ry 31
A B 2 QA 2 k ( )

T he outcom e E gk) is associated w ith the eigenspace of

&) corresponding to the eigenvalie }(\k) , which is the

rst elgenvector in the diagonalbasis. In the basis used
in Eq. [28), we then have

k)
EA _U(k)y

32)

Combining this wih Eq. [25) gives us the conditional
probabilities P (EA(k)j )= tr EA(k) ) of obtaining the



outcom e E gk) w hen m easuring partick k, given that the
Iniial state of the pint system was j i:

(k)

PESA) = 1 2¢d? g2, 33)

+
N
A
~

PESR)= 1 2¢”cod2, :  (34)

NI N

N
)
o~

T he corresponding probabilities of obtaining E Bfk) =1
x)

E, arethen
101
PE.A) = T 2¢” cof 2 35)
k
p gk 1 1 24 cof
BI= S 1 o 2 ¢ (36)

Using Egs. [33) and [38), the probability of successfully
dentifying the state ) afterm easuring particle k
(conditionalupon ealierm easurem entsyielding the priors
o and ') is

(k) k)

Pk % P (EA ?‘ O_B P (EB ﬁ)
1 1 37
= —+ =Ry
2 2

To nd the overall success probability of the proce—
dure, we need to evaluate what the posterior probabil-
ities or = A and = B are after m easuring each
particle. These will then serve as the prior probabili-
ties qzikJr Y and q3(k+ Y for the next m easurem ent, and the
overall success probability w ill be the probability of ob—
taining the correct resul at the very last m easurem ent.
T he outcom e of this m easurem ent w ill be used as the
indicator of what the initial state was. Sim ilar to R3],
we show in Appendix [B] that one of the posterior prob—
abilities q(kJr Y il be equal to the success probability
Py ofthe k’th m easurem ent, while the other w illbe the
error probability Py=1 B.We then know that ei
ther qu+1)= Py andqék+l)= 1 P, if the outcom e
Ezik) was obtained, or vice versa if the outcome EB(k)
was obtained. To sin plify the notationgn the ollow ing,

(k) (k)
A B

Egs. B7) and [B0) we can then establish the recursive
relation

we de ne & g y = 7 ¥. Combinihg

q
Rk= 1

4B 1 (1 B 1)F (38)

w hose solution is

[gretets
.

Ry = 1 49 g ‘312 39)

From this we see that the probability of obtaining the
correct result when m easuring particle num bern, the last

11

of the n particles to be m easured, and hence the overall
probability of success, is equalto

U
1 1m ¥
Pn=§+§tl g & (40)
k=1

where o gfl) and o qfl) are the priors before the
start of the whole m easurem ent series. W hen we ap-—
ply this to m easuring cat size, we assum e equal weight
for the two b]:Snch so that gy = g = 1=2, and
=1=2+ 1=2" 1 . & .Now ifwe emply the same
J:easomng as went into deriving Eq. [I0) for the success
probability of the optin al collective n-particle m easure—
ment, we easily obtain that this is identical to P, In
Eqg. [20). Hence, when the branches are product states, a
sequence of single-particle m easurem ents w ith B ayesian
updating has the sam e success probability asthe optim al
n-particle m easurem ent.

T he above discussion was carried out entirely in term s
ofdistinguishable particles. T he result generalizes partly
to bosonic system , but not entirely. The result holds if
each ofthe branches are single-m ode Fock statesw ith all
N particles in the ssmemode, ie. j ai= @)Y Pi=N !
and j pi= ¥ 9i=N !, where the m odes created by
a¥ and IV are not necessarily orthogonal. Ifwe then w rite
a¥=oos d+sh dandb=cos ¢ sh ¢ manal
ogy w ith Eq. [24), where & and ¢ are creation operators
for orthogonalm odes x and y, the bosonicn-RDM s that
we obtain using the techniques from Section [ITT are iden—
ticalto those we obtain fordistinguishabl particlesusing
Egs. 23) and [24)). Furthem ore, the action of the opti-
m alm easurem ents obtained in the bosonic case can @t
least In principle) be realized through K raus operators
consisting of a single annihilation operator for each m ea—
surem ent. T his sin ply annihilatesa single boson w ithout
changing the pint state of the system in any other way.
Hence all conclusions obtained for distinguishable parti-
cles carry over to the bosonic case in this situation.

However, if each branch is a m ore general Fock state
w ith m ore than one occupied m ode, ie of the form

Y
Ai/

k

jal/ dj)l 41)

y .
a Pi

where a’ and &), m ay create particles in di erent m odes
(not necessarily orthogonal) when k 6 k°, then the single—
particle Bayesian updating m easurem ent protocol de—
rived above for distinguishable partcles cannot even be
In plem ented. Since the particles are not distinguishable
and cannot be addressed individually, there isno way to
associate a single value ofk w ith each m easurem ent, and
hence no way to optin ize each single-particle m easure—
m ent In theway we did above. Furthem ore, ifthem odes
associated w ith di erenta; ork) arenot orthogonal, then
the branches in Eq. [41)) in fact contain entanglem ent be—
tween m odes, and m easuring one particle w i1l therefore
change the state of the ram aining system and a ect sub-
sequent m easurem ents. Hence the protocol describbed in



this section only works for bosonic system s when each
branch isa Fock state w ith allparticles in a singke m ode.

IV. nRDM ENTROPIESAND RELATED
CATTINESS M EASURES

W e now analyze the von Neum ann entropy of the n—
RDM ®) and show that this provides insight into how
m eaningfiill i is to treat the state ji ofEq. (I3) as a
two-branch cat state. Calculating the entropy of the n—
RDM also allow s us to com pare our cat-size m easure to
an earlier one, the so—called \disconnectivity" introduced
by Leggett RS].

The von Neum ann entropy of a density m atrix  is
given as
X

inoy; 42)

i

where £ ;g are the eigenvalues of . Analogous to the
Shannon entropy of a probability distribution, this quan—
tity tells us how much Inform ation is encoded In the
know ledge ofthe physical system represented by the den-
sity m atrix. Equivalently, it can be viewed as the m in—
Inum am ount of ignorance, we can have about the out-
com e of any m easurem ent on a system represented by a
given density m atrix, where the m inin ization is over all
possble m easurem ents encom passed by the density m a—
trix, ie., allpossible n-particle m easurem ents In the case
ofan n-RDM . To evaluate the von N eum ann entropy S,

characterizing n-particle m easuram entson a cat statewe
need the n-RDM ~®) of the fill state j i and not just

that ofthe ndividualbranches. T his is calculated forthe
states of Eq. [I[3) in A ppendix[Al.

Befre analyzing the entropy of ~®) orEq. [[3), we

rst sum m arize how the entropy should scale for general
classes of cat-like and non-cat-like states. In general, for
an experin ent that hasd equally likely outcom es, the en—
tropy ofthe probability distrdbution is sin ply Ind. Ifnot
alloutcom es are equally likely, then the entropy S w illbe
less than Ind. Therefore, if the probability distribution
of a m easuram ent has entropy S, then the m easurem ent
must have at least €® distinct outcom es. This firther
m eans that, since the von N eum ann entropy of a density
m atrix isthem inim um entropy of any m easurem ent de—
scribable by that density m atrix, any m easurem ent on a
system whose von N eum ann entropy is S m ust also have
at Jeast €5 distinguishable outcom es.

For a perfect cat state, schem atically of the fom
Ji=1= 2 Pi ¥ + 4i " with W0jli= 0, this in -
pliesthat the n-RDM ofthe system willhave a von N eu—
m ann entropy S, = In2, ndependent ofn, untiln = N
where Sy = 0. Ifwe make a sihgleparticle m easurent
In the £91i; jlig basis, the outcom es Pi and jli are both
equally lkely, so the entropy ofthat m easurem ent ish 2.
Unless we measure allN particles however, m easuring
m ore particles gives us no additional inform ation, since
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m easuring just one particle com pltely collapses the sys—
tem into one of fsbranches, and hence the entropy ofthe
nRDM foralln < N isequalto 2. Fora \poor" cat
state, eg., one ofthe om 3§ i joi © + 11 " with
hyj 11i#% 0, we cannot distinguish the two branches
perfectly w ith an n-particle m easurem ent. O ne can show

that the von Neum ann entropy In this case willbe less
than n 2. However, aswem easure m ore and m ore parti
cles, the branchesbecom em ore and m ore distinguishable
as they approach orthogonality in the them odynam ic
lim it. Hence the von Neum ann entropy w ill asym ptoti-
cally approach n2 asn grows. It will then decrease to
zero again, in a symm etric fashion, as n approachesN ,
asm ore and m ore inform ation about the coherence ofthe
branches becom es available.

Unlke such cat-lke states, the entropy of the n-RDM
of com pletely generic (pure) states w ill usually not level
out asn increases. For a generic state, m easuring n par—
ticles is not lkely to tellus very m uch about the e ect of
adding an n + 1’th particle to the m easurem ent. T here—
fore, the num ber of distinguishable outcom es w ill usu—
ally keep Increasing w ith n, until i reaches N=2. At
that point, we will start gaining enough phase inform a—
tion that the entropy w ill start decreasing again. At this
point, the num ber ofparticles that we are tracing out be—
com es gan aller than the num ber of particles we are keep—
ng, so the entropy can increase no further, and instead
drops steadily, until it reaches zero at n = N (Ih a pure
state) .

W e tum now to the entropy of ~®) for the G aussian
cat states de ned by Egs. (I3) and [2]). This is plotted
as a function of n for various param eter com binations

0o and in Figure[3, under the sim plifying assum ption
that N n (sihce we restrict ourselves to this region,
the drop In entropy asn ! N cannot be seen). As ex—
pected from the above general argum ents, when = 0
the entropies asym ptotically approach n2 asn ! 1 .
Thism eans that aswem easurem ore and m ore particles,
there exists a von Neum ann m easurem ent w ith exactly
tw o distinguishable and equally lkely outcom es. In con—
trast, or > 0 the entropy of the n-RDM seam s to
grow w ithout any upperbound, n an approxin ately log—
arithm ic fashion. This m eans that, regardless of what
kind of n-particle von N eum ann m easurem ent we m ake,
asn ! 1 therewillalvaysbe an ever increasing num —
ber of distinguishable outcom es. O ur state is hence not
Just branching into a nice cat with two cleanly distinct
branches, but instead developing a whole canopy! This
canopy keeps grow ing wih n. Hence it does not really
m ake sense to view j iasany kind oftwo-branch oreven
a d-branch cat state in this situation. Instead, it is sin —
ply som em ore com plicated kind of generic superposition
state. (T he zigzag-pattem for large valuesof is caused
by the factorof ( 1F*¥ i Eq. A1) in Appendix[B],
which results In a di erent behaviour for even and odd
valilesofn when €6 0, due to interference between con—
trbutions wih a given i Eq. [3) or odd valies of
n.)
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FIG.3: (Color online.) von Neum ann entropies of n-RDM s for various values of o and

T he von N eum ann entropy ofthe density m atrix ofthe
fuollstate j ihaspreviously been used to de neam easure
of cat size referred to asthe disconnectivity D by Leggett
[2,125]. To com pute D , the entropy S, ofthe n-RDM is
calculated for successively larger n. For each n one also

nds the m inin um total entropy of any partition of the
n particles, ie.min, (Sp + Sp n ), where them inim um
istaken overallm from 1ton 1. One then de nesthe
ratio [40]

Sn
mjnl m<n (Sm + Sn rn)’

@43)

and the disconnectivity of the system , D , is de ned as
the highest nteger n for which , is sn aller than som e
\gn all" fraction 1 (1 isde ned to be 0). Thus
D = maxj, 1). The m otivation for this m easure
is that as long as n is sn aller than the total number
of particles needed to observe perfectly the coherence of
the pint state ofallN particles, the entropy S, willbe
nonzero since som e Inform ation about the coherence is
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8, = 9140

,evaluated In allcaseswih n N .

being neglected when N n particles are being traced
out. Subdividing the system firther will only neglect
m ore nform ation and increase the total entropy, so that
Sm +Sn n > Sp, and , < 1.Asn approachesthe num —
ber of particles su cient to capture the fiill coherence of
the system , S, and thus , will approach zero. How—
ever, if n can increase further beyond this point, then
the denom nator will also vanish, and , Jumps again
to 1. Thus the rst value ofn at which all coherence is
taken Into acoount w ill be the largest num ber for which

n 1. The temm \coherence" is used here quite gen—
erally In the sense of correlations. If the system ism ade
up of distinguishable particles and in a pure state, then
these correlationsw illbe equivalent to entanglem ent and
the entropy S, ofthen-RDM sisidenticalto thebipartie
entanglem ent entropy betw een the n particles inclided in
then-RDM and theN n particlesbeing traced outl|21].
H ow ever, or indistinguishable particles, de nition ofen—
tanglem ent must be m ade w ith care, since states w ith
little \usefi1l" entanglem ent can still look very entangled
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wavefiinctions of the form of Eq. [13) with three di erent sets of param eter values o and

1 and is clearly equalto N In all three cases shown here. The vertical dashed line
= 0:01. The Iower right plot show s the e ective cat size as a function of for the three

as the largest n value for which
indicates cat size Co.01 fOr precision
cases.

if one view s single particles as good subsystem s, due to
the requirem ent that the total N -particle wavefiinction
be sym m etrized or antisym m etrized w ith respect to per—
m utation of particles R6€,127,128,129]. W e will comm ent
on these issues in m ore detailbelow .

T here are both sim ilarities and in portant di erences
betw een the disconnectivity and ourm easure ofe ective
cat size. Both are based on considering how m any par—
ticles m ust be m easured to obtain a speci ¢ kind of in—
form ation about the state or its com ponents. But while
C asks how many particles must be m easured to dif-
ferentiate between the two branches com posing the to—
tal state, the disconnectivity D asks how m any particles
must be measured In order to cbserve all or nearly all
correlations in the full quantum state. It also does not
address w hether or not the state is naturally divided into
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n for nite system s with N bosons described by
. The disconnectivity D is de ned

branches. These di erences are re ected in very di er—
ent num erical results. For the bosonic system s treated
above, where we have assum ed that N is large and m ade
approxin ations based on n N (see Appendix[B] ora
full description), explicit calculation fora range of and

o values show s that S;, increases m onotonically with n
for the whole range treated (exospt Or som e m inor os—
cillations between odd and even values ofn), so that
does not drop below 1=2 until the assum ption n N
is no Ionger valid. This m eans that the disconnectivity
must be of order N for all param eter values and g.
TIn contrast, Figure[d show s that or all values of our
m easuram ent-based m easure can give values of e ective
cat sizeC much an allerthan N , depending on the value
of 0-

In order to m ake a m ore direct com parison ofD w ith



C , we have also calculated S, forn from 1 to N for
a nite valle of N and used this to evaluate the dis—
connectivity directly for som e speci c exam ples. W e use

o= 9 =40; = 0 to study a system close to the full
overbp situation (o = =4). We use two examples at
o= =8 ( =0,N = 100 and = =16,N = 20)

for study of an intemm ediate system and for analysis of
the e ect of nonzero spreading. The n-RDM entropies
and disconnectivity ratios ,, Eq. [43), are plotted for
these three cases in F igureldl. T he valuesofm easurem ent-
based cat size C obtained for these param eters are su—
perin posed as dashed vertical lines and the bottom right
panel show s the sensitivity of C to the precision for
these three cases. It isevident that forallthree cases, ,
is m ore or less constant at a value larger than one half
and drops to a am all fraction substantially an aller than
this value only at n N . Hence the disconnectivity D
isequalto or very close to N in all cases. In contrast,
our cat size m easure based on distinguishability gives a
cat size C that is substantially lessthan N for all three
exam ples. W ith an error threshold = 001, we obtain
Cpo01 = N=5for = =8and = O0Oor = =16,and
Coo1 = 0 for o= 9 =40. Furthem ore, the bottom right
panel show s that In allthree cases C N forallsnall

, so that ourm easure di ers from disconnectivity forall
reasonable error thresholds.

This dierence Dbetween disconnectivity and
m easuram ent-based cat size is not totally unexpected.
In order to observe perfectly all the correlations In the
states oqu.IE, one does indeed need to measure all
or nearly all particles in the system, even when the
branches are non-orthogonal, unless o = =4.However,
it is clear that exoept when the branches are orthogonal,
it is not possible to tell them apart w ith near certainty
w ithout m easuring m ore than one particle and one hence
obtains a reduced e ective cat size. Only when we have
a perfect cat with truly orthogonalbranches, eg., as In
an ideal GHZ state, will the two m easures agree. For
other states the two m easures can be regarded as char-
acterizing di erent aspects of the quantum correlations
In a quantum state.

Another in portant aspect of disconnectivity can be
seen by applying it not to cat-like states but to Fock
states, ie. states ofthe orm ji/ a¥Y*p'¥ ¥ Pi. For
these states explicit calculation ofthe n-RDM s and their
associated entropy S, showsthat D = N for allk ex—
cept k = 0, where one cbtainsD = 1 (see Appendix[Cl).
In contrast, since Fock states have no branches in the
second-quantized form alism em ployed here, np i > N
and the m easurem ent-based cat size m easure gives a cat
sizeC = 0 (see Section[d). T hey also have no entangle-
m ent when expressed In a second-quantized occupation—
num ber basis. Thus  m ay seem puzzling that D can be
large. However, we note that the disconnectivity relies
on the entropies of the n-RDM s for its de nition, and
S, treats individual particles as the findam ental sub—
system s nto which the system is divided and m easures
the correlation between them . A s noted in m any recent
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papers, this is not appropriate if one is dealing with a
system of indistinguishable particles, since the system
can then appear to exhbit 1ll N -particle entanglem ent
sin ply due to the fact that the wavefunction has to be
(anti) sym m etrized under exchange ofparticles. This <
titiousentanglem ent, w hich hasbeen referred toas\ u y
bunny"-entanglem ent in the literature 30]R9] and which
goes away if one treats only the m odes as good subsys—
tem s instead ofparticles, ishow evernecessarily present in
the entropy ofthe n-RDM , S, . The u y bunny entan-
glem ent contribution to disconnectivity isnon—zero forall
states other than those that can be w ritten asFock states
w ith only a single occupied m ode. C onsequently the dis-
connectivity ofa system ofindistinguishable particlesw i1l
be large for all states that are not of this latter special
kind, whether they are superposition states or not. T his
suggests that one reason for the m uch larger valies ofD
than C found here for the states of Eq. [I3) is .n ation
of the disconnectivity cattinessby u y bunny entangle—
ment. W e note that rede ning disconnectivity in temm s
of reduced density m atrices ofm odes instead ofparticles,
while possble in principle, will how ever be strongly de—
pendent on the speci c choice ofm odes. N evertheless, a
m ode disconnectivity would be lin ited by the num ber of
m odes, and for a quantum condensate it is hence lkely
to also be substantially an aller than the totalnum ber of
particles included in the description.

V. APPLICATION TO CAT STATESOF BEC IN
A DOUBLE W ELL POTENTIAL

Finally, we apply ourm easure of cat size to a realistic
system ofbosons in a doublewell. W e consider num erical
results that have been obtamned for bosons w ith attrac-
tive Interactions in a spherically sym m etric 3-din ensional
ham onic trapping potential, which is split In two by a
gaussian potentialbarrier in the xy-plane, form ing a dou—
bl well n the z-direction [31]. The num erical calcula—
tions were m ade using variational path Integral M onte
Carlo VPI) [32,/33] wih 40 interacting bosonic atom s.
The Ham iltonian used was

u X 1o, 1., W 2t
= — -1, 2
I 2rl 2rl pﬁe
. X
+ Vine (i 1) (@4)

i 3

where the sum s run over the coordinates r; of each of
the 40 atom s and Vy, is a variable barrier height for the
gaussian potential segparating the two wells. Energies
are given in units of ~! =2, where ! is the frequency of
the ground state of the ham o§1jc trapping potential, and
lengths are given In units of ~=m ! . The two-particle
Interaction potential Vi+ used here was a Lennard-Jones
potential
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lines). arg = 0:15 for all our cases.

w ith Lennard-Jones energy Eps; and length apj;. The
Lennard-Jones potential param eters Ep 5 and ap g de—
term Ine the scattering length a [B4]. It thus provides
a model potential that allows us to design a com pu-—
tationally e cient sam pling scheme for a given scat—
tering length, a [B1]. Fomm ation of cat states require
a negative value of a. For a realistic cold atom sys—
tem s with attractive e ective interactions such as 'Li
@-= 145A [33]), we nd that stable cat states can
be form ed w ith 1000 atom s In a trap of linear din en—
sion ap, = ~=m ! = 13;000 A, using suitabl valies of
Lennard-Jones param eters.

To com pare w ith ourm odel states in Eq. [13), the nu-
m ericaldata wasused to nd the probability distribbution
P (n) for nding n ofthe N = 40 particles on one side
of the doublewell. This was done for three cases w ith
Vp = 10;15;20 and wih Er 5 = 50, ar,5 = 15 In allthree
cases, and for one case with Vi, = 120, E; 5y = 150, and

Vo | ELs;| Best t o| Best t Coo1| Cig s
10 50 22 030 0 0
15 50 10 020 10 4
20 50 05 010 20 10
120| 150 0 005 40 40

TABLE I:Best tof o, ,ande ectivecatsizesC .01 at =
001 and C;y « at = 10 *, for Hur num erically calculated
distributions of bosons in a double-wellpotential. ar,g = 0:15
in all cases.

arg = 45 (the last choice of extra high potential bar-
rier and strong attractive interaction wasm ade to get as
close to am axin alcat state aspossbl). W ethen tthe
probability distrbbution P (h,) for the number of parti-
cles in m ode a calculated from the states in Eq. [13), to



the num erically calculated distrdbutions in each case by
varying o and toobtain the an allestpossibledi erence
between the two distrbutions in the least m ean square
sense. The tting had a resolution of 0:10 In ( and
005 in .Theresultingbest tvalues foreach caseare
shown in Tablkl[l, along w ith the e ective cat sizes C o1
or = 00landCyy « or = 10 ? calculated using the
states of Eq. [I3) wih the tted valuesof o and (the
num erical precision in the calculations do not warrant
an aller values of ). The corregponding tted num ber
distrdbbutions are com pared to the VP I distributions in
Figure[d, showing a very good t for the cases studied
here. N ote that this does not in ply that our states give
the correct phases between the superposed states, since
we areonly tting to the number distribution. H ow ever,
given that Eq. [I3) with = 0 gives the exact ground
state In the m ean— eld 1im it [17], it is reasonable to ex—
pect that Eq. [I3) constitutes a good approxin ation to
the true states. O ur com parison with the distrbutions
calculated from VP IM onte C arlo supports this expecta—
tion and also in plies that the probability distributions
(out not necessarily the am plitudes [31]) can be accu-
rately described by a two-m ode approxin ation.

Tablk[l show sthat forthe lowest barrderheight V, = 10
we do not really get a cat state at all, sihce the low bar-
rier height results in large tunneling, which allow s the
particles to overcom e their attractive interactions and
distribute them selves aln ost binom ially between the two
wells. The best tvalue of o (022 ), is less than one

away from the com plte-overlap valle =4, and the ef-
fective cat size is correspondingly zero since the branches
are strongly overlapping. A s the barrier height Vy, is In—
creased fora given attraction strength E 1 5, the tunneling
rate decreases, and it becom esm ore favorable for allpar-
ticles to sit in one well. However, sihoce the tunneling
am plitude is still nite, the lowest-energy state is not
a Fock state but rather a superposition state of nearly
all particles being in either one well or the other, ie.,
a cat state. Thus, C Increases wih Vp. In the most
extrem e exam pl here, Vy, = 120;E 1, 5 = 150, the tunnel-
Ing am plitude is extrem ely sm all and the branches have
negligble overlap, resulting in an idealcat stateC = 40
for N = 40. A s expected, we see that C  does depend
on the value of the precision , becom ng am aller as
decreases. W e also see that the decrease in cat size is
greater for larger values, whilk for the m ost \catty"
case (Vp = 120 and Epjy = 150), where is practically
zero,C isnota ected at allby reducing from 10 2 to
10 “.

W e also calculated the disconnectivity D for these
statesand nd thatD = N = 40 In all four cases. This
m ay appear initially som ew hat surprising, especially for
the case of V, = 10 (top left panel in Figure[d, sihce in
that state the branches are alm ost com pletely overlap—
pihg, and resemble a binom ially distrbbuted state m ore
than a cat state. However, even in this case, since the
distrdbution is not exactly binom ial, there m ust be som e
entanglem ent between the particles. Furthem ore, allN
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particlesm ust be involved In thisentanglem ent since they
are indistinguishable. A s discussed in Section[IV], this co—
herence betw een allparticles leads to a large value orD ,
even though the state cannot be reasonably called a cat
state in any way.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE W ORK

W e have presented a m easure ofthe e ective size of su-
perposition states in general quantum system s, ie., the
num ber of e ective subsystem s that can describe the su—
perposition, that isbased on how wellm easurem ents can
distinguish between the di erent branches of the state.
Our measure does In general require one to consider
coherent m ultiparticle m easurem ents, although we nd
that for the special class of states considered In [E], a
procedure using only single-particle m easurem ents can
be usefiil. T he resulting "cat size" m easure is dependent
on the precision to which the branches are to be distin-
guished. A pplication ofthism easurem ent-based m easure
to generalized superpositions states of bosons in a two—
m ode system predicts cat sizesmuch an aller than what
is predicted from the earlier m easure of disconnectivity
that wasproposed in 25]. A nalysis ofdisconnectiviy for
speci ¢ exam ples showed that for indistinguishable par-
ticles this quantity is large for a much w ider variety of
states than superposition states, including singlebranch
Fock states, due to the inclusion of particle correlations
Induced by (anti)sym m etrization.

W e expect that the new measure will be useful for
com paring the e ective size of superposition states in
di erent kinds of physical system s, including those w ith
m acroscopic num bers of constituents. W e have shown
that the generalized superposition states studied here
can be t to realistic num erical sin ulations of bosons in
a 3D doublewell trapping potential, and have analyzed
the cattiness of superposition states of these interacting
bosons as a function of their interaction strength and
of the barrier height. Future directions include applying
ourm easure to m ore com plicated system sthat have been
realized experim entally, in particular to the experin ents
w ith superconducting loops reported n [3] and E]. In a
very recent paper [36], a di erent cat sizem easurewasde—

ned and applied to the three-Josephson jinction circuit
reported In [3], and the cat size according to thatm easure
found to be extram ely an all (oforderl). kwould thusbe
of great interest to evaluate the new m easurem ent-based
m easure of cat size for superpositions of superconducting
Joops.

A cknow ledgm ents

The authors thank J.von Delft, F.W ihelm , F.M ar-
quardt and A . J. Leggett for usefiil discussions. This
research e ort was sponsored by the D efense A dvanced
R esearch proect Agency OARPA), the A irForce Labo—



ratory, A irForce M aterialComm and, U SAF, under con—
tract No. F30602-012-0524, and in part by the Na—
tional Science Foundation through the San D iego Super-
com puter Center under grant UCB 232 using D atastar.
J. I.K orsbakken also acknow ledges support from the Re—
search Council of N ow ay.

18

APPENDIX A:CALCULATION OF nPARTICLE
REDUCED DENSITY MATRICES

E
sz)( ) are com —

puted in the ¢;d basis using standard m ethods, giving

Inner products between the states
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where In the last steps we have m ade use of the above T he traces of the two st m atrices are already equalto

delta fiinction approxin ation. 1, so no further nom alization is necessary. T he trace of
U sihg the gaussian Hm i Eq. 2I) forthe amplitude  the m atrix de ned in Eq. A 11) is given by

soreading function, results in the follow ing analytic form s

for the n-RDM m atrix elem ents:
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Then-RDM ofthe full state j i, which we use for calcu—

lating entropies in [IV], requires also the sum of ~;\nB) and
~) which is given by

) ) £ 2 n n 20 17 2

n)

e 27 + ( 1P*F e B : @a11) so that the nal fom of the symm etrized n-RDM ~®/,
properly nom alized, is
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APPENDIX B:DERIVATION OF g )=PkFOR

=A OR B

To show that one of the prior probabilities qék;;;l) of

branch A or B before perform ing the k + 1)th mea-
surem ent in Section will be equal to the success
probability Py of identifying the correct branch in the
k'th m easurem ent, rst note that using B ayes’ theorem

and the de nition of conditional probabilities, the suc—
cess probability Py as given by Eq. [37) can equivalently
be w ritten as

&)

p,=P@AE P E)+rBESPE,

(k)

) ®1)

where P ( £ ') is the posterior probability that the
state is § 1 given that the m easurem ent on the k'th

particle gave the outcom e E ) ,and P E (k)) is the to—
tal probability that the m easurem ent gives the outcom e

E ) , irrespective of what the state is. Second, note that

Paf)andP B £,.") are in fact equal. This Hlow s

from

k

) P CE;ik)J“-)q;i)

Ppag )=
(k)
PE,")
B p E;k)ﬁ)q;k)
S 3 ®) ®) B2)
G PE, R+ g PE, B)
_ 1
- ) )
3 PE, B)
1+ qllk)P(Elikth)
and sin ilarly
k) k)
P
PCBjEB(k)): (k) (k)CEB :BL?)B (x)
G PEZ; R)+ g P ER B)
1 ®3)
= I_‘\k)P (EB(kD:A) :
1+ q(k) (k)
g% P EZ B)
These willbe equali
*)p CEzik)lB) B O-lA(k)P CEB(k)?x) .

-2 ®4)

%
&

FPrEen reXp)

Itk EL)]

A fter a good deal of algebra, using Egs. [33){ 38), the

fact that qz(\k) + qék) = 1, and m oving factorsbetween the

two sides of Eq. [B4), both sides can be reduced to

2
g cof2, 1 0d2, ; ®5)
proving that indeed P @ £,%) = P 8 £,°). Finaly,
since the m easurem ent on particle k m ust give either the
outoomeEA(k) orEB(k),we have P CEA(k)H- P CEB(k)) =1,
so that Eq. [BIl) reduces to
Pr=P@ES)=PBES); ®6)

which iswhat we wanted to show .

APPENDIX C:DISCONNECTIVITY OF FOCK
STATES

In this appendix we show that the disconnectiviyy, D ,
determ ined by Eq. [43) isequalto the totalparticle num —
ber N for allFock states that have m ore than one m ode
w ith non-zero occupation num ber.

A Fock state In a second-quantized system with d

m odes, occupation num bers n (m;ny;:::;ng) and a
totalofN particles has the form
Y (ay )Pk
hi = Pi c1)
k1 Tx!

w ih F xNx = N . We assum e here that the particles
are bosons, although this does not a ect our nal con—
clusion. W e then de ne a symmetrized n-RDM ~@)
by generalizing Egs. 20) and [[9). For this we use
P  @ipeitiipg) andqg (@;%iiiiiq) asupper and
Iower indices, representing the number of creation and
annihilation operators, respectively,

@) p (N} n)!v‘ n!

N ! Iq !
a : w Pr !
h @)™ D@ F3d; €2)
. . P P
sub pct to the constramt that | px = «% = n. For

aFock state Eq. [C2) isnon—zero only orp = q, ie. the
n-RDM isdiagonal. Furthem ore, we m ust have px ;g



nxy for a given m atrix elem ent not to vanish. For the
case N = n, the only non-zero m atrix elem ent is then
P =4g=n, ie. the N-RDM ~®) has only a single
m atrix elem ent equalto 1 on the diagonal and the rest
are equal to zero. Hence the entropy is Sy = 0. On
the other hand, ifn < N and if there is m ore than one
ny > 0, there willbe at lrast two di erent p = gq Por
w hich (~‘“>)g 6 0, o that ~®) must have m ore than
one non-zero eigenvalie. Therefore S, > 0 foralln <
N . This inplies that the num erator of y in Eq. [43)
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vanishes while the denom Inatordoesnot. Hence y = 0,
so that n = N is the largest n orwhich 1, and
consequently the disconnectivity isD = N ,provided that
there is m ore than one m ode w ith non-zero occupation
number. If only one mode is occupied, ~®) has only
a single non-zero eigenvalue (equalto 1) or all n, and
therefore , = 1 foralln > 1. Since ; = Oby de nition,
we therefore have D = 1 for a Fock state in which only
a single m ode is occupied.
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