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Abstract: Two-mode squeezed states are scalable and robust entanglement resources for
continuous-variable and hybrid quantum information protocols at a distance. We consider
the effect of a linear cross talk in the multimode distribution of two-mode squeezed states
propagating through parallel similar channels. First, to reduce degradation of the distributed
Gaussian entanglement, we show that the initial two-mode squeezing entering the channel should
be optimized already in the presence of a small cross talk. Second, we suggest simultaneous
optimization of relative phase between the modes and their linear coupling on a receiver side
prior to the use of entanglement, which can fully compensate the cross talk once the channel
transmittance is the same for all the modes. For the realistic channels with similar transmittance
values for either of the modes, the cross talk can be still largely compensated. This method relying
on the mode interference overcomes an alternative method of entanglement localization in one
pair of modes using measurement on another pair and feed-forward control. Our theoretical results
pave the way to more efficient use of multimode continuous-variable photonic entanglement in
scalable quantum networks with cross talk.
© 2022 Optical Society of America under the terms of the OSA Open Access Publishing Agreement

1.

Introduction

Photonic quantum entanglement [1] is not only a puzzling physical phenomenon, but as
well a resource for quantum information processing and quantum communication tasks, in
particular for quantum key distribution (QKD) [2, 3], quantum metrology [4] or quantum
computing [5]. Continuous-variable (CV) entanglement, using generally multiphoton states of
light, has experimentally enabled quantum communication and information processing with large
information capacity [6–14]. It can be quantified using logarithmic negativity (LN) [15], being a
measure of negativity of a state’s partial transpose [16, 17]. Advantageously, CV entanglement
can be deterministically generated reaching two-mode squeezing bellow −10𝑑𝐵 (corresponds to
logarithmic negativity up to 𝐿𝑁 = 4.3) [18]. In CV quantum communication, one of the possible
ways to simultaneously transfer many entangled states during the same period of time is to use
frequency or spatial multiplexing of quantum states residing in different modes [19–22]. Such an
approach was in particular used to improve quantum communication with multiplexed QKD [23]
or with multiplexed quantum teleportation using frequency pulse modes [24]. The techniques
for preparation and detection of multimode quantum states of light were drastically improved in
the past years, which enabled generation of highly multimode frequency comb states [25, 26]
with the focus on quantum networks [27, 28] or cluster states, which are multiplexed in the time
domain [29–32].
In a massive mode multiplexing, it is challenging to avoid cross talk between the modes during
preparation and distribution [33–35], which can reduce or even destroy logarithmic negativity
of entangled pairs and undermine applicability of shared entanglement. It was, in particular,
shown that cross talk effects in the multimode homodyne detection can undermine security
of mode-non-discriminating CV QKD [36–38]. However, the cross talk already in the state
preparation before the distribution may substantially influence also other entanglement-based
protocols, especially, if they are implemented over attenuating (lossy) channels [26, 27].

In the current paper, we theoretically study the role of linear cross talk between the signal
modes on the state preparation side in distribution of multimode CV entangled states of light
through an imperfect (lossy and noisy) channel (differently from the recent study of cross talk
from the co-propagating classical signals in multimode CV QKD [39]). We consider Gaussian
bipartite two-mode squeezed vacuum states (TMSV) [40], also known as twin beams, and
show that even a small cross talk substantially degrades Gaussian entanglement contained in
the mode pairs and makes the states more sensitive to excess noise in quantum channels used
for entanglement distribution. Importantly, amount of initial two-mode squeezing should be
optimally adjusted to maximize its transmission in the presence of cross talk. To overcome this
basic passive method, we suggest active control of phase between the modes and controllable
linear coupling of the output modes prior to their use on a remote side in order to compensate the
cross talk, inspired by the method used to remove correlations in quantum memory channels [41]
and in the squeezed state generation [42]. We show that such an active method, if used optimally,
can completely eliminate the negative effect of cross talk once the noiseless channel transmittance
is the same for all the modes. For a realistic case of asymmetrical quantum channels with slightly
different transmittance for different modes, the cross talk can be still largely compensated for.
To demonstrate the advantage we compare our method of active cross talk elimination to a
deterministic entanglement localization scheme [43, 44] using homodyne detection on one pair
of modes and feed-forward control on another pair. We show that the active scheme provides
better results in a wide range of realistic parameters, particularly, at relatively small cross talk and
similar channel transmittance values for different modes, while remarkably preserving multimode
structure of the signal. We also address stability of our method and show that it is robust against
deviations of the linear coupling used to compensate the cross talk.
2.

Effect of cross talk on multimode continuous-variable entanglement distribution

We consider multimode entangled idler and multimode entangled signal beams constituting
TMSV emitted by a source [40]. Such states are entangled so that quadratures 𝑥ˆ = 𝑎ˆ † + 𝑎ˆ and
𝑝ˆ = 𝑖( 𝑎ˆ † − 𝑎),
ˆ defined for a given mode, are strongly respectively correlated and anti-correlated
within a pair of modes belonging to the signal and the idler beams. To verify the entanglement,
a sender (Alice) is performing homodyne quadrature measurement on each of the modes of a
respective beam (e.g., signal) and a receiver (Bob) is measuring quadratures of each of many
modes of another twin beam (e.g, idler) using another homodyne detector, after the modes
experience cross talk and travel through generally attenuating and noisy quantum channels. In
the relevant experimental examples [26, 27, 45] the crosstalk appears already in the source prior
to the lossy and noisy channel.
We assume the most common linear cross talk between two neighbouring modes, which can
be represented by a beamsplitter coupling 𝑡 𝑐 between the modes, as it is schematically shown in
Fig. 1. Changing 𝑡 𝑐 from 0 to 1 then means a transition from very strong inter-mode coupling
(hence strong cross talk) to the absence of cross talk. Here we analyse weak nearest-neighbour
coupling, although in general case multimode coupling is more complex, the model allows us to
obtain necessary conditions for improvement to further numerically apply these methods to a
more complex multiple mode cross talk. We parametrize the quantum channel with transmittance
𝑇𝑖 for a given 𝑖-th mode and with the amount of phase-insensitive excess noise 𝜀 added to the
quadrature variance, which is assumed (and typically is) the same for all the modes. Excess noise
in general depends on properties of the channel , but can be also concerned with unaccounted
detection noise or imperfect state generation. For the fiber channels the observed excess noise is
typically below 1 % shot noise unit (SNU), being the level of vacuum quadrature fluctuations, at
the channel output [46, 47]. We first analyse the role of cross talk in a basic case of two entangled
mode pairs (so that the overall number of modes in signal and idler beams is four), then extend
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Fig. 1. Four-mode CV entanglement distribution scheme in the presence of cross talk
characterized by the linear coupling 𝑡 𝑐 between the signal modes, performed over lossy
and noisy channels with transmittance 𝑇𝑖 for an 𝑖-th mode and with channel excess noise
𝜀 added to all the modes. In order to decouple the entangled modes after the channel,
we use optical interference, when the remote side optimally applies variable relative
phase shift (PS) 𝜑 between the modes to one of the modes and couples the 𝐵1 and 𝐵2
modes on a variable beam-splitter (BS) type of interaction with transmittance 𝑡𝑟 . We
maximize entanglement in pairs of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 and 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 over BS transmittance 𝑡𝑟
and phase 𝜑.

the results to three pairs.
We describe the Gaussian multimode TMSV states [40] by covariance matrices with elements
𝛾𝑖 𝑗 = h𝑟 𝑖 𝑟 𝑗 i, where 𝑟 𝑖 = {𝑥 𝑖 , 𝑝 𝑗 } is a set of quadratures of a given 𝑖-th mode, taking into account
their zero mean values, 𝑖 ∈ [1, 2𝑁], here 2𝑁 is the overall number of modes (hence, 𝑁 is the
number of mode pairs, or, equivalently, the number of modes in each signal and idler beams).
Then the system of four pairwise perfectly entangled modes 𝐴 {1,2} , 𝐵 {1,2} , shown in Fig. 1, each
having quadrature variance 𝑉 ≥ 1, is described by the 8x8 covariance matrix of the form
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Here I = 𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑔[1, 1] is the unity matrix, Z = 𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑔[1, −1] is a Pauli matrix. Quadrature variance
𝑉 is related to the squeezing parameter 𝑟 of TMSV, which defines the amount
√ of two-mode
squeezing applied √
to the two-mode vacuum in both quadratures Var[(𝑥 𝐴𝑖 + 𝑥 𝐵𝑖 )/ 2] = 𝑒 −2𝑟 and
Var[( 𝑝 𝐴𝑖 − 𝑝 𝐵𝑖 )/ 2] = 𝑒 −2𝑟 , and 𝑉 = cosh(2𝑟), so that the larger 𝑟, the stronger is quadrature
correlations between the modes, given by h(𝑥 𝐴𝑖 + 𝑥 𝐵𝑖 ) ( 𝑝 𝐴𝑖 − 𝑝 𝐵𝑖 )i = sinh 𝑟. After a linear cross
talk 𝑡 𝑐 and lossy and noisy quantum channel, the covariance matrix changes to
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Here 𝑟 𝑐 ≡ 1 − 𝑡 𝑐 . We characterize the bipartite Gaussian entanglement using LN [15] of a state
𝜌 is defined as
𝐿𝑁 (𝜌) = − log2 ||𝜌 Γ || 1 ,
(3)
where 𝜌 Γ is a partial transpose of 𝜌, ||𝜌|| 1 is the trace norm of the operator 𝜌, that is equal to the
sum of the absolute values of the negative eigenvalues of 𝜌 Γ , quantifying the degree to which
a partially transposed state fails to be positive [16, 17]. For a Gaussian states with covariance
matrix 𝛾 the eq. (3) becomes the sum of all symplectic eigenvalues of the partially transposed
Í
that are less than one: 𝐿𝑁 (𝛾) = 𝑘 max{0, − log2 𝜈 𝑘 }. For the TMSV states with the symplectic
eigenvalues {𝜈+ , 𝜈− } the larger eigenvalue is 𝜈+ > 1 [48]. This way the LN of the 𝑖-th pair of

modes simplifies to
𝐿𝑁𝑖 = max{0, − log2 𝜈𝑖− },

(4)

where 𝜈− is the smallest symplectic eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the partially transposed
state of either the first or the second pair. We limit our study to the Gaussian TMSV states as the
typical case of bipartite quadrature-entangled states of light. As the task is to deterministically
transmit all pairs through the channel, we evaluate logarithmic negativity for each pair of modes
separately. We also define the initial logarithmic negativity of a TMSV state (1), before the cross
talk and before sharing the state over a noisy and lossy channel, see Fig.1, as


√︁
1
𝐿𝑁0 (𝑉) = − log2 2𝑉 2 − 1 − 2𝑉 𝑉 2 − 1 ,
(5)
2
which is the same for the both pairs of modes. It represents the maximum of Gaussian
entanglement in the pairs of modes, which can be shared in the perfect case of no cross talk and
ideal (lossless
√︁ and noiseless) channels. In the limit of small state variance (𝑉 → 1), it behaves as
𝐿𝑁0 ∼ log1 2 2(𝑉 − 1). In the limit of large 𝑉 → ∞, 𝐿𝑁0 ∼ log2 (2𝑉).
In the absence of cross talk (𝑡 𝑐 = 1) the logarithmic negativity monotonously grows with
increasing TMSV quadrature variance 𝑉, but its limit depends on the channel parameters as
lim 𝐿𝑁 = − log2

𝑉 →∞

1 − 𝑇𝑖 (1 − 𝜀)
1 + 𝑇𝑖

(6)

For noiseless channels (𝜀 = 0) the entaglement never vanishes for any 𝑇𝑖 > 0. For lossless
channels (𝑇𝑖 = 1) entanglement is lost at 𝜀 > 2. In the presence of cross talk between the signal
modes and after a lossy and noisy channel, as shown in Fig. 1, the logarithmic negativity becomes
1
1
𝐿𝑁 = − log2 1 + 2𝑇𝑖 [𝜀 + (𝑉 − 1) (𝑡 𝑐 𝑉 + 𝑡 𝑐 + 1)] + 𝑇𝑖2 (𝜀 + 𝑉 − 1) 2 + 𝑉 2 −
2
2
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[1 + 𝑉 + 𝑇𝑖 (𝜀 + 𝑉 − 1)] 𝑇𝑖2 (𝜀 + 𝑉 − 1) 2 + (𝑉 − 1) 2 − 2𝑇𝑖 (𝑉 − 1) [𝜀 − 2𝑡 𝑐 (𝑉 + 1) + 𝑉 − 1]
(7)
For channels with high loss (𝑇𝑖  1), expanding (7) around 𝑇𝑖 = 0 gives


𝑇𝑖 [2 − 𝜀 − (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) (𝑉 + 1)]
𝑇𝑖
𝑇𝑖 𝑡 𝑐 (𝑉 + 1)
𝐿𝑁 ≈
1 + [2 − 𝜀 − (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) (𝑉 + 1)] −
log(2)
2
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(8)

For a very small transmittance, 𝑇𝑖 → 0, LN is well described by the first term in (8), 𝐿𝑁 ∼
𝑇𝑖 [2−𝜀−(1−𝑡𝑐 ) (𝑉 +1) ]
. In this limit, the shared entanglement has linear dependence on the
log(2)
transmittance 𝑇𝑖 . Provided that the cross talk is absent (𝑡 𝑐 = 1), the entanglement is independent
on the initial variance 𝑉 and is destroyed by the excess noise 𝜀 = 2. The presence of cross
talk introduces a new term −𝑇𝑖 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑉 that reduces the shared entanglement, which then
monotonically decreases with the increase of 𝑉.
Beyond the limit of small initial entanglement (𝑉 → 1), sensitivity of Gaussian entanglement
of TMSV to cross talk can be seen in Fig. 2, left, where logarithmic negativity is plotted versus
the initial entanglement at different cross talk coupling 𝑡 𝑐 values and compared to the case when
the cross talk is absent (𝑡 𝑐 = 1). It is numerically evident from (7) and from the plots in Fig. 2,
left, that the amount of entanglement shared over the noiseless channel in the presence of cross
talk becomes sensitive to the initial entanglement even for weak channel attenuation 𝑇𝑖 = 0.9 and
can be broken once the initial entanglement is too strong. This is concerned with the fact that
due to cross talk the signal from an adjacent mode is coupled to the signal in another mode and
thus effectively acts an uncorrelated noise appearing in one of the beams if all modes are treated
independently. Amount of such a noise is larger for the higher state variance, i.e., for a larger
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Fig. 2. Gaussian logarithmic negativity of the pair of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 after cross talk 𝑡 𝑐
and after passing through a quantum channel versus the initial logarithmic negativity
of the state (left) and versus the channel noise (right). The channel transmittance for
both the modes is 𝑇1,2 = 0.9. Left: no excess noise (𝜀 = 0). Right: fixed state variance
𝑉 = 5. Entanglement is evidently reduced and made more sensitive to the excess noise
even by a small cross talk, and is destroyed completely by the excess noise reaching
the threshold (9). The initial entanglement can be optimized as in (11) to reach the
maximum shared entanglement.

initial entanglement. This destructive extra noise effect from the crosstalk is also dominant for
channels with excess noise. Moreover, the presence of cross talk degrades robustness of the shared
entanglement to the channel noise, as can be seen from Fig. 2, right. The shared entanglement is
then destroyed by the level of noise, which is independent of the channel transmittance 𝑇𝑖 (hence
being valid for any 𝑇𝑖 > 0), and is given by
𝜀 𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 1 + 𝑡 𝑐 − (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑉 .

(9)

Equivalently, the bound on the shared entanglement (variance 𝑉 for which entanglement turns to
0) is the same for any 𝑇𝑖 > 0, and it reads
𝑉𝑚𝑎𝑥 =

1 + 𝑡𝑐 − 𝜀
1 − 𝑡𝑐

(10)

Importantly, the maximum tolerable initial variance given by 𝑉𝑚𝑎𝑥 (or, equivalently, maximum
tolerable initial entanglement) also does not depend on the channel transmittance and, for a
purely attenuating channel, depends only on the cross talk coupling 𝑡 𝑐 . The necessary condition
𝑉 < 𝑉𝑚𝑎𝑥 therefore simplifies optimization if the cross talk is present only in the source. Note
that if the channel is present also before the crosstalk, optimization becomes more complex and
involves the channel transmittance values, however, the limitation 𝑉 < 𝑉𝑚𝑎𝑥 remains.
The above given results were obtained in the assumption that the cross talk occurs between two
modes. In the case, when each of the multiple TMSV modes interacts with two neighbouring
modes, i.e., the cross talk dominantly occurs between three modes, the equations (7, 10) hold up
to the substitution 𝑡 𝑐 → 𝑡 𝑐2 , which leads to stronger sensitivity of the shared entanglement to the
linear cross talk between the signal modes. In this case, 𝑉𝑚𝑎𝑥 is even more limited and therefore
less entanglement can be transmitted.
The shared entanglement, in the presence of cross talk, can be maximized by optimizing
the initial entangled resource. The optimal state variance 𝑉, which maximizes the shared
entanglement, reads
√︁
(1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) (1 − 𝑇𝑖 ) (1 − 𝑇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 ) + (𝑇𝑖 + 1) (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑡 𝑐 𝑇𝑖 [4𝑡 𝑐 − 𝜀(2 − 2𝑇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 )]
𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 =
(11)
(1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) [1 + 𝑇𝑖 (4𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇𝑖 − 2)]

By optimizing the initial TMSV variance as in (11) we both reduce the negative influence of the
cross talk, and rise tolerance to the excess noise. The maximal tolerable level of excess noise
then becomes 𝜀 𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 2𝑡 𝑐 SNU.
For a small cross talk 𝑡 𝑐 → 1 the optimal variance can be approximated as
√︁
(2 − 𝜀)𝑇𝑖 (2 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 )
(1 − 𝑇𝑖 ) (1 − 𝑇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 )
+
𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 ≈
.
(12)
√
2
(1 + 𝑇𝑖 )
(1 + 𝑇𝑖 ) 1 − 𝑡 𝑐
If we neglect the excess noise, the expression (12) simplifies to
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≈
1 + 𝑇𝑖

2

√
2 𝑇𝑖
+
.
√
(1 + 𝑇𝑖 ) 1 − 𝑡 𝑐

(13)

Putting 𝑇𝑖 = 1 in (13) allows to easily demonstrate the existence of the upper bound on the
1
optimal state variance 𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 (𝑇 = 1) = √1−𝑡
. It illustrates the fact that for any cross talk, even
𝑐
without noise and attenuation, the maximal possible shared entanglement is rather limited. For a
strongly attenuating channel (𝑇𝑖 → 0) together with excess noise 𝜀, the optimal variance 𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 is
approximately
√︁
2𝑇𝑖 𝑡 𝑐 (2𝑡 𝑐 − 𝜀)
𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 ≈ 1 +
− (4𝑡 𝑐 − 𝜀)𝑇𝑖
(14)
√
1 − 𝑡𝑐
which means that the optimal initial quadrature variance of TMSV is rather small (close to one)
when channel is strongly attenuating even if the cross talk is small (𝑡 𝑐 → 1). Therefore, amount
of entanglement, which can be shared over lossy channels in the presence of even small cross
talk, is then strongly limited. Note, that (14) explicitly shows the condition on excess noise 𝜀 for
the optimized 𝑉 being 𝜀 < 2𝑡 𝑐 𝑆𝑁𝑈.
For a channel with strong attenuation (𝑇𝑖 → 0), the optimized entanglement can be then
approximated as


√︁
2𝑇𝑖 𝑡 𝑐 − 2𝜀 − 2 𝑡 𝑐 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) (𝑡 𝑐 − 2𝜀 )𝑇𝑖 + [3𝑡 𝑐 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) + 2𝜀 (1 − 2𝜀 )]𝑇𝑖
𝐿𝑁 (𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 ) ≈
(15)
log(2)
or, in the absence of excess noise,


√︁
2𝑡 𝑐 𝑇𝑖 1 − 2 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑇𝑖 + 3(1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑇𝑖
𝐿𝑁 (𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 ) ≈

log(2)

.

(16)

In the limit of a very small cross talk (𝑡 𝑐 > 0.98) for relatively strong excess noise (𝜀 > 0.2
SNU) it is possible to find better approximation expanding optimized entanglement 𝐿𝑁 (𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 )
into series for a very low cross talk (𝑡 𝑐 ∼ 1) in the the limit of strongly attenuating channel
(𝑇𝑖 → 0), then the optimized entanglement can be better analytically approximated as
√︁


2𝑇𝑖 (2 − 𝜀)𝑇𝑖 (2 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 ) √︁
1 − 𝑇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖
𝐿𝑁 (𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 ) ≈ − log2
−
1 − 𝑡𝑐
(17)
1 + 𝑇𝑖
(1 + 𝑇𝑖 ) (1 − 𝑇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑇𝑖 ) log(2)
Figs. 2 – 3 illustrate that although optimization of the state variance during the state preparation
helps to somewhat mitigate the negative effects of cross talk (allowing to reach maximal
logarithmic negativity for given cross talk and excess noise that corresponds to the maximums in
Fig. 2), nevertheless such optimization fails to fully compensate for the cross cross talk especially
in the presence of a stronger excess noise. Comparison of the left and the right panel in the Fig.
3 and the eqs. (15-17) show that in the strongly
√ attenuating channel while for a weak cross talk
logarithmic negativity decreases as 𝐿𝑁 ∼ − 1 − 𝑡 𝑐 (eq. (15) and dashed lines), very soon it gets
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Fig. 3. Optimized logarithmic negativity in one pair of modes versus cross-talk coupling
𝑡 𝑐 after passing through the attenuating channel of transmittance 𝑇𝑖 = 0.1 for different
levels of excess noise. The initial variance of the state is optimized. Solid lines
correspond to the exact results, dashed lines – to the approximation (15), dotted lines –
to the approximation (17). Entanglement is reduced by cross-talk quite strongly even
when the state is optimized before sharing.

suppressed more by higher orders of 𝑡 𝑐 (eq. (15-17) and dotted lines). Thus, even though initial
entanglement can be optimized to achieve the maximum shared entanglement in the presence of
cross talk, the shared entanglement will be still largely reduced by the cross talk, especially if
combined with the channel loss and/or noise.
We therefore consider the local active manipulations on either sender or receiver side in order
to improve and possibly fully restore the shared entanglement by compensating the cross talk. If
the mode coupling happens only in the source during the state preparation, it can be compensated
by manipulating either the modes 𝐴1 and 𝐴2 , or 𝐵1 and 𝐵2 on the sender side or the modes
𝐵1 and 𝐵2 on the remote side after the states are shared through an imperfect channel. If an
additional mode coupling also happens in the channel, manipulations on the receiver side are
needed in addition to the manipulations at the sender side in order to simultaneously compensate
both cross talk in the state preparation and in the channel. Generally both, the cross talk and the
losses, can occur on both sender and receiver side and also in the source itself during the state
preparation and distribution. In our study we assume that the shared part of the states (hence,
modes 𝐵1 and 𝐵2 ) is the subject to cross talk. We then consider the manipulations on the receiver
side, i.e., after the imperfect channel, in order to compensate the cross talk. The case of an ideal
cross talk compensation on the sender side would be equivalent to the absence of cross talk, as
can be seen in the next section.
3.

Cross talk compensation by optical interference

We consider the feasible state operations prior to using the entangled states in order to compensate
the cross talk, i.e., to reduce or completely eliminate its negative effect on the entanglement
distribution. Since the cross talk is typically caused by an energetically passive photon exchange
between the signal modes, we consider the beam-splitter type interaction based on a variable
coupling 𝑡𝑟 between the signal modes. The compensating interaction can in principle be
performed on either sender or receiver side. If no signal loss occurs on the sender side, it is
sufficient to implement the beam-splitter with 𝑡𝑟 = 𝑡 𝑐 coupling the modes 𝐴1 and 𝐴2 at the sender.
To take into account the effects caused by the lossy channels we further concentrate on the case
where the compensation is implemented on the modes 𝐵1 and 𝐵2 by the remote party of the
entanglement distribution scheme. In this case the beam splitter needs to be preceded by an
optimal phase shift (in the case of linear cross talk between two modes it is given by 𝜋) on one of

the modes (e.g., mode 2), as shown in Fig. 1. Then for a pair 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 the covariance matrix reads
√
√
√
𝑇2 𝑟 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 + 𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 𝑉 2 − 1 Z ª
®,
[1 + 𝑇1 𝑡𝑟 (𝑉 − 1) + 𝑇2 𝑟 𝑟 (𝑉 − 1)] I ¬

𝑉I
©
𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 =  √
√
√
𝑇2 𝑟 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 + 𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 𝑉 2 − 1 Z
«

(18)

where 𝑟 𝑐 ≡ 1 − 𝑡 𝑐 , 𝑟 𝑟 ≡ 1 − 𝑡𝑟 , and similarly for 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 up to the replacement 𝑇1 ↔ 𝑇2 . It follows
from the expression (18), that for the perfectly balanced noiseless channels
𝑇1 = 𝑇2 ≡ 𝑇putting 𝑡𝑟 =
√
√
√
√ 2
√
√
𝑡 𝑐 turns the correlations into 𝑇2 𝑟 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 + 𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 𝑉 − 1 = 𝑇 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 ) + 𝑇𝑡 𝑐 𝑉 2 − 1 =
√ √
𝑇 𝑉 2 − 1 and the variances into 1 + 𝑇𝑡𝑟 (𝑉 − 1) + 𝑇 (1 − 𝑡𝑟 ) (𝑉 − 1) = 1 + 𝑇 (𝑉 − 1) so that the
covariance matrix turns into the one without any cross talk:
√ √
𝑇 𝑉2 − 1 Z

𝑉I
©
𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 =  √ √
2
« 𝑇 𝑉 −1Z

(19)
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similarly for 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 , which fully restores entanglement and other Gaussian characteristics,
affected by the cross talk. This can be generalized to a pair∬of arbitrary pure two-mode states
2 ¯ 2 𝛼 𝑃( 𝛼,
in
¯ 𝛼)| 𝛼i
¯ 𝐴1 |𝛼i 𝐵1 and
∬ modes 𝐴1 , 𝐴2 and 𝐵1 , 𝐵2 , considered as the product of 𝑑 𝛼𝑑
2
2
¯
¯
¯
𝑑 𝛽𝑑 𝛽 𝑃( 𝛽, 𝛽)| 𝛽i 𝐴2 |𝛽i 𝐵2 in the coherent-state overcomplete basis. This overcomplete basis
decomposing unity allows to straightforwardly calculate the result for any pure two-mode state in
equally lossy channels. Indeed, if two coherent basis states |𝛼i 𝐵1 and |𝛽i 𝐵2 experience a linear
cross talk 𝑡 𝑐 and pass through the attenuating channels 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 and through the decoupling
scheme with a phase shift and coupling 𝑡 𝑐 as shown in Fig. 1, disregarding normalization and
general phase they are transformed as
√︁

√︁
 E
√︁
√︁
|𝛼 0i 𝐵1 =
𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 + 𝑇2 𝑟 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 𝛼 + 𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 − 𝑇1 𝑟 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 𝛽
(20)
𝐵1

and
|𝛽 0i 𝐵2 =
Choosing 𝑡𝑟 =

𝑇2 𝑡𝑐
𝑇2 𝑡𝑐 +𝑇1 𝑟𝑐

√︁

√︁
 E
√︁
√︁
𝑇1 𝑟 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 + 𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 𝛽 + 𝑇2 𝑟 𝑐 𝑡𝑟 − 𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 𝑟 𝑟 𝛼

.

(21)

𝐵2

the states change to
00

|𝛼 i 𝐵1
|𝛽 00i 𝐵2 =

√

𝑇2𝑇1
= √
𝛼
𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇1 𝑟 𝑐 𝐵1


√
√︁
(𝑇2 − 𝑇1 ) 𝑡 𝑐 𝑟 𝑐
𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇1 𝑟 𝑐 𝛽 + √
𝛼
.
𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇1 𝑟 𝑐
𝐵2

(22)

(23)

We have therefore eliminated the contribution of the second mode 𝐵2 to the first one 𝐵1 , but not
𝑡𝑐
vice versa. If, on the other hand, we chose 𝑡𝑟 = 𝑇2 𝑡𝑇𝑐2+𝑇
, the cross talk will be eliminated from
1 𝑟𝑐
the second mode, but notE from the first one. It isE easy to see, that if 𝑇1 = 𝑇2 ≡ 𝑇, (22) and (23)
√
√
turn into |𝛼 00i 𝐵1 = 𝑇 𝛼
and |𝛽 00i 𝐵2 = 𝑇 𝛽
as it should be for two independent modes
𝐵1

𝐵2

attenuated by a channel. Therefore for the perfectly balanced channels (𝑇1 = 𝑇2 ) the cross talk is
fully eliminated for a pair of arbitrary pure two-mode state.
When the channel transmittance values 𝑇1 , 𝑇2 for modes 𝐵1 , 𝐵2 are different, the cross talk
cannot be fully compensated in both modes and entanglement cannot be fully restored in both
transmitting channels. While transmittance values for different modes are typically similar in
fiber channels [49], they can vary, e.g. for frequency modes in atmospheric channels [50]. We
therefore consider the efficiency of the cross talk compensation in the unbalanced channels. In
order to maximally reconstruct entanglement, one has to optimize the coupling 𝑡𝑟 , as shown
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Fig. 4. Logarithmic negativity versus reverse coupling 𝑡𝑟 aimed at compensating
the cross talk after the unbalanced channels with the imbalance 𝑇1 = −10𝑑𝐵 and
𝑇2 = −10.5𝑑𝐵 of the first pair of modes (𝐴1 𝐵1 , left), the second pair (𝐴2 𝐵2 , right).
The uppermost (blue) horizontal line shows the logarithmic negativity of the respective
pair without the cross talk, the upper (orange) and the lower (green) curves show the
result of applying compensating beam-splitter of transmittance 𝑡𝑟 on Bobs’s side at the
same cross talk parameter 𝑡 𝑐 . Initial state variance is 𝑉 = 5, no excess noise (𝜀 = 0).
The dotted horizontal lines (orange and green) correspond to the logarithmic negativity
without the cross talk compensation but with the initial entanglement optimization.

in Fig. 4. It is evident from the plots, that entanglement can still be largely compensated for
weaker crosstalk (𝑡 𝑐 → 1) between asymmetrical lossy channels and that the method of optical
interference is stable to the setting 𝑡𝑟 . There is a difference between the optimal 𝑡𝑟 for the first
pair and for the second one (it corresponds to the maximums of the curves on the left and right
plots in Fig. 4), although, as it noticeable from the plots, their maximums are very close. In the
second pair 𝐴2 𝐵2 we even can overcome the entanglement before the cross talk because we get
stronger signal in the pair 𝐴2 𝐵2 that is taken from the pair 𝐴1 𝐵1 due to the cross talk.
In a general case, 𝑡𝑟 should be optimized numerically to result in the maximally restored
entanglement. However, the optimal setting can be derived analytically in the relevant limits of
small and large initial entanglement (or, equivalently, small and high large initial state variance 𝑉).
For a purely lossy channel (𝜀 = 0), the optimal transmittance, that maximizes the entanglement
in the first pair of modes 𝐴1 𝐵1 , reads
𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐
, 𝑉 ≈1
𝑇1 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇2 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )

(24)

𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐
, 𝑉 →∞
𝑇2 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇1 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )

(25)

𝑡𝑟 =
and
𝑡𝑟 =

And vice versa (𝑇1 ↔ 𝑇2 ) for another pair. It is important to note that the optimal 𝑡𝑟 for any value
of the state variance 𝑉 always lies between the bounds given by (24-25) and, for realistically
close 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 , this interval is quite narrow. For 𝑡𝑟 defined by (25) the logarithmic negativity is
an increasing function of 𝑉 and for large initial state variance it approaches the limit:


𝑡 𝑐 𝑇2 + 𝑇1 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 − 𝑇2 )
lim 𝐿𝑁𝑡𝑟 = − log2
.
(26)
𝑉 →∞
𝑡 𝑐 𝑇2 + 𝑇1 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 + 𝑇2 )
Note, that the above given equations (24-26) are applicable for maximization of the enanglement
for the pair 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . If, on the other hand, the goal is to maximize the logarithmic negativity in

the second pair 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 , the same equations (24-26) can be applied with replacement 𝑇1 ↔ 𝑇2 .
This also implies, that in the case of unbalanced channels 𝑇1 ≠ 𝑇2 , the entanglement cannot be
optimally restored in both modes. While applying the optical interference method to compensate
the cross talk in the channels with different transmittance for each mode (𝑇1 ≠ 𝑇2 ), one has
to chose one mode in which to maximize the entanglement at the expense of the rest of the
modes. The equations (24-26) refer to the first pair of modes 𝐴1 𝐵1 . However, since in practical
situations strong unbalancing between transmittance values for different modes is unlikely, i.e.
𝑇1 is typically close to 𝑇2 , optimal settings for 𝑡𝑟 are also close and choosing 𝑡𝑟 in between the
optimal settings for either of the pairs will give nearly optimal results in terms of entanglement
for both the pairs.
Advantage of the decoupling by interference is that cross talk from all entangled pairs can be
nearly perfectly removed. Moreover, technical imperfections, as the modes match imperfectly
at the decoupling BS, can be incorporated to the full optimization. Despite such a principal
advantage, one may be interested in maximizing entanglement in only one pair of modes. In
this case entanglement localization [43, 44] can be applied by performing only an optimized
measurement on one pair and feed-forward control on another pair of modes based on the
measurement outcomes, which we consider in the next Section and compare it to the above
suggested method of reversed coupling.
4.

Entanglement localization by measurement and feed-forward control

In order to compensate the negative effect of cross talk in only one entangled pair in the scheme
given in Fig. 1, we now consider a possibility to apply optimized Gaussian measurement of one
pair of modes and feed-forward control of the other pair on the receiving sides and thus to increase
the shared entanglement at the cost of losing one of the mode pairs. This method relies on the
highly efficient and low-noise homodyne measurement and the high fidelity feed-forward control
and coherent displacement [9, 51]. Similarly as in the previous Section, we theoretically consider
a simple two-mode case with the feed-forward control applied by Alice and Bob on the first pair
of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 after the measurement on the second pair of modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 , as shown in Fig. 5.
Instead of a direct interference of multimode signals on a coupler with variable 𝑡𝑟 , we interfere the
signal modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 with the local oscillator beams in a generalized Gaussian measurement [52]
on both Alice and Bob sides of the scheme, as shown in Fig. 5. Photocurrents from this detection
control the modulation units in the other pair of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . We therefore assume that both
the sender and the receiver perform a general Gaussian measurement [52] on the second pair of
modes (𝐴2 , 𝐵2 ), i.e., a generalized heterodyne (also known as double-homodyne) measurement,
using unbalanced beam-splitters with transmittance values 𝑡 𝐴 and 𝑡 𝐵 in Alice’s and Bob’s sides
respectively. The beam-splitters divide each of the measured modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 (into auxiliary
detection modes denoted as 𝐶 𝐴, 𝐶 𝐵 , 𝐷 𝐴, 𝐷 𝐵 ) and the outputs are then measured in conjugate
quadratures using two homodyne detectors (with no loss of generality we assume 𝑥-quadrature
measured on 𝐶 𝐴, 𝐶 𝐵 and 𝑝-quadrature measured on 𝐷 𝐴, 𝐷 𝐵 ). It is advantageous to optimize the
measurement shown in Fig. 5, we are therefore searching for optimal 𝑡 𝐴 and 𝑡 𝐵 that maximize
the logarithmic negativity of the conditional state in the first pair of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . We evaluate
conditional matrix of the state in modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 after a homodyne measurement of a quadrature
𝑟 (being either 𝑥 or 𝑝) in mode 𝐾 (being one of 𝐶 𝐴, 𝐶 𝐵 , 𝐷 𝐴, 𝐷 𝐵 ). The covariance matrix of
𝑐 𝐴1 𝐵1 𝑐 𝐴1 𝐾
© 𝛾 𝐴1

the modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 and 𝐾 before the measurement is 𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 𝐾 =  𝑐 𝐴1 𝐵1
𝛾 𝐵1
𝑐 𝐵1 𝐾

𝛾𝐾
« 𝑐 𝐴1 𝐾 𝑐 𝐵1 𝐾
measurement resulting in an outcome 𝑟 𝐾 transforms the covariance matrix as [53]
𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 |𝑟𝐾 = 𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 − 𝜎𝐴1 𝐵1 ,𝐾 (𝑅 · 𝛾𝐾 · 𝑅) 𝑀 𝑃 𝜎𝐴𝑇 1 𝐵1 ,𝐾 ,
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Fig. 5. Measurement and feed-forward control scheme aimed at compensating cross
talk and localizing maximum of entanglement in the pair of modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . The two
parties perform generalized Gaussian measurements by splitting modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 on
variable beam-splitters 𝑡 𝐴, 𝑡 𝐵 and measuring 𝑥-quadratures on the modes 𝐶 𝐴, 𝐶 𝐵 and
𝑝-quadratures on the auxiliary detection modes 𝐶 𝐴, 𝐶 𝐵 , 𝐷 𝐴, 𝐷 𝐵 . The measurement
outcomes are then used to modulate 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . The rest of the scheme (source, cross talk
and channel) is as in Fig. 1. The scheme allows increasing entanglement in modes
𝐴1 , 𝐵1 at the cost of tracing out modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 .
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where 𝜎𝐴1 𝐵1 ,𝐾 = 
® is the correlation matrix between modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 and 𝐾, matrix
𝑐
𝐵
𝐾
1
«
¬
R is a diagonal matrix, being either 12 (I + Z) for an 𝑥-quadrature measurement or 12 (I − Z)
for a measurement of 𝑝-quadrature, and 𝑀 𝑃 stands for Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of a
matrix, applicable to singular matrices. The state in equation (27) can be obtained either by
an optimal feed-forward control of the state in modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 or by post-selecting the states in
modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 based on a condition on the measurement outcomes in modes 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 . While the
first strategy is deterministic, but requires optimization of feed-forward, the second one does
not rely on optimization, but is probabilistic. It only asymptotically approaches the result of
feed-forward control, and while the probability of success greatly reduces while approaching
this result due to reduction of the post-selection interval. On the other hand, it does not require
gain optimization and optical modulation as the deterministic method does. Repeating the
conditioning (27) generally for each of four measurements, we arrive at the general conditional
𝐶˜ 𝐴1 𝐵1 ª
© 𝛾˜ 𝐴1
matrix 𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 | 𝑥𝐶 𝐴 , 𝑥𝐶𝐵 , 𝑝𝐷 𝐴 , 𝑝𝐷𝐵 , which reads 
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where 𝑟 𝐴 ≡ 1 − 𝑡 𝐴, 𝑟 𝐵 ≡ 1 − 𝑡 𝐵 . From this two-mode matrix we can evaluate Gaussian
entanglement of the conditioned state in terms of logarithmic negativity, which we do numerically.

First, we observe that the best possible result for any given channel transmittance values and any
cross talk level is achieved by using homodyne measurement on the receiver side. It corresponds
to 𝑡 𝐵 = 1 or 𝑡 𝐵 = 0, i.e. measuring either only 𝐶 𝐵 (homodyne measurement of 𝑥-quadrature) or
only 𝐷 𝐵 (homodyne measurement of 𝑝-quadrature) mode in Fig. 5. We further assume with no
loss of generality that 𝑡 𝐵 = 1, which is equivalent to Bob measuring 𝑥-quadrature of the mode
𝐴2 with a homodyne detector. On the other hand, an optimal 𝑡 𝐴 on the receiver side generally
depends on the TMSV state variance 𝑉, channel parameters (transmittance values and excess
noise) and the cross talk coupling 𝑡 𝑐 . In the general case 𝑡 𝐴 can be found only numerically, but in
the limit of large 𝑉 and noiseless channels, we can find the 𝑡 𝐴 that maximizes the logarithmic
negativity in 𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 | 𝑥𝐶 𝐴 , 𝑥𝐵2 , 𝑝𝐷 𝐴 analytically. Then for 𝑉 → ∞ and 𝜀 = 0 in the limit of the weak
cross talk 𝑡 𝑐 . 1 the optimal 𝑡 𝐴 on the sender side is independent of the TMSV variance and can
be approximated as
h
𝑡 𝐴𝑜 𝑝𝑡 = max 0, 1 −

i
(1 + 𝑇1 ) (1 − 𝑇2 )
+ 𝑂 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )
2 + 2𝑇1 (1 − 𝑇2 ) − 4𝑇2

(31)

In the case, when additionally losses are low (𝑇1 → 1, 𝑇2 → 1), the optimal setting at the
sender side is 𝑡 𝐴 = 0. This means that for the highly transmitting channels or low cross talk
the best strategy for the feed-forward method of cross talk compensation is to use homodyne
measurement on Alice’s side and measure complementary quadrature to the one that the receiver
(Bob) measures. This phenomena can be explained using continuous-variable quantum erasing,
where Alice by measurement prepares a squeezed state in front of the cross talk which, using
homodyne measurement of antisqueezed variable and feed-forward control, can be used to
eliminate beam-splitter type of cross talk [54, 55]. The covariance matrix for a noiseless channel
then turns to
√︁
𝑟𝑐 𝑇2 ( 𝑉 2 −1)
0
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(32)
In a simple case of a perfect channel (𝑇𝑖 = 1 and 𝜀 = 0), the logarithmic negativity of the state in
modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 (conditioned on homodyne measurement outcomes on both sides) can be expressed
analytically as
√︃

 √︃

2
2
(33)
𝐿𝑁 ℎ𝑜𝑚 = − log2
1 + 𝑡𝑐 𝑉 − 1 − 𝑡𝑐 𝑉 − 1 .
It is always larger than the logarithmic negativity in the same pair of modes after the
crosstalk
in the same
 and
 perfect channels, but without conditioning, which reads 𝐿𝑁 =
√︃

1
− log2 𝑉 − 𝑡 𝑐 𝑉 2 − 1 . The latter equation reaches maximum when 𝑉𝑜 𝑝𝑡 = √1−𝑡
, while
𝑐

(33) is a constantly growing function of 𝑉. It illustrates the fact that the conditional measurement
overcomes the limit on the initial entanglement given by (10) and generally any need to optimize
the initial state. Therefore it allows to use as high initial entanglement as it is experimentally
achievable. When the state is conditioned on the optimal homodyne measurement in a highly
transmitting channel, the logarithmic negativity of the state in modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 is not bounded and
in the limit of arbitrarily strong TMSV variance 𝑉 → ∞ , assuming a noiseless channel (𝜀 = 0)
tends to


1
(1 − 𝑇1 ) [𝑇1 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 − 𝑇2 ) + 𝑡 𝑐 𝑇2 ]
lim 𝐿𝑁 ℎ𝑜𝑚 = − log2
(34)
𝑉 →∞
2
𝑡 𝑐 (1 + 𝑇1 ) 2𝑇2

(1−𝑇1 ) (1−𝑇2 )
which may eventually for large initial variance turn to zero if the condition 𝑡 𝑐 < 1−𝑇
is
1 (1−𝑇2 )+3𝑇2
met. However, for realistic values of relatively weak cross talk (𝑡 𝑐 > 0.5), it happens only for
very low 𝑇2 . i.e. in channels with high loss. For such channels the homodyne measurement
on the sender side is not the optimal one. As the losses in the channel increase, the optimal
measurement gets closer to the balanced heterodyne, i.e., to 𝑡 𝐴 = 1/2. Moreover, in the most
practical cases, i.e. when 𝑇1 is close to 𝑇2 , and the cross talk is small, finding the optimal
𝑡 𝐴 gives little improvement. In this case it is enough for sender to use homodyning for the
highly transmitting (short) channels and heterodyning for the highly attenuating (long) ones,
while receiver shall use homodyning in both cases. This result contrasts with the previous
results [56] for recovering quantum information by conditional measurement of the modes leaked
into environment, where heterodyne measurement on the receiver side is optimal.
In the case, when the channels are strongly attenuating (𝑇1,2 → 0), the optimal 𝑡 𝐴 given by
(31) turns to 1/2, i.e., the balanced heterodyne detection on the sender side becomes the optimal
measurement. In this case, when we also chose the optimal 𝑡 𝐵 = 1, the conditional covariance
matrix of the state in modes 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 becomes (assuming no excess noise, 𝜀 = 0)
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1−𝑇2 𝑟𝑐 (𝑉 −1)

©


0

=  √︁
 𝑡 𝑇 (𝑉 2 − 1)
𝑐 1


0
«

0

√︁
𝑡 𝑐 𝑇1 (𝑉 2 − 1)

√

0

ª
®
®
®
𝛾 𝐴1 𝐵1 |𝑥 𝐴2 , 𝑝𝐷 𝐴 , 𝑥𝐵2
®
1+𝑇2 (𝑉 −1)+𝑡𝑐 (𝑇1 −𝑇2 ) (𝑉 −1)
®
0
0
®
1−𝑇
𝑟
(𝑉
−1)
𝑐
2
√
®
− 𝑡𝑐 𝑇1 (𝑉 2 −1)
0
1
+
𝑡
𝑇
(𝑉
−
1)
𝑐
1
¬
1−𝑇2 𝑟𝑐 (𝑉 −1)
(35)
The logarithmic negativity is then as well not bounded and the optimization of the initial
entanglement (11) is not needed. In the limit of very strong initial entanglement 𝑉 → ∞
(assuming no excess noise, 𝜀 = 0) it tends to


1
(1 − 𝑡 𝑐 𝑇1 ) [1 − 𝑡 𝑐 (𝑇1 − 𝑇2 ) − 𝑇2 ]
lim 𝐿𝑁 ℎ𝑒𝑡 = − log2
(36)
𝑉 →∞
2
(1 + 𝑡 𝑐 𝑇1 ) 2 − (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 )𝑇2 (1 − 𝑡 𝑐 𝑇1 )
𝑉

0

− 𝑡𝑐 𝑇1 (𝑉 2 −1)
1−𝑇2 𝑟𝑐 (𝑉 −1)

which is always positive, contrary to the logarithmic negativity before conditioning, which
vanishes at (10). Eq. (34) and (36) show that by optimized conditional measurement one can
beat the limit on the maximal initial entanglement given by (10) and recover the entanglement
degraded or destroyed by the cross talk, although such strong initial squeezing and/or cross talk
are not very likely in practical applications.
In the general case of intermediate channel attenuation and level of cross talk an optimized
heterodyne measurement on the sender side should be chosen by evaluating the respective
logarithmic negativities, but entanglement in the remaining pair of modes after the measurement
and feed-forward control is always no less, than before these operations. Therefore, optimized
measurement and feed-forward can always improve (and fully restore in the case of almost
perfectly balanced channels) entanglement in a single pair of modes at the cost of loosing
another pair. We illustrate the efficiency and stability of the method with respect to the sender
measurement settings in Fig. 6 and show that it can largely restore the entanglement in the
remaining pair of modes and is stable with respect to the measurement setting 𝑡 𝐴. As it is evident
from Fig. 6, any kind of Gaussian measurement on the pair 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 , even not an optimized one,
largely restores entanglement in the pair 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 . The best result is achieved with the homodyne
measurement of the 𝑥-quadrature on the sender side (𝑡 𝐴 = 1) in the low loss channels and with the
heterodyne measurement (𝑡 𝐴 = 1/2) in the strong loss channels, which agrees with approximate
analytical results given above in (31). Remarkably, the optimized measurement allows to recover
entanglement that was completely destroyed by the cross talk.
We also compare the method of optimized measurement and feed-forward to the method of
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Fig. 6. Logarithmic negativity in the 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 pair of modes after applying measurement
of the pair 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 and feed-forward control, versus detection setting 𝑡 𝐴 on the sender
side. Left: low unbalanced channel loss (𝑇1 = −0.4𝑑𝐵, 𝑇2 = −0.5𝑑𝐵), right: strong
unbalanced channel loss (𝑇1 = −10𝑑𝐵, 𝑇2 = −10.5𝑑𝐵). On both plots no excess noise
is present (𝜀 = 0). The thin dashed lines represent the logarithmic negativity in the
𝐴1 , 𝐵1 pair without the optimized measurement and feed-forward control, but with the
initial state variance being optimized as in (11).

optical interference, suggested in the previous section, as shown in Fig. 7 for low and high
channel losses.
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Fig. 7. Logarithmic negativity in the pair 𝐴1 , 𝐵1 after applying optical interference
method or measurement of the pair 𝐴2 , 𝐵2 and feed-forward control, as indicated in
the plots. Cross talk is 𝑡 𝑐 = 0.9 , the optimal decoupling beam-splitter transmittance
𝑡𝑟 is given by eq. (25), no excess noise (𝜀 = 0). Left: low loss unbalanced channels
(𝑇1 = −0.4𝑑𝐵, 𝑇2 = −0.5𝑑𝐵), right: high loss unbalanced channels (𝑇1 = −9𝑑𝐵,
𝑇2 = −10𝑑𝐵). The thin horizontal lines represent the asymptotes for 𝐿𝑁0 → ∞ given
by (26) for the decoupling method, (34) and (36) for the homodyne and heterodyne
measurement method, and (6) for the no cross talk case.

It is evident from the plots, that the method of optimized optical interference is always more
efficient in restoring the Gaussian entanglement and, besides, it preserves the multimode structure.
Our further analysis shows, that this superiority holds always, unless the channels are strongly
unbalanced (with either of the channels being strongly attenuating while another one being almost
lossless, 𝑇𝑖 → 1 and 𝑇 𝑗 → 0), which is, however, very unlikely in practical situations. While
being less efficient, the measurement strategy can be sometimes nearly optimal and become very
close to the optimized measurement strategy, however, the measurement inevitably destroys one
pair modes. Both of the methods increase the amount of entanglement, that can be transferred,

and remove the necessity to optimize the initial entanglement. The lines corresponding to
interference method (purple) and to the conditional measurement (green and yellow) continue
to the right approaching the asymptotes given by (26), (34), (36), and the lines corresponding
to the ideal case without cross talk (blue) approach the asymptote (6). We also compare the
methods in Fig. 8 for the same initial entanglement in the large region of transmittance values
and in the presence of unbalancing. In Fig.8 we plot the Gaussian entanglement for the both pairs
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Fig. 8. Comparison of the methods for the cross talk compensation: optical interference
using a decoupling beam-splitter, and entanglement concentration by optimized conditional measurement and feed-forward control. Plot shows the logarithmic negativity in
a pair of modes after each respective method is applied. Initial entanglement is fixed
𝐿𝑁0 = 4.0, cross talk is 𝑡 𝑐 = 0.8, and transmittances ratio is 𝑇1 /𝑇2 = 1.2, parameters
𝑡𝑟 and 𝑡 𝐴 are optimized. The ideal case without any cross talk is not shown, but would
be indistinguishable from optimized interference for the given parameters.

of modes in case of the optimized optical interference and show that method allows to restore
the entanglement in both the modes contrary to the method of conditional measurement. For a
weaker unbalancing the entanglement of both pairs of modes after the optimized interference
would overlap. Only one (blue) line in Fig.8 corresponds to the conditional measurement method,
it demonstrates that although this method is quite effective for restoring entanglement in one
pair, it also destroys the second pair of modes. We have not presented the case with no cross talk
on the plot because for the given set of parameters it will be almost fully overlapping with the
results for the optimized optical interference method. It illustrates the fact that even for relatively
strong cross talk, the optimized interference approach allows to recover the entanglement almost
completely. Both active methods give substantial gain compared to initial state before recovery.
For any cross talk 𝑡 𝑐 , state variance 𝑉, and channel transmittance 𝑇1 , 𝑇2 both the proposed
methods outperform the simple optimization of the initial entanglement shared (or equivalently
the variance 𝑉) as proposed in the Sec. 2.
Conditional measurement with feed-forward control gives guaranteed entanglement gain no
matter how strong is the cross talk and does not rely on our knowledge of cross talk coupling 𝑡 𝑐 ,
while discarding one of the modes. However, this benefit is heavily paid for by a low probability
of success of this asymptotic method. On the other hand, the optical interference scheme allows
to preserve all the modes. It gives better results than the entanglement concentration with the
conditional measurement scheme for most realistic values of 𝑡 𝑐 , especially in channels with
higher loss. In the case of the state having only several modes, both of the methods perform
comparably. For multimode states with higher number of modes the advantage of the optimal

interference method will be more pronounced as it preserves all the modes, while the conditional
measurement method is based on discarding most of them.
5.

Conclusion

Entanglement distribution is a key ingredient of modern quantum technology. We considered the
effect of cross talk on entanglement distribution using Gaussian multimode twin-beam states and
shown that initial entanglement inserted to a multimode link has to be optimized to reach its
maximal transmission already if cross talk is weakly present. We then suggest the method of cross
talk compensation based on optimized optical interference using adjustable phase control and
linear coupling of modes, and show that the method can completely eliminate the negative effect
of cross talk once the channel transmittance is balanced, i.e., is the same for all the modes. The
method is still very efficient for small unbalancing between the channel transmittance values for
different modes and is stable with respect to the linear coupling setting, but requires knowledge of
the cross talk strength. This methodology can be extended to many multiplexed modes, however,
in such a case the numerical analysis and optimization are needed for specific real channels,
as the model of the cross talk will be more complicated and vary in practical situations. We
therefore leave the analysis of the real cross talk in the source or channel for future experimental
tests. As an alternative, we suggest the method of cross talk compensation for one of the pairs of
modes by optimized Gaussian measurement on another pair and feed-forward control, which
does not rely on knowledge of cross talk strength and can restore entanglement in the remaining
pair, while reducing the multimode structure, and is also limited in the unbalanced channels.
The method of optical interference remains more efficient unless the channels are very strongly
unbalanced, which is however not likely in the practical situations, and preserves the amount of
entangled modes transmitted through the channel. Our methods can be prospective for realization
of multimode quantum communication in the presence of cross talk in the sources and channels.
Note that the described cross talk compensation methods distribute entanglement between the
modes, but do not increase it beyond the initial entanglement in the source before the cross
talk, hence not contradicting the impossibility of entanglement distillation by local Gaussian
unitary operations [53, 57]. Our results demonstrate basic principles in a simple case of only
nearest-mode cross talk. The further investigation for larger number of modes in the presence
of cross talk will require multi-parameter numerical optimizations and possibly application of
modern methods of deep machine learning applicable to quantum optics [58] to find efficient
strategy of cross talk compensation. Such numerical optimizations in application to complex
multimode cross-talk effects will be the subject of future studies.
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