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We present a method for describing and characterizing #te efN particles that may be distinguishable in
principle but not in practice due to experimental limitago The technique relies upon a careful treatment of
the exchange symmetry of the state among experimentalsaitie and experimentally inaccessible degrees
of freedom. The approach we present allows a new formadisaii the notion of indistinguishability and can
be implemented easily using currently available expertaieiechniques. Our work is of direct relevance to
current experiments in quantum optics like[[1].]2, 3], for e¥hive provide a specific implementation.

PACS numbers: 11.30.-j,02.20.Hj,03.65.Wj,03.67.-204°v,05.30.Jp

The predominant paradigm of quantum information sciencenient qutrit useful in certain quantum cryptography andgua
is the qubit, a quantum two-level system. This useful notiortum information applications[7, 13]. While, to date, pho-
has allowed many important concepts to be abstracted awagn systems are the only ones where such states can be cre-
from particular physical implementations, revealing adem  ated, recent developments in optical latticels[14] and-else
lying structure in the way that information is manipulatedla where promise to open up similar opportunities in other phys
measured in quantum mechanics. Qubits are usually realiseédal systems in the near future.
in some degree of freedom of a physical system. In many Because these states involve multiple occupancy of a single
systems such as trapped ions and nuclear spins, the physicabde, the quantum statistical nature of the patrticles is cru
particles are inherently separated and the quantum g&tatist cial to understanding their behaviour. Usually in consiulgr
nature of the particles, be they bosons or fermions, caysafesuch states the formalism of creation and annihilation @per
be neglected. In other systems including quantum optics, ddors on the field mode is used. For example, the NOON state
generage atomic gases, optically trapped atoms, and quasi¥;0 : 0;N1[8] can be written as
particles such as polaritons, the quantum statistics opéne

ticles can often play a role in the system’s behaviour. Some- . 1 a‘rN+ a‘rN i 1
times the quantum statistical behaviour can be very usasul, 2N+ 1!t 2 P @)

in the Hong-Ou-Mandél[4] effect in quantum optical systems o o
which is often used to post-selectively implementintéoat ~ Where the subscript indexes the distinct modes. When such
between photons[5]. states are created experimentally, a central task is tmfeco

If a quantum information experiment is set up so that eacpstruct a fgit_hful characterization of the state from measur
particle is uniquely different in some observable degree offentstatistics. ,
freedom — photons occupying different arms of an interferom  'deally one would prefer to assume notr}mg about the
eter, say, or ions in different locations in a trap — then therg ~ SOUrce of the quantum states, treating it as a ‘black boxl, an _
tum statistical properties of the particles generally dopiay ~ 2SSUme only that one has a set of measurements that one is
a role. Characterization of the quantum state of such systenP!€ t0 accurately perform on a particular degree of freedom
proceeds according to the well-known procedures of quanturUch @s polarization. The reconstruction of the state fien t
state tomography[6]. The influence of external, unobservefl’€asurements is called quantum state tomography and it has
degrees of freedom can be accounted for in this charactePS€N an essential tool in quantum state engineering, quantu
ization and results in a density matrix displaying lessatha Information science and quantum computing(6]. If the seurc
perfect coherence. pro_duces an indefinite number of photons then continuous
Recentlv. there have been several proposals and ex ev(_alrlable homodyne tomography methods can be exter_1ded to

% prop Peilese states[l5]. If the number of photons is known, thoitgh,

gﬁ\ntirlglv rzlg:jnegawgt[\l/\?cl)e glhaor':(z)gt?o?lcr%li)p 'Etgﬂa;'?]glgjfﬁgosi:s simpler to extend the quantum state tomography techaique
P e POl . o 'Sy developed for qubits to systems of multiply occupied modes,
tems do not fit into the qubit paradigm and quantum StatIStIC%s was done for example by Bogdanow/[L€]

plays an integral part in th_elr b%ltaV|our. The states ofdhes In their procedure one creates a basis of siates from creatio
systems are O.f enormous inter [27].bec_au_se they have be88erators for a single spatio-temporal mode and the palariz
shown to exhibit phase superresolution in interferométry[

[€], to be capable of beating the diffraction limit in lithog- tion modes th-at the s.tate Fan occupy, FothheTtV\J/ro-Eth)}gn case
raphy [8,[6,10], and to open up new avenues in quanturfhat they studied their basis states wergaj, jalal, jabal,

imaging[11/1P]. They have also been proposed as a convell taken to act on the vacuum.
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There is a subtle assumption in writing the states this wayler exchange of all particle labels. The exchange symmetry
that runs counter to the purpose of quantum state tomographig more easily studied in state notation rather than raispg
The notation for the statessumes that the raising operators erator notation, so we will use state notation throughoist th
act on the same spatio-temporal mode, but this is not somgaper. This can be confusing at first because often in the lit-
thing that can be experimentally verified from the polai@at  erature states are written in a way that does not make the ex-
measurements performed in the tomography. Indeed since tlthange symmetry explicit. For example, one might write the
experiment in] involved combining different spontanso  polarization state of two photons £V i, which is not obvi-
parametric downconversion sources into a single spatidemo ously exchange-symmetric as it must be for bosons. In such a
there is every reason to think that the different phasesniagc ~ description the order of the two labels implies the existenc
conditions in the two downconversion crystals would result of a degree of freedom other than polarization, say differ-
the raising operators for each source acting on a somewhant spatial modes andb. a andb could be, for example,
different frequency-time mode. the distinguishable output angles of downconverted ptston

If the two raising operators do indeed act on differentin spontaneous parametric downconversion. The full basoni
spatio-temporal modes then there can be a direct impact o$fate needs to be symmetric under exchange of both spatial
polarization measurements since the amplitudes for differand polarization degrees of fregdom, and would be written as
ent polarizations will carry the bosonic enhancement facto #1i= FViwbi+ ¥Hipai)= 2. Note that exchange of
that one obtains by multiplying raising operators on theesam both the spatial and polarization labels leaves the stagiin
mode. In principle one could attempt to fully characterize t ant, butthe state has the property that one of the spatiaésjod
spatial and temporal degrees of freedom to obtain the dorree is always correlated with one polarizatiéhand the other
raising operator for each photon. Such a full characterizamodeb is always correlated with polarization. In cases
tion is technically very difficult, if not impossible. Morger, ~ where the individual photon polarizations can be treated as
full information about the spatio-temporal modes is likett ~ qubits because andb are distinguishable paths, this notation
even desireable when it is ultimately polarization thathis t is redundant because no use is made of the permutation prop-
degree of freedom of interest. erties of the whole state. For this reason it is usually pedfie

What one would like is a ‘black box’ tomography technique to write the state agi,V;,iwhich denotes the correlation be-
for reconstructing the state in terms of polarization measu tween spatial and polarization modes without making explic
ments only. The resulting description of the state ought tghe bosonic exchange symmetry. It should be understood that
somehow include the influence of all unobserved degrees df all circumstances this way of writing the state is simply a
freedom on polarization measurements. It ought also to coshorthand forgpyi. _ _ _
rectly predict the outcome of any polarization measurement We emphasize this point because we wish to discuss situa-
one wishes to perform so as to be considered ‘tomographicallions where the overall exchange symmetry of the state is im-

complete’. This paper develops and analyzes exactly such Rertant and the notation of1 i becomes very useful. There
technique. are situations where the spatial modes in the above example

fre ‘hidden’, that is to say they are not resolved by the detec

To our knowledge the problem of charactizing the state of® S i
multiply occupied modes has only arisen experimentally intion apparatus. This might occur if the photons were nearly

photonic polarization systens[28]. While we will conceér collinear, but with a small angle between them. A multimode
on this specific realization, our method is completely gaher COll€ction system such as a lens focusing onto a photodetec-
and can be applied to any of the aforementioned physical sy£9" Significantly larger than the optical wavelength wouivéa
tems in which quantum statistics play a role, either bosoni®© means of distinguishing these two slightly differenttga

or fermionic. In order to have the discussion that follows re Modes. More generally, there could also be unresolvabde ‘hi

flect this generality we will define some technical language €N’ ime-frequency modes that can become occupied due to

We will call the information-carrying degree of freedom in uncorrected delays or dispersion. Since the nanosecaté-sc

such systems the ‘visible’ degree of freedom. In the case dieSolution of mostsingle-photon detectorsis much lorfgent

photonic polarization systems such asiin[3, 16] this is pola the femtosecond timescale of pulsed experiments, differen

ization. All other degrees of freedom to which the apparatudime-frequency modes are generally notresolved by detecto

is not sensitive we call ‘hidden’. The description of thetsta " NON-photonic systems there are also myriad reasons why a

that results from our state tomography procedure we lakel th9Iven degree of freedom might be ‘hidden’ from experimental
‘accessible’ density matrigacc measurements. When a hidden degree of freedom is differ-

While inspired by practical problems encountered in ourtnt for two particles we sometimes say that the particles are

attempts to characterize quantum states, our approadieis in distinguishable in prlncllple but not Itr; praﬁtlce. fth ‘hid
esting in its own right as an exploration of how adding distin de\:l\{e d(;a':eeexsp(r;?rsezlégr%ng rat?;gr? zl\J/tetr t?\gﬁr?teT%i; IZZ?/esI a_
guishing information in experimentally inaccessible deg densi grees b bl y i % isibl d. oy
of freedom affects the quantum statistical propertiesatest ensity matrix observable only in the visible ggrees re
. . ...dom that we call the accessible density matrix:

The key to our approach is to separate the state explicitly
into hidden and visible parts and to examine the constraints Pace= Trhig P1: (2)
placed on the visible degree of freedom by the quantum sta-
tistical requirements on the whole state. For photons, th&or example, if in the statg; i the modes: and b cannot
bosonic statistics require that the whole state be invadan  be resolved then we trace over them to obtain the accessible



3

density matrix grees of freedom and another describing the hidden degfees o
. freedom. Conside¥ photon polarizations. Polarization trans-
Pace= Trhid Bf1infn 3 () formationse! ey 00) (where £a,;0, ;0. g are the Pauli
1 HV inHV 5+ 1 VHiWHS (4) ~ matrices) give a realization of the group SU(2). Since SU(2)
2 2 acts irreducibly on the photon polarization, we can view the
This is a mixed state of polarization. If the two photonsPhotons as spin one-half systems; that is, they transform ac
had occupied the samg spatial mode so that the state w&rding to thej = 3 irrep of SU(2). If all systems are dis-
(HViqai+ VHiqai)= 2, then tracing over the spatial de- tinguishable in practice, so that each photon is in a separat
gree of freedom would have yielded a pure accesible densitjiode that can be experimentally distinguished (differaits r
matrix in polarization} (HVi+ VHi) 6HV 3+ WH9. Since  0f a multi-rail interferometer, say), then the dimensiortra#
these two situations yield different density matrices oa th accesible space is the full dimensiofi and the number of
polarization degree of freedom they can be distinguished bjiccessible density matrix elements 8 2This is the familiar
polarization measurements alone. The particular feahat t Situation of quantum state tomography as applied to photon
distinguishes them is the antisymmetric part,expressétkas poIanza_morEB], trapped ions and other qubit systems. We
population of the singlet statef/Vi ¥ Hi)= 2. The sin- W_ould like to know the comparable number of_densny ma-
glet state projection makes up one element of the accessiblEx elements when the photons are not experimentally dis-
density matrix. It is a measurable quantityn when the ex-  tinguishable because the degrees of freedom that might dis-
perimental apparatus cannot tell the two photons apart. As  tinguish the particles cannot be resolved experimentallly.
we discuss extensively ih [17], for two photons the presefice Note that n this case’? provides an upper bound on the num-
an antisymmetric component of the polarization state iegpli Per of elements in the accesible density matrix.
the existence of one or more unobserved degrees of freedom The following decomposition of th&-polarization Hilbert
that are different for the two particles and correlated stjhe ~ SPace will be useful. Unitary polarization operationsegtn
right way to result in the correct bosonic exchange symmetryne whole state can be decomposed into ‘angular momgnta’
for the whole state. This shows that differences in the hid{irreducible representations of SU(2)) according to thd we
den degrees of freedom may be inferred from measuremen§own Clebsch-Gordan series; for example
performed only on the visible degrees of freedom.

N

The remainder of this paper will examine how the acces- 1o 1 0;
sible density matrix can be calculated and measured for an 2
arbitrary number of particles and for a visible degree o¢fre 13 3 1 1 5
dom with an arbitrary, finite number of levels. In the first 2 2 92 9 ®)
section we will begin by determining how many elements are 14
contained in a general accessible density matrix as a famcti 5 = 21110 O0:

of the dimensionality of the visible degree of freedom aral th
number of particles. This determines both how many linearlyNotice that if NV > 2, certain; values occur more than once;
independent measurements can be made and how many nuthey are said to have multiplicity. However the larggstl-
bers are needed to calculate all possible expectationwvalue ways occurs only once, since there is only one way to couple
the visible degrees of freedom. The second section willlputt the spin% particles to maximuny = % The states in thc-AzZ
discussion of the first section on a firm group-theoreticalfo space are always totally symmetric under permutation of the
ing. In the third section we examine how the theory applies toV polarizations. If they are indistinguishableprinciple, i.e.
the case of three photon polarizations. In section 4 we discu their hidden degrees of freedom are in the same state, then
how the accessible density matrix can be measured and wotkese totally symmetric visible states are the only ones-ava
through a specific numerical example with three photons. Fiable to the whole state by the restriction that it have basoni
nally, in section 5 we discuss what claims can be made abowymmetry. Since the dimension of a spirspace is 2+ 1,
the indistinguishability of the particles from a knowledgfe in this case the dimension isl§2+ 1= N+ 1 and the num-
the accessible density matrix. ber of accessible density matrix elements@is+ 1)2. Pre-
vious tomography schemes such as the one uséd in[7, 16]
worked under the tacit assumption that the photons were in-
L THE FORM OF THE ACCESSIBLE DENSITY MATRIX  (jstinguishable in principle, and so described the poion
only in terms of thesg = N=2 states.

In this section we develop the structure of the accessible For experimentally distinguishable particles we see tiat t
density matrix and show how many independent measuraiumber of density matrix elements grows exponentially as
ments can be done on a visible degree of freedom. We wile?" with the number of particles. And as we have just shown,
start by assuming a two-level degree of freedom like photorfor particles indistinguishable in principle, the numbéete-
polarization and then extend the result td-tevel degree of ments grows polynomially agv + 1)2 in the number of par-
freedom that could, for example, be the Laguerre-Gauss spéicles. How does the number grow when the particles are dis-
tial mode[13] of photons. tinguishable in principle, but not in practice? In this case

Our approach is to consider the Hilbert space of the photonsiust trace out the hidden degree of freedom in order to ex-
as a tensor product of a Hilbert space describing the vidible press our ignorance about them, butin doing so we are forced
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to erase the ordering information of tNesystems. This infor- in the SU(2) case), occurs only once in the decomposition of

mation is encoded both in the phase between different termthie Hilbert space and so is always symmetric under permuta-

in the Clebsch-Gordan decomposition and, when multiplicit tions. The dimension of this (and indeed any &))(rrep is

is greater than one, in how population is distributed ambegt given by the Weyl character formula [19]

orthogonal eigenvectors of the multiplicity space; in terofi

operations, the unitary polarization transformationg tstiates dima) = Ai Aj+j i . ®)

with angular momentumj to other states with angular mo- i

mentumj in the same multiplicity space, while permutations

take states from one multiplicity space to a different npliltk ~ If the qudits are indistinguishable in principle, then agihiey

ity space of the samg are restricted to the totally symmetric subspace With- N
Sectors of states all carrying the same valugjdbrm  and all other\; = 0; the Weyl formula gives

@j+ 1) by @j+ 1) block-diagonal submatrices along the

1<) d J 1

main diagonal ofpacc. SU(2) operations rotate states within dN+j 1 N+d 1
these blocks and permutations of the polarization labelgeemo . ﬁ = N 9)
population from one block to another with the same value of 7=
J- for the dimension, so the number of accessible density matri
2 SUQ)adis elementsis*? 12
within The unitary and permutation group actions are the same as
blocks in the SU(2) case. SWf acts within irrep spaced and S
acts ‘across’ multiplicities. When the distinguishing dees
Pacc= Syacts (6)  of freedom are hidden, the ordering information of the sys-
betweers tems is lost and the permutation group action is trivialised
4 plockss S leaving only one ‘copy’ of each SW} irrep space for each.

The dimension of the accessible space is theréfare[29]

This explains why the highegtspace is symmetric — the Ai Aj+j i _ N+ d? 1 (10)
space has multiplicity one, and so must be invariant under pe 51 <) d Jjoi N ’
mutations.

When we trace out the hidden degrees of freedom, coheend is always a polynomial iN.
ences between states of differgras well as all information
about the state within the multiplicity spaces are destlpye
leading to a density matrix that is block diagonal. A conse- II. GROUP THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTION
guence is that populations in multiple copies of the sgrae
averaged, yielding multiple copies of the same density sub- Here we will construct explicitly the most general totally
matrix. Thus the accessible density matrix consists of onlysymmetric state of a system of particles with both visibld an
one independent density submatrix for egiéh the Clebsch-  hidden degrees of freedom, which we use to justify the claims
Gordan decomposition with zero coherence between submanade in the last section. Let the Hilbert spaces for these two
trices. The number of independent accessible density xnatribe denoted#V's and.7#"9, respectively. Assuming that there
elements is therefore areN particles, the same permutation groypagts on both of
these spaces. Decompose each space into iresSy and
consider their tensor product, the space of all availalaliest

N
2
Y @j+172- N;3 : 7 >, Lo 1
j=0or} H=C R A (1)
Am A 00

Thus the number of density matrix elements scales polynomi-
ally in the number of particles, at least for two-level syste  \yherem labels the multiplicity of irrepA. Let y index an

like polarization. o orthonormal basis for each irrep spa# ,,; the basis states
When the visible degree of freedom hadistinct levelsthe  gye |apelled

situation is completely analogous, with the Clebsch-Gorda

series generalised to S&)( The space ofV d-level sys- Ampiyie P MUy 5 (12)
tems decomposes into irrepsof SU(d) where now the label

A= A1;Ag; d¥ASiAi= N, A;  Ai1is aregular par- wherem= 1;2; ;mujtrdhs over the multiplicity of irrep
tition of N (a Young diagram). Of course, if the systems areA in the Hilbert space, and = 1;2; ;dinpsths over the

experimentally distinguishable then the entifedimensional  dimension of irrepA. For readers familiar with Schur-Weyl
Hilbert space is accessible and the number of accessible deduality, m indexes a basis for an irrep of the unitary group
sity matrix elements ig?" which gives the (exponential) up- action on each particle, and indexes a basis for an irrep
per bound. The irreghV;0;0; ;0), (analogous to highegtof the permutation group actionwS The fact that the same



irrep label can be used for both group actions is why they ar&Jsing Eq[IB), one finds

‘dual’.

Now the problem of finding totally symmetric statesA Pacc= Trhid By iy I (15)
is a coupling problem, completely analogous to coupling an- - S 1owv- K oA mm ik nn o Wi
gular momentum states to arrive at states of angular momen- OZV j,\ Kn;o,mo G0 S Vi
tum zero. In fact, it can be shown from the rules for tensor (16)
products of Young diagrams that the totally symmetric irrep B A ' , o .

A = (V) of Sy only occurs in atensor produtt ACif A%= A, - /\Z Opmm(’% Ampdi PAm L 3: 17
mm

and moreover thagV) only occurs once,e. it has multiplicity
one [20]. The analogy is that the spin zero irrep of the rotati
group only occurs in the tensor prodyct j°if j°= j, and it
occurs only once,e in order to couple two angular momenta
to j = 0, we know the two angular momenta must be equal
Note also that(V) is always one dimensional, so there is one
totally symmetric state for each, unique up to multiplicity.

One therefore concludes that .= 5,C},C}, affords the
only freedom in the accessible density matrix, giving only
one value per irre@d and pair of multiplicity indicesn ;m®.
The trace erases coherences between diffexesgctors on
account of those sectors being orthogonal. We also see that
) ) L ) the equally weighted average oyervhich was necessary for
P .

.G|ve_n an irrepA and two _mult|pI|C|ty sectors;min ;,%ﬂ total symmetry has destroyed any independence between the
this unique tot.ally symmetric (l_mnormahsed) stgteuniis multiplicity spaces — we get the same copy of theubma-
an equally weighted superpositon of the states of eachrfactqrix for all u, and so we effectively have one submatrix for
in the tensor product eachA. From the point of view of accessible measurements

the state space has ‘collapsed’, although if the particieew

dimsz, . . . .
80 . N N distinguishable in one of the hidden degrees of freedonm, the
Amm's uZl Amplyis Am Winia (13) the ability to measure that degree of freedom would restore

the Hilbert space to its full size.
(which is a state on the combined space, not to be confused, T he measurement of the accessible density matrix elements
with the uncombined visible and hidden states, despite th€, allows one to infer the existence of hidden differences
fact that they both have three labels). The most general tc@mong the particles making up the state. To see this, canside
ta”y Symmetric pure state i is therefore an arbitrary linear that the hidden and visible spaces must both transform under

combination of these: the same permutation group SIf we decompose the visible
and hidden spaces separately under this common group action
Pyi= Z z Cf‘,,mojlmmoi: (14) Wwe arrive at visible states labelled by, 8repsA and hidden
5o states labelled by x5irrepsA® Again, coupling visible and

hidden states to make totally symmetric states is completel
The same analysis goes through for totally antisymmetri@nalogous to coupling angular momentum states to make an-
states. The unique coupling s A, whereA is the irrep  gular momentumj = 0. It follows thatA° must equalA.
conjugate toA. There is a restriction, however, given by Thus, if a visible state is measured to be in a state of per-
the dimension of the Hilbert space for each particle, which i mutation symmetn that is not totally symmetric, one can
again encoded in the rules for Young diagrams. For examplénfer that there existed a hidden state of permutation symme
there is no totally antisymmetric state of three indistiisu  try A to which it was coupled, implying in turn the presence of
able spins. multiple orthogonal states for the hidden degrees of freedo
Now we can define what we mean by distinguishable and’hese hidden differences serve to make the the photons-disti
indistinguishable. Expanglyiin the physical basis af par-  guishable and explain why the coherences between different
ticles. Those states in the expansion where the hiddenetegreA (j for SU(2)) disappear when the hidden states are traced,
of freedom for allV particles are in the same state aiéistin-  simply because states of differentare orthogonal.
guishable in principle. This hidden state is totally symmetric
by definition, and by the coupling mentioned above it follows
that the visible state must also be symmetric. Sig¢eis one III. EXAMPLE: THE ACCESSIBLE DENSITY MATRIX
dimensional, there is only one term in the sum over the basis FOR THREE PHOTON POLARIZATIONS
indexed byu above, and the total state is separable across the
hidden and visible subspaces. Thus, tracing out the hidden To make the discussion of the previous sections more con-
space does not alter the visible state, and since it can enly I crete we will focus on the particular example of three pho-
in (V), the accessible density matrix is restricted to the totallyton polarizations. This example is experimentally reléan
symmetric subspace, as expected. previously published work from our group on NOON states[3],
Those states in the expansion where the hidden degrees aifd to ongoing work on making other states in the same three-
freedom for allN particles are in distinct orthogonal states photon polarization Hilbert space.
are distinguishable in principle. There is a large amount of = The Clebsch-Gordan decomposition for three s}aimarti—
entanglement across the hidden and visible subspace If titles was given in Eq.[15). We can explicitly write out the
hidden modes are inaccessible in practice, then we arrive atates of this decomposition. Each state is labeled by apair
the accessible density matrix by tracing out the hidden mode angular momentum quantum numbegrandm. Thej = 3=2



and others are hidden. It is not clear from our discussion so
N far that it is possible to measupmcc using available experi-
v mental tools. In this section we will show that in the case of
polarization it is indeed possible to measpgg. with a sim-
ple experimental device. This device, shown in figdre 1, in-
volves four different optical elements, a quarter waveela
half-waveplate, a polarizing beamsplitter (PBS) and numbe
NH resolving photon counters (such as the one demonstrated in
I_I I_I PBS [21]) at the two ports. The multiphoton polarization state
passes through the two waveplates and on to the PBS where it
QWP HWP is split intoH andV components. The number of photons in
each port is then measured with the number-resolving single
FIG. 1: Apparatus for measuring the accessible densityixfary ~ photon detector. Such a device is completely analogougto th
photon polarizations. The staf¢/iis sent into a quarter waveplate Stern-Gerlach device for measuring spin projections.
(QWP) and half waveplate (HWP) followed by a polarizing beam  |f there areN photons in the state then there ave+
splitter. (PBS). Number resolving photon counters countlmaber 1 (different ways that these can split between ftieand
of vertical photongvy and the number of horizontal photoNg . V ports of the polarizing beamsplitter. When the pho-
tons leaving each port are counted, the measurement im-
plemented will be a convex sum of projectors onto all
states having that number of horizontal and vertical pho-
P=2;3=2i= HHHi; (18) tons. For examplePy = HH HinHH NHi3=P
p§j3=2;1=2i= HHVi+ HVHi+ VHHi; (19) (VH HiWH Hi+ HV _thHV _ H+ ::3), and
p_ on. In angular momentum languaBg is a pure projector
3B=2; 1=2i= yVHi+ VHVi+ HVVi; (20)  onto the statg = N=2, m = N=2. By changing the angles
$=2; 3=2i= JVVi: (21)  of the waveplates one can ‘orbit’ this measurement in the
Jj = N=2 space thereby obtaining all the density matrix ele-
While the j = 1=2 space has multiplicity two. The two spaces ments lying in thej = N=2 space. Allj = N=2 matrix ele-
are spanned by ments can be determined by measuring only rotated versions
o ) ) o , , of Py. Py 1is aconvex sum of projectors onto all states with
o ? J=2;1=24 = FIHVi+ FVHi 2YHHi;  (22) | _'Noo 1 since thef = N=2,m= N=2 1 projection can
64=2; 1=2i,= YVHi+ ¥HVi 2HVVi; (23) be determined from rotated versionsRy¥, we can subtract
this part fromPy ; leaving a projector with support only in

V>

states that are completely symmetric under permutatians ar

and thej= N=2 1 subspace. By changing the waveplate angles
P 24=2;1=2i,= HHVi HVHi; (24)  one can use this reduced operator to completely charagteriz
< thej= N=2 1 space. One can then subtract fre N=2 and
24=2; 1=2i,= YVHi YHVi: (25)  j= N=2 1termsfromthen= N=2 2 operator,and so on.

1-2;1-21, transforms intofl=2; 121, under permutation op- In this way all the terms in the accessible density matrix can
erations andl=2; 1=2i, transformsintol=2; 1=2i,in ex- be measured. o
actly the same way. However, polarization measurements can !t should be noted that this is not the only way to measure
not distinguishil=2;1=2i, from 1=2;1=2i, or 1=2; 1=2i, the accessible density matrix. In fact any set of linearly in
from 4=2; 1=2i,. All they can do is determine the average depeno_lent meagurements equal in number to the number of
of the two-by-two density matrix over the space spanned by'a_\ccessmle density matrix elements as calgulated frqm—equa
1-2;1-21, and 4-2;1-2i;, and the density matrix over the tion[7 can _be usgd to reco_nstruct the acce_SS|bI(=T dens!t}xmatr
space spanned b§i=2; 1=2i, and=2; 1=2i,. From the _Standgrd inversion techniques such as Ilngar inversior; ma
point of view of polarization measurements, the informatio Imum likelihood fitting[18] and convex maximum likelihood
contained in the two spaces collapses into a single effectivfitting[2Z] can be used to obtaipac: from an experimental
j = 1=2 sector 0foacc dataset.

The accessible density matrix containg® = 42+ 22 =
20 elements. When distinguishing information is hiddem, th
best characterization of the state of three photon poléoiza
is the determination of these 20 elements.

A. Three-photon example

In this section we work through an example of how our
technigues might be applied in a three-photon polarization
IV. MEASURING THE ACCESSIBLE DENSITY MATRIX periment. We consider an experimental situation similar to
the one used to create the sté@ (Bu ;0yi+ Dy;3vi)inref-
We have shown that elements of the accessible density marencel[8]. There three photons were combined on a beam-
trix offer the most complete description of the stateVobar-  splitter and post-selection was used to isolate thoserinsta
ticles when one degree of freedom of the particles is visiblevhere all three photons left from the same port of the beam-



splitter. If all the photons were indistinguishable, andlea Our goal is to write the state as an accessible density matrix
photon was set to the correct polarization then by this procepurely in terms of polarization measurements that can be don
dure the entangled staf#;0 : 0;31i= pl— (B Ovi+ Dy;3vi) without knowing anything about the differences between the

would have been. This comes about because of the state ldden time-frequency degrees of freedom. To arrive at such

factorizable in raising operators through the relation: an expression we will need to trace over the orthogonal imdde
modes: andb. To do so the expression must first be rewritten
(QL3+ a"53 ) in a first-quantized notation that clarifies the imposed sepa

tion between the hidden and visible degrees of freedom. The
full expression is too long to write here, but rewriting orfe o
(26) the terms should be enough to give a feel for the calculation.

T T T 2mi=3 T T

_ 4mi=3 T
= ayta, ay+te ay, ay+te ay,

Consider the termu], aVbV In rewriting this in first-
Note that the right side is a product of polarization raisingquantized form we need to use tensor products of state vec-
operators all acting on the same spatio-temporal mode.  tors on the hidden and visible degrees of freedom, keeping in
In that experiment, however, two of the photons were promind that the indistinguishability of the particles meahatt

duced by a spontaneous parametric downconversion procesfy one of the three can be in madéWe write it as follows:
and the third was produced by an attenuated laser pulse. It

is to be expected that these different sources might produce
photons with hidden differences in their time-frequencyeva ot TbT
functions. In principle such differences can be reducedlby fi “uty

tering, but let us suppose that filtering is insufficientutésg 1_ HVVi+ VHVI) qwabi+t HVVi+ VVHI) wbai
in the mode of the third photon having only a 50% overlap p_6 [FHVVit VHVD) gabix GHVVit YVHR yibai
with the mode of the other two photons, which are identical  + (YHVi+ YVH1) paai] (28)

to one another. We can model this by replacing the raising

operators in the third bracket in equation 26 with operators .

S a - bt whereb! is a creation oberator for . The trace over the hidden dggrees pf freedom produces an
H=V 2 H=Y P incoherent sum over the density matrices for each bracketed
a modeb orthogonal to the mode af for which ' is the  polarization state sincéaai, 7uabiand ybaiare orthogonal.
raising operator. The 50% overlap is chosen here to keep thEhe resulting accessible density matrix describing this tis
calculation simple. For a more general situation one can re-

peat the analysis usir@:‘, = cosGaL:V + sinebL:V where

0 is an angle parametrizing the degree of overlap. 00 0O O
Inserting this substitution into equatiénl26, we obtain the 00 0 O
expression 002230
00 0 O
1 t t t 2mi=3 1 t ., 4m=3 .t Pacc= (29)
— ay+a a,; + e a cy+ e’ 0 0
?Tl H ) v Ay ) v CH 14 0 16 ;
R s S T S S S 2mi=3 0 0
pﬁ ay + ay +19?2[“H by + ayayby 1+ e 0 16

2 .
+ aV bT 27Tl—3 }-] b:’/e4m—3 + aHaVbT 1 + e4l7'[—3
In the same way we can obtain the accessible density matrix

+al’bl (27)  for the entire state in Equatinl27.

03636 0 O (3636

2
0
oo o o 0
03636 0 0 (3636
Pacc= 00682 00341 00590 (30)
00341+ 00590 00682
00682 00341 00590 5

00341+ 00590 00682

Note that the partial distinguishability of the third phote-  instead of thej = 3=2 spaces. The fidelity[23] of this state to
sults in 27% of the population being in the= 1=2 spaces the desired states;0: 0;3iis 0.7273. The distinguishability
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QWP HWP 32 12 12 32 degrees of freedom making one of the three photons different
0 0 3645 1459 1385 3586 from the other two. We will use a detection apparatus like the
15 0 2201 3953 1006 2703 one in figuré L. The quarter and half waveplates are set to the
30 0 275 7699 160 1932 angles listed in the first two columns of tafle I. This results
45 0 905 5260 2904 904 in a number of detections for each measurement outcome as

0 1225 2078 2042 3834 1975
15 1225 2759 2388 2185 2673
30 1225 2105 2693 4174 1108

listed in the last four columns. The numbers were generated
via Monte Carlo simulation of Poisson-distributed dataiag

45 1225 420 6700 1459 1272 from the density matrix in equatidn130. It was assumed that
0 225 910 2741 5163 888 on average 10,000 three-photon states were measured for eac
15 225 892 4226 3021 1899 waveplate setting.
30 225 1337 3838 3207 1550 The set of measurement operators in tdble | is overcom-
45 225 1914 2043 6069 O plete, as can be verified by explicit calculations of the dime
sion of the vector space they span. The 48 projectors span a
TABLE I: Simulated results of measurement of the st8te: 03i= space of 20 linearly independent dimensions. As predicged b

e (BuiOvi+ Hy;3vi) when the spatio-temporal wavepacket of equatioriy, this is the maximum number of independent mea-

one of the photons has a 50% overlap with that of the other twosurable operators when polarization is the only visiblerdeg
The first two columns give angles for the waveplates, anddke | of freedom.

four give the number of counts observed for each of the fot¥ ou  1pace twenty parameters can be arranged to form an acces-
comes of a number-resolving measurement. These outcoraes aLinle density matrix in the form of e uatibh 6, with the 20-ele
labeled by the value of: with the understanding that they include o4 g J

contributions from all spaces with m. For example the: = 1=2 ments brOker! 'mo a 16-element Symmey“@, 3=2 subspace
column corresponds to the measurement opergtaty iHY 5+  and the remaining four elements representing an average ove
HVHiHVH 3 YHHiWHHA the twoj = 1=2 subspaces.
Once this formis assumed for the accessible density matrix,
the data can be fit to it using maximume-likelihood fitting[22]

of one of the photons can therefore make a significant differTo perform the fit we use the free convex optimization pack-
ence in the overall quality of the state. age SeDumii[24] for Matlab. In order to measure the likeli-

So far we have assumed that we know the exact behavioulnrood that a given density matrix gave rise to the dataset we
of the hidden degrees of freedom for our state. Let us novealculate the log-likelihood[22]. The density matrix tinaax-
instead assume the experimental situation in which we can dimizes this function given the outcomes listed in table | is
polarization measurements but do not know about the hiddegiven below.

2 03626 00057-00033 00001 00003 03597 00010 3
00057 00033 00036 00006 00028 00023 00040
00001+ 00003 00006+ 00028 00023 00013 00023
6 03597 00010 0002300040 00013+ 00023 03601
Pacc= 00686 00322 00597
003221 00597 00670
4 00686 00322 00597 °
00322+ 00597 00670
(31)

This can be seen to be very close the the density matrix iis all valuable information useful in diagnosing problenitw
equatiori 3D, with the difference accounted for by the gtatis the experiment.
cal noise in the measurements.

The measured non-zero population in the non-symmetric
subspace indicates the presence of hidden distinguishing i
formation. The detection of this population would allow an
experimentalist to infer the presence of a hidden degree of
freedom (in this case the time-frequency degree of freedom) It should be emphasized that there is nothing special about
distinguishing one of the photons from the other two. It will the particular waveplate settings used in this example. The
also be noted that to the extent that the photons are indistinmportant thing is that the resulting measurement opesator
guishable, they are indeed in the desired state. In othatsyor fully span the space of accessible density matrix eleméts.
the errors have arisen solely from the distinguishing imi@+  this is the case then the maximume-likelihood problem is well
tion, and not, say, from unknown polarization rotationsisTh defined and guaranteed to converge to the unique solutipn[22
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V. USING THE ACCESSIBLE DENSITY MATRIX TO which may be entangled with hidden degrees of freedom. Our
INFER FUNDAMENTAL DISTINGUISHABILITY technique should be used to justify claims of production of
‘indistinguishable’ photons. It is the most complete dgscr
One of the main reasons for characterizing an experimerfion of the state possible when some degrees of freedom are
tally generated polarization state is to substantiatendahat hidden, and in particular it gives a more complete desanipti
a particular quantum state of light has been achieved. Fo?f the state than previous characterization techniquel suc
nearly all quantum protocols only the= N=2 symmetric ~ as those employed in [16].][1] o [25]. In addition to being
states will be useful since all the other states involve urtaga ~ complete, this characterization also has the advantagmef p
correlations with the hidden degrees of freedom which, byducing a density matrix that can be used in the usual way
definition, cannot be manipulated. Usually one makes théo predict the outcome of all measurements. We expect this
claim that all the photons in the state are ‘indistinguiseab method to become the standard means of characterizing state
in the hidden degrees of freedom, meaning that they all ocof a fixed number of experimentally indistinguishable pimsto
cupy the same hidden state. Our technigue provides the fir§itst as quantum state tomography[18] has become the stan-
general method for verifying this claim. dard means of characterizing distinguishable photon®ddd
If, when the accessible density matrix is measured, all théince the number of accessible measurements for experimen-
population is found to be in the symmetric space then it mustally indistinguishable photons only grows polynomiallitiw
be true that the hidden degrees of freedom are also in symméhe number of photons in the state, our technique shouldsprov
ric states. If this were not true then the overall state coold ~ useful for much larger systems of photons than state tomogra
have the requisite bosonic symmetry under permutation.  phy does for distinguishable photons.
If, in addition, the purity of the visible state is unity thtéhe Acknowledgments
hidden degrees of freedom are unentangled with the visible
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