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Abstract. We develop an enhanced technique for characterizing qoeaptical processes
based on probing unknown quantum processes only with cohstates. Our method
substantially improves the original proposal [M. Lobinakt Scienc&22, 563 (2008)], which
uses a filtered Glauber-Sudarshan decomposition to deterimé effect of the process on an
arbitrary state. We introduce a new relation between thieraof a general quantum process
on coherent state inputs and its action on an arbitrary guastate. This relation eliminates
the need to invoke the Glauber-Sudarshan representatiostdtes; hence it dramatically
simplifies the task of process identification and removestargial source of error. The new
relation also enables straightforward extensions of théhatkto multi-mode and non-trace-
preserving processes. We illustrate our formalism witlesvexamples, in which we derive
analytic representations of several fundamental quanfatinad processes in the Fock basis.
In particular, we introduce photon-number cutoff as a raabte physical resource limitation
and address resource vs accuracy trade-off in practicétapipns. We show that the accuracy
of process estimation scales inversely with the squareafqutoton-number cutoff.
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1. Introduction

Assembling a complex quantum optical information processguires precise knowledge of
the properties of each of its components, i.e., the abdifyrédict the effect of the components
on an arbitrary input state. This gives rise to a quantumieersf the famous “black box
problem”, which is addressed by meanggafintum process tomograpt@PT) [1,[2/3]. In
QPT, a set of probe states is sent into the black box (here lamowm completely-positive,
linear quantum processover the set of bounded operatd#6/) on a Hilbert spacé{) and
the output states are measured. From the effect of the rooabe probe states it is possible
to predict its effect on any other state within the same Hilbpace.

QPT exploits linearity of quantum process over its dengigrators. If the effect of the
proces< (p;) is known for a set of density operatdrs; }, its effect on any linear combination
p = Y. Bipi equalsE(p) = > B:E(p;). Therefore, if{p;} forms a spanning set within the
spaceL(H) of linear operators over a particular Hilbert spg¢eknowledge of{E(p;)} is
sufficient to extract complete information about the quamfurocess.

However, practical implementations of QPT become demanespecially for systems
with large Hilbert spaces. Falim(#) = d, dim(£(H)) = d?, which implies that at least’
unknown operator§&(p;)}, each withd*> unknown parameters, must be estimated. This
procedure requires preparation of at leést}?’, states, subjecting each to the unknown
processE, and determining each element ££(p;)}~, through measurement (each with
d?> unknown elements), thereby inferring an overall numbed‘oparameters. Furthermore,
in order to build up sufficient statistics for reliable estites of the output states, each
measurement should be performed many times on multipleesagii the inputs. Thus, a
large number of realizations and measurements are reqoiredmplete tomography &.

An additional complication, especially for QPT of quantwptical processes, is
associated with preparation of the probe states. TypicitaQPT implementations deal
with systems consisting of one or more dual-rail qubits [&]5which implies that the probe
states are highly nonclassical, hence difficult to generate

These difficulties have been partially alleviated in theerdly proposed scheme of
“coherent-state quantum process tomography” (csQPT) THis scheme is based on the
observation that the density operagoof a generic quantum state of every electromagnetic
mode can be expressed in B&auber-Sudarshan representatifd) 9],

p= / da Py(a)|a) (o], 1)

whereP,(«) is a quasi-probability distribution referred to as the quanstate’s ‘P-function”
and integrated over the entire complex plane [10]. Lingdménce implies that measuring

@) (] = oe(@) = E(|a)(al), (2)

i.e., determining the effect of the unknown procesabicoherent states enables a prediction
of its effect upon any generic stateaccording to

E(p) = / o Py(a)es(a). 3)



Quantum process tomography with coherent states 3

The implementation of csQPT is advantageous because (@reohstates are readily
available from lasers, (ii) coherent states of differentpiimdes and phases can be
produced without changing the layout of the experimentglaagius, and (iii) output-state
characterization can be performed using optical homodymegraphy([11], which obviates
the need for postselection and provides full informatiomwbthe process in question.
Moreover, csQPT has been tested experimentally on simpigesmode processes, such as
the identity, attenuation, and phase shift operations Ftithermore, csQPT has been used
to characterize quantum memory for light based on electgmeigcally-induced transparency
[12].

An apparent obstacle to csQPT, however, is thatEhieinction for many nonclassical
optical states exists only in terms of a highly singular gatlized function[[13, 14]. A remedy
therefor is provided by Klauder’s theorem [15], which stateat any trace-class operataran
be approximated, to arbitrary accuracy, by a bounded apesatc B(#H) whose Glauber-
Sudarshan functiofr;, is in the Schwartz class [16], so integratibh (3) can be peréa. The
Klauder approximation can be constructed by low-pass ifigeof the P function, i.e., by
multiplying its Fourier transform with an appropriate régizing function equal td over
a square domain of sizé x L and rapidly dropping to zero outside this domain. Ref. [7]
employs this method to implement csQPT.

Practical implementation of Klauder’'s procedure is howesamplicated, because it
requires finding the characteristic function of the inpatetand subsequently its regularized
P function. This function features high-frequency, highgitade oscillations that limit
the precision in calculating the output stdté (3). Furthaen Klauder's approximation is
ambiguous in the choice of the particular filtering functeasmwell as the cutoff parameter
L [7].

Here we improve csQPT to overcome the above problems. Sgabifiwe develop
a new method for csQPT that eliminates the explicit use of &lauber-Sudarshan
representation and thus removes the inherent ambiguibgiadsed with employing Klauder’s
approximation for csQPT. In Set. 2.1, we obtain an expres&o the process tensor in
the Fock (photon number) basis that can be directly caledl&bm the experimental data.
Using this tensor, the process output for an arbitrary infant be calculated by simple
matrix multiplication rather than requiring integrationdahigh-frequency cut-offs. In this
way, transformations between the Fock and Glauber-Sudangpresentations, which were
necessary in Ref._[7], can be sidestepped. Using our nevoaplpy we easily extend csQPT
from its restrictive single-mode applicability to multiede processes and even to non-trace-
preserving conditional processes. These extensions atieybarly relevant for quantum
information processing circuits, whose basic componergsigherently multi-mode and
conditional [17].

Process tomography is successful if, for every input stage estimate for the process
output closely approximates the actual process outpug,statl the worst-case error of this
estimate, given by a distance between the actual and estippabcess outputs, is less than
a given tolerance. For states over infinite-dimensionabétil spaces, this concept of error
is however not meaningful because the finiteness of sampinpdjes that the process is
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necessarily under-sampled, hence cannot be determinetd@unded error. Instead we could
consider the process estimation restricted to a finite-dgio@alsubseof B(H). This version
of process tomography can always be successful with a sufflgilarge amount of sampling.

Of particular practical interest is the subspd#ig{) defined by an energy cut-off, i.e.,
estimating the process without accessing any informatowets high-energy behavior. This
restriction is naturally consistent with our choice to wankthe Fock basis, because then
the resulting process tensor is of finite size and with maagtmal settings (e.g. quantum-
information processing with photonic qubits). In Sec] #&,provide process error estimates
for several input state subsets that extend bey®(7d).

Many interesting processes are phase symmetric; that isptral phase shift of the
input state results in the same phase shift of the outpus fiwiperty dramatically simplifies
the experiment because one needs to collect data only fereotstates whose amplitudes lie
on the real axis rather than the entire complex plane. Thoisipts us to discuss, in Sé¢. 3, how
to obtain the process tensor for phase-symmetric proceskah we test on the experimental
data from Ref.[[12]. Next, in Setl 4, we illustrate our methydanalytically deriving the
superoperators for certain fundamental quantum opticalgeses using the Fock basis. The
paper is concluded in Sdd. 5 and is supplemented with tworales.

2. Coherent state quantum process tomography

2.1. Formalism: determining the quantum process matrix

We study general quantum optical procesSeacting on quantum states of light and begin
with the simplest case for which only a single electromaigrfétld mode is involved. An
arbitrary quantum statecan be expressed in the Fock representation as

m,n=0

Subjecting this state to an unknown procé€sand imposing linearity, yields

EP) =D pun ER"LIV L, (5)
j,k,m,n=0
where
= lE(m)(n])|k) (6)

is a rank- tensor, hereafter referred to as the “process tensor” (eppeator). Thus, by
expressing input and output states in the Fock basis, a guaptocess can be uniquely
represented and characterized by its rgntensor, which relates the matrix elements of the
output and input states according to

m,nENp

whereN, = NU {0}.
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Below we show how to estimate process tensor elentits) (n|) for m, n over a finite
domain. Because

(ol (jm) (n) o) = 71" T ®
is in the Schwartz class, the Glauber-SudarsRagepresentation
m)(nl = [ Fa Pou(a)la)al ©)
is guaranteed to exist for any operator) (n| (m,n € Ny) [18]. The P function is
Panla) = (1" gnapi(a) (10)

Vi

for 07" .= 0™ /0a™ anda and its complex conjugate treated as independent variables, and
6%(a) = 0(Re())d(Im(a)). By inserting representatiofil(9) into E@l (6), and exphajti
linearity of the process, we obtain the process tensor

W= [ da Pone)lec(a)lb) 1)
C
This expression can be simplified by using EqJ (10) and penifg integration by parts:

mn __ 2 62()
e N

- mayag [ (leste)lR)]| . (12)

Thus we have eliminated the need to make use of the GlaulzEr§han representation
for quantum states. The process tensor is found by takirtgapderivatives (with respect to
a anda) of the matrix elements of¢ («), which are estimated from experimental data and
evaluated atv = 0.

The mathematical procedure defined by Eql (12) is simplercangputationally faster
(see Sed.]3) than employing EQ.{11) with a regularized oersf Py ,,.,(«) replacing the
tempered distribution?,,,,,(a) described in Refs.[[7, 12]. Equatioh {12) has been used
to determine the fidelity of quantum teleportation of a staglil optical qubit based on
measurements performed on coherent states (see suppdeyn@iaterial in Ref.[[19]).

Generalization to the multi-mode case is straightforwdrdthe A/-mode case, let us
introduce the notatiofn) := |ny, ny, ..., ny) (With n € N}¥) for multi-mode Fock states
and|a) = |y, as, . .., ay) (With o € CM) for multi-mode coherent states. Then the matrix
elements of the output and input states with respect to thk basis are related to one another
by the rank-* tensor

EP)e = GIEPIR) = > Epmn, (13)

m nENM

———=0 0% [ (jlos (@) |F)]

where
= (glE(lm) (n|)|k). (14)
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Similarly to the single-mode case, we employ the Glaube&la&hanP representation for the
multi-mode operatofm)(n|, with the overallP function being a product of the functions
for the constituent modes:

6‘0‘5‘2 ms+ns I
P (e _H \/Ts O 62 (evs). (15)

Multiple integration by parts yields

M

2
;vll,n:/(;MdgM H (5 Oés 0\ Qs) gma gns [ |O‘S|2<j|gg(a)‘k>:|

L/mIn e
M
=t [ lecteaml] | (16)
s=1 as=0
where
o¢(@) = E(|a)(al). (17)

Equations[(I2) and_(16) complete our coherent-state toapbyr formalism and show that
coherent states provide a complete set of probe states &waderizing quantum optical
processes, insofar as the expressiorpfdry) completely determines the process tensor.

The above formalism is not restricted to trace-preservingnégum processes. Indeed,
trace preservation was not required in the derivation ofresults. Thus, our method is
applicable to all qguantum optical processes that are matheatly described by completely-
positive maps, but may be trace-preserving, trace-requmireven trace-increasing. Trace-
nonpreserving quantum processes are eitbaditional processesr part of a larger process
E = & + &, which is trace-preserving as a whole, but whose compongntend &,
may increase or decrease the trace, respectively. A condltprocess is a process that is
conditioned on a certain probabilistic event; it may be lu=a if the event is observed. One
of the most notable examples of such a process is a prolaximditionalNOT gate CNOT),
which forms the basis for the Knill-Laflamme-Milburn lineaptical quantum computing
schemel[17]. Other examples are photon-addition and pksibtraction processes, whose
superoperators are derived in S€c. 4.

In experimental csQPT, states(«) are determined using homodyne tomography [11].
It is important to remember, however, that this procedumstructs a density matrix
normalized to unity traceds () = pg(a)/Tr [oe()]. When measuring non-trace-preserving
processes, one must recover the trace information cowtdames(«). This is done by
measuring the probability, (£) = Tr[os(«)] of the process heralding event for alk for
which the measurements are performed. The state to be ukegifl2) and (16) in place of
oe(a) is thengg () Tr [oe ()]

An interesting feature of Eq$.(112) and|16) is that compldtamation about a quantum
optical process is contained in its action on an infinitediyreanall compact set of all probe
coherent states in the immediate vicinity of the vacuunmestetom a mathematical point of
view, this feature can be understood by realizing that, fiyr ak € Ny, the matrix element
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(jloe(a)|k) is anentire function(see] Appendix A), i.e., a complex-valued function in the
variablesy, a that is holomorphic over the whole complex plane, and saigrivduct with the

exponentiakl®’. Hence, each terml®’ (j| o¢ (o) |k) is infinitely differentiable over the whole
complex plane and is identical to its Taylor series expangicany point ofC. Moreover,
Eq. (12) implies that the process tensor is determined bgdhesponding Taylor coefficients
ata = 0. The same conclusion applies to the multi-mode case, inlwhigedeal with entire
functions onC.

2.2. Energy cutoff and estimation of the error of approxiiat

As discussed in Sec. 1, the incompleteness of the informaiguired in the experiment is
accommodated in csQPT by evaluating the process tensoaaestricted finite-dimensional
subspacé of the Hilbert spacé{ with a fixed maximum numbe¥ of photons. The incurred
expense is that, through this reduced tomography, onlycxppate information about the
process will be inferred: for a given input statethe predicted output is nék(p), but rather
£(p), where o
5o ol (18)
Tr[pI]

is the trace-normalized projection ponto B(H) and

£(p) = IE(P)II (19)

is the predicted output of the reconstructed process fartisgatep. In Egs. [(18) and:(]9f[
is the projection operator ontd.

If the input statep is outside3(H), the process output estimation erti@(p) — £(7) ||,
(where||p||; = Tr \/pfp is the trace norm) is generally unbounded. However, it isibdes to
bound the error for certain practically important clasdasjput states and processes.

For example, all linear-optical processes involving onigear-optical elements
(interferometers, attenuators, conditional measuresheiat not generate additional photons,
and thus maB(#) onto itself, saf(5) = £(j). For such processes, the error for a particular
inputp can be estimated according|t8(p) —E(P)|l1 < ||€|l llp—p |1, with the superoperator
norm defined ag€|| = sup(||E(B)|: : B € B(H), | Bl < 1} [20]. If the process is known
to be trace-nonincreasing, we had\@| < 1 [21] so the error is bounded from above by

1€C) = €@l < o= pl- (20)

Note that the above result is not sufficient for evaluating ¢nror for a general process,
because this error is given by the deviatior£¢f) from £(p) rather than fron€ () [Fig. .

A further error bound can be obtained for the class of traesgyving processes that
do not increase the mean energy, acting on a set of inpusstditese mean energy does not
exceed a certain value [22]. We illustrate this for a singiaal mode: with frequencyw and
Hamilton operatod = w(afa + 1/2) whose eigenvalues are denotedipy= (n + 1/2)w.
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B(FE) B(FE)

B(FE) B(F€)

Figure 1. Errors associated with photon number cutoff. Restrictiig() to B(#) results in
approximatiory of the input statev. If the error of this approximatiofip — 7|1 is known,

the error of the images&(p) — £(p)||1 can be estimated according to Hq.l(20). However, the
difference betweeé(p) andg(ﬁ) in the cutoff space remains generally unknown.

Suppose that the quantum stapesf interest satisfyTr[pF[] < U. According to Ref.[[22], if
we choose the cutoff dimensiehm(#) = N + 1 such that//hy,; < v for some (small)
~ > 0, the reconstructed process output errors are bounded troweas

&P
Hc‘?(ﬂ) TEp)||, < 2, (21)
where

e=2y7+7/(1—7). (22)

Conversely, if we want to achieve a certain upper bouad the error of approximation
(which corresponds to a lower bound on the desired accurfabg grocess characterization),
we first solve Eq.[(22) fory = ~(e), and then find the minimunV, € N such that
U/hn,+1 < . Any cutoff dimensionV + 1 > N, is then sufficient for our purpose. For
v < 1, e = 2,/7, which yields

e =0(1/VN). (23)

This implies that the error of approximation scales A¢'N with the cutoff dimensionV + 1.

For example, in order to achieve a 10% error in Eq] (21), welree 0.05 and thus
v ~ 0.0006. For the input mean energy bound corresponding to one pl{bten 3/2w), the
required cutoff isN ~ U/y =~ 250. This calculation shows that the above error estimate is
extremely conservative.

3. Phase-invariant processes

Many practically relevant processes, including the simgtle processes studied in Sec. 4,
exhibit phase invariance. If two input states are identigato a shift by an optical phase
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the process outputs for these states differ by the same phdse
Ee™ pe= 0] = M€ (p)e~ M. (24)

For such processes, it is convenient to express the prolezartistates in polar coordinates:
a) = |re'’) = ¢ |r). Specifically, in these coordinates, we héave [9]

vm!n! er2+i0(n—m)(_1)m+n qm+n

Pan(n,0) = 2, Tt (r); (25)
and accordingly
. mln! dm™*" A0 gy
- | [ e Glerow] | . e
Hence Eq.[(24) can be expressed as
(Gl E(le) (al) [k) = "D GLE(r) (r]) k) (27)
and the superoperatér[Eq. (26)] has the following explicit representation:
mn m‘n' dm+n r2 .
& = ot € UIEW DB | S (28)

In experimental tomography of phase-invariant proces3esl?], it is sufficient to
measure the process output for a discrete set of coher¢es §ta) } on the real axis of the
phase space. The matrix elements of the output states aabéhaterpolated as polynomial
functions

<]|€ |T ZCl ]7 ) (29)

where( is the degree of the polynomial (WhICh depends on the dinoensi the truncated
Hilbert space) and’;(j, k) are its coefficients. Furthermore, from EQ. (A.3) togeth@hw
Eq. (28), it follows that, for phase-symmetric processebem; — k is even or odd,
(71 E(|r) (r]) |k) and its analytic extension to negative values- @ire even or odd functions
of r, respectively. By taking into account the symmetric or symimetric property of this
function, we have additional information to be used in th&enpolation procedure; the
constructed polynomial has to contain only even or odd pswér, respectively. In this
way the precision of process estimation from the experialelata is substantially increased.
With the knowledge of the coefficients (7, k), Eq. (28) is further simplified to:

/min!  dmtn o 95 @
(ZTL = r ,r_ Z Cl(ja k)rl 5m— jn—k
J (m 4+ n)! drm+n ! Y J

vVm!n! Ominasti(m+n )
Z .2 +l ) Cl(juk)(sm—j,n—k

_m n)!
+ s=0 1=0

L(m+n)]/2

Cm n—s 7]{:
— il Z +n—2 (] )5m_j’n_k. (30)
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The last result is significant in that one can obtain the m®densor directly from the
experimentally reconstructed output states through sinspimmation. Moreover, if the
dimension of the truncated Hilbert spacelis= N + 1, from Eq. [30) it follows that only
terms of poweid < 2N of the interpolation polynomial (29) contribute to the pess tensor.
We have tested this procedure on experimental data [12]@odlated the process tensor in a
few microseconds, which is a dramatic improvement in comparto several hours required
for the original procedure [7, 12].

4. Examples: superoperators of important quantum optical processes

In this section, we illustrate our new method by applyingitsbme fundamental quantum
optical processes, whose effects on coherent states ank&pecifically, using Eqd. (1L2) or
(16), we analytically derive corresponding superopernsorscs;" in the Fock basis. The

results are summarized in Table 1.

4.1. Identity

For the identity proces<y), os, () = |a) (|, the matrix elements of the output states are

_‘a|2 Oﬂdk
NG

Inserting these elements into EQ.1(12) yielfg' = 0,,;0.x, as expected.

(J] 0g4(a) k) =€ (31)

4.2. Attenuation and lossy channel

For attenuation of light fieldsy), the process’s effect on single-mode coherent stateges gi
by o¢..(a) = [na) (na|, whered < n < 1. The matrix elements in the Fock basis are

7]j+kozjo_zk

. —n2lal?
<]| Qfatt(a) |k> =€ 77| ‘ \/,W

(32)

From Eq.[(12), we obtain

(R a0 [ela\2<l—n2>aﬂak]
J VmInlfTEt ¢ a,a=0
j+k © (1 — n)laitightt
__n __gmar Z (1—7)
m!inljlk! ! a,a=0

mIn! TR — n?)m=J
T\ R =) Om—jin=k (33)

which depends explicitly on.
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a) single-photon

detector A low-reflectivity
beam splitter
P apa’
b) \ )
idler
P
. pump

" beam

parametric
down-conversion

Figure 2. Experimental realizations of (a) photon subtraction afdofioton addition. The
process is heralded by single-photon detection events.

4.3. Photon subtraction and addition

Photon subtraction is defined as a process that removes ke gihgton from the light
field, whereas photon addition adds a single photon. Phaibtraction has been used by
Ourjoumtsev et al.[[23] to generate optical Schrodingéehks (coherent superpositions of
low-amplitude coherent states) from squeezed vacuumssfatethe purpose of quantum
information processing. Single-photon-added coheratestcan be regarded as the result
of the most elementary amplification process of classigaitlfields by a single quantum of
excitation; being intermediate between single-photorkbates (fully quantum-mechanical)
and coherent (classical) ones, these states have been stesbedh to be suited for the study
of smooth transition between the particle-like and the Weedehavior of light[[24].

Here we discuss idealized single-mode photon subtractidnpfioton addition. Both
processes are non-trace-preserving. For example, photirastion can be approximately
realized [23] by a highly-transmissive beam splitter, whosflected mode is directed to a
detector and whose transmitted mode constitutes the quiggpectively, as illustrated in
Fig.[2a. Any click in a detector implies extraction of phat@nfrom the input mode by
the beam splitter. As the beam splitter has low reflectiviigre single-photon extraction
events are more likely than multi-photon events. An apprate experimental realization of
photon addition is illustrated in Figl 2b. The input quantstatep enters the signal channel
of a parametric down-conversion setup. Provided that tatelark counts are neglected, a
photon detection in the idler mode heralds photon additidhé signal mode, which contains
the output state of the process.

The effect of photon subtractio&,,) and addition £,44) ON coherent states is given by
0s.(@) = ala)(ala’ andgg, (o) = a'|a){«a|a, respectively, wheré anda' are the photon
annihilation and photon creation operators of a single mapectively. The matrix elements
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of the output states in the Fock basis are

_|a‘2 aj-l—l@k‘-i-l
€

VIR

j—1=k—1
1 oe (@) k) = el frj_ & @ .
<]|Q€add( )|k> k]\/(]—l)'(k‘—l)'

(] oaun(c) k) = (34)

(35)

The process tensor is found to be

mn ) V(G +1)(E+1)0p410nk+1, for photon subtraction, (36)
) VEG O 10nk1, for photon addition,

where we have employed E@. {12).

4.4. Schodinger cat generation

The unitary evolution according e (x) = exp [—ix (dT&)z] for y = n/2, if applied to
coherent states, generates Schrodinger cat statesfeedsmoted as.,) [25,126]

R T A T
Qgcat(a> = UKerr(§) ‘04> (O“ U}Ierr<_)

2
= () +il-a))((a] — i {al), 37)
with matrix elements
—lal? (i gk , ,
(il el 1R) = =5 [14 (217 (=17 — (1) (38)

The superoperator tensor for this non-Gaussian unitamggssobtained via Ed._(112) is
AL Ll (39)

Interestingly, this process does not change the totalgb@riumber of any input state.

4.5. Beam splitter

Now let us consider the beam splitter as an example of a twdemoocess. The unitary beam
splitter transformation is given by [27]

N

B(O) = ¢ e —aia) (40)

where © is the parameter identifying how the beam splitter transroit reflects beams.
Specifically, its action on coherent state inplats) and|«.) is given as

st(ahaz) =5B(|a1>a2><a1>a2|)
=BY(0)(Jan, as) (a1, az]) B(O)
:|T041 — ROKQ, ROél -+ TO(Q><TO(1 — ROQ, ROél + TOKQ‘, (41)
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with 77 = cos(0/2) and R = sin(—0/2) being the transmissivity and reflectivity,
respectively. By knowing the effect of the process on twadmaoherent states, we can
calculate the corresponding tensor using Edl. (16), whieldgi

grmimaniny _ milmalngIng! < ZZ ]1 Jo kq
Jijekike T S ! —p

IR E k4!
J1lgatke ko =0 9=0 q
ko 2p+2q+j2t+ke—mi—n
X T J2TkR2 1 1
ny —q
X (_1)j1+k1—p—QRj1+k1+m1+n1—2p—2q
X 6M1+M27j1+j25n1+m7k1+k2v (42)

as an explicit function of ' and R.

4.6. Parametric down-conversion

Another two-mode process of interest is parametric dowmversion (PDC). In PDC, a crystal
with an appreciably large second-order non-linearity impad by a laser field. Each of
the pump photons can spontaneously decay into a pair oficdér{tiegenerate PDC) or
nonidentical photons (nondegenerate PDC). Here we carsidendegenerate PDC process
Eppc induced by the transformation [27]

5’2(7’) — r(@az—ajal) (43)
The effect of this unitary process on a two-mode coherete gtaiven by
Qngc(a17 042) = 5PDC(‘a17 a2> <Oél, a?‘)
= S(r) o, ) o, o] SY(r). (44)

In[Appendix B, we derive the process tensor in the Fock badie. result can be expressed
as:

gmimamny _ n1lmylmy!ng! (tanh r)mitri—ii=k
hazkike NG hlga! (my — ja)! (ny — ka)! (cosh r)dzthe—ii—ki+2
X oI (—jbmz +1:my — g1+ l;tamh2 r)
X o (—k:l,n2 + 1;ny — ky + 1;tanh? 7’)

X 67712—7711J2—j1 6N2—N1,k2—k1 ) (45)

with

2F1<O[75;77 _1_'_2 ) (46)

nn'

the hypergeometric functioriz),, := I'(z + n)/T'(x) the Pochhammer symbol ahd-) the
Gamma function [28].
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Table 1. Process tensﬂ%" for some quantum optical processes.

Operation oe (@) Process tenscﬂ;’,:"
Identity (£iq) la) (o OmjOnk
. ol it E (1 —p2ym—i
Attenuation Eat) Ina) (nal \ /ﬁ%&mﬁm_k
Photon addition&agd atla)(ala VEFOm i—16n k-1
Photon subtractionfgyy o) {(alal VG + 1)k 4+ 1)m,j+10n k41
Cat generationdcay) 2(ja) +i|—a)) e K5 bk
x({a] —i(=al)
Beam splitter £) |Ton — Ras, Roy + Tao) /% D DN G YR
X <TO(1 — Rag, ROél + TO(2| X (J;) (mzip) (kql) (nfiq)

x T2P+2q+72 +ka—mi1—ny
x Ri1Fkit+mitni—2p—2q

X5m1+m27j1+j2 5n1+n27k1+k2

: Grao—alal mi!mslnglng!
Parametric down- er(@182-8183) |01 ) \ e

conversion ‘€PDC) X <al’ a2| eT(&I&;—&ldg) (tanh r)™1t71—d1—k1

X Tmi—j1)T (n1—F1)! (coshr)72 TF2—31-F172
X o F (—jl,mg +1;my — g1+ 1;tanh2 7‘)
X o F} (—kl,ng +1;ny — k1 + 1;tanh2 7‘)

X 57712 —ma1,j2—J1 6712 —n1,k2—k1

5. Conclusions

Coherent states are easily generated probe states for tapygof unknown quantum-
optical processes. Here, we have presented a new, moreetfaata processing technique
for estimating a quantum process from similar experimeptatedure of Ref.[[7]. The
original formulation was based on regularization and fiigrof the Glauber-Sudarshan
representations for quantum states, which are cumbersomenlement numerically.
Furthermore, Ref[]7] introduces additional errors assed with regularization of thé”
function. In contrast, our new method to determine the meciperoperator [Ed._(12) or
Eq. (16)] is mathematically simpler, computationally &asand unique up to the choice of
the energy cutoff. Moreover, we presented straightforvggmderalizations of coherent state
guantum process tomography to multi-mode and non-traegepving conditional processes.
We have illustrated the new framework through several exasngsummarized in
Table[1). We have shown that it is straightforward to derimalgtically exact and unique
closed-form expressions for the superoperators for quamfptical processes whose effect
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on coherent states is known. For phase-invariant unknoategses, the formula to find the
process tensor reduces to a simple summation of coefficdr@tpolynomial obtained from
the experimentally reconstructed output states via iotatjpn.

An interesting consequence implied by our formulation fntgular, Eqs.[(112) and (16)]
is that complete information about a quantum optical preceentirely captured by its effect
on a compact set of all coherent state$ in the immediate vicinity of the vacuum state.
This is due to the entireness property of the image of presesa coherent states. It thus
appears sufficient to perform tomography experiments omiyaf range of coherent states
whose mean photon number is much smaller than that requirédd method of Ref. [7] (see
the suppl. material therein). However, coherent state tymaprocess tomography relies on
the ability to approximately determine all the derivatiwdsa function which is obtained by
interpolation from measured experimental data. Minimaabf errors associated with this
calculation imposes a lower bound on the phase space regenich the measurements
need to be performed. For the time being, we have providedanation of the error in the
process estimation by introducing a truncation of the Fgacs. For the class of processes
respecting a certain energy constraint (which includepraitesses that do not amplify the
energy), we have determined (i) the cutoff dimension thauiicient in order to achieve
a certain degree of approximation accuracy, as well ash@)upper bound on the error of
estimation for a given cutoff dimension.

Acknowledgments:

We acknowledge financial support by NSERCORE, MITACS, QuantumWorks and
General Dynamics Canada. AlL is a CIFAR Scholar, and BCS iF-AR Fellow. We would
also like to thank Connor Kupchak for helpful discussions.

Appendix A. Proof that (j| o¢ () |k) isan entire function

According to Eq.[(IR), by knowing the complex-valued fuont{j| os(«) |k) (of the variable
) for any; andk, one can determine the process tenstjf*. Here we show that this function
is anentire functionso it can be represented as a power series that convergesnuilgiion
any compact domain.

As a completely-positive quantum operatiérpossesses a Kraus decompositigp) =
S F K, pK], whereL < dim(#)? and K; are some Kraus operators ®h(whose explicit
form is not needed for our purpose). Hence we can rewrite dieixrelements of the output
state as

L

(4] og(a) k) = Z(jlffi ) (a] KT k)
= (al KT |k) (j1 K; |

= (ol E(1K) (7)) [ev) (A1)
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where

L
& B(H) — z: TB K, (A.2)

is the dual or adjoint map [29]. The complex-valued funct@ohfl |a) (referred to as Husimi
function if A is a density operator)—wheté is any bounded operator ci—is an entire
function of the two variablea anda [13,/30]. Hence the right hand side of Eq. (A.1) implies
that the function(j| os(«) |k) is an entire function. By representing the coherent states i
Eqg. (A.1) in the Fock basis and using Hd. (6), we obtain

(j] 0¢ () |k) = e7ll* ZZ

n=0 m=0

V_jjk, (A.3)

which is a power series of the complex variablesand a, hence convergent everywhere
[13,30].

Appendix B. Process tensor for parametric down-conversion

To obtain the Fock representation of the PDC process, wdificsthe matrix elements of the
output states in the Fock basis:

(71, Jo| Ogepc(1, ) k1, ko) = (J1, Jol Sa(r) |an, aa) (e, s 35(7“) k1, ko)
—IxJ, (B.1)

wherel := (ay, as| SI(r) |k1, ko) andJ := (ay, as| S3(r) |41, j2). Employing the relations

R 1 >

T _ l
83(r)10,0) = —— Zj(tanhr) 1,1), (B.2)
gg(r)dlgg(r) = @y coshr — &; sinh 7, (B.3)
5’;(7")6@5’2(7") = Qg coshr — &I sinh r, (B.4)

and the binomial expansion, we have:

@) (@)
VRl VR

=————— % (tanh7)" (010 Z (a! cosh )" 7P(—ay sinh )P
cosh r\/kl'kQ Z

I = (o, as| S)(r) S2(r)S5(r) [0, 0)

ko
X Z (71712) (a} cosh r)*2=9(—ay sinh r)? |1, 1) . (B.5)
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Usinga® |l) = \/I!/(l — z)! |l — ) and(a =/ (L +y)!/I!|l +y) we obtain:
k1

1 > 1 kl k‘l— .
:m Z(tanh r) Z (p ) (cosh 7)™ ~P(—sinhr)?

p=0

X Z ( ) coshr ka— q(—sinh T)q6—|a1|2/2—\a2\2/2
—l+k1—q—p =l+ka—q—p (l + ]{32 — q)

8 B.6
. e (=l +ky—q—p)'~ (B.6)

From the symmetry betweehand./, and by replacing:; andk, by j; andj,, respectively,
we also find:

- 1 * ) J1 . '
! ~coshr/7iTj! £ Z<tanh 'y (‘Z) (coshr)’*~*(—sinhr)"

u=0
X Z ( ) (coshr) J2= Y(—sinhr)" e~ leal?/2=laz|?/2
U+ 3§y —
% all-i-h u— valz—i-]g u—v ( + )2 U) (B?)

=o'+ o —u—0)’
The Fock representation of the superoperator for the PDCepgrois then given by

mimoning __ mi qni Qma QN o1 | 24|z
€j1j2k1k2 - | | | 'aoq aoq a()éQ aa <€ [ X J
mi:M9o:MN1:M9y- 1,09=0

ny!my! F1p ) ,
nglm Z( ) (cosh )™ P(—sinhr)

2! coshr? ]1']2'k1'k2

- kl +l{32 +p).
(n1 — ki +p)!

% Z( ) (coshr)¥279(— sinh r tanhr)?

x Z( ) (cosh 7)1 ~%(—sinh r)*(tanh 7)™ 71 +¢

X (tanh r)"l—’f1+p( ks

(m1 — j1+ j2 +u)!
(my — j1 +u)!

J2

X Omy—mi jo—jr Z (f) (cosh 7)”27(— sinh r tanh )"

v=0

. nl'ml'kl'jl' (tanh T>n1+m1
nalmalkoljs! (coshr)ketiz+2

k1 1 coshr k1+]1 —p—u (— Sll’lh'f’)p—‘ru

X E E tanh r

p=0 u=0 pt (k= p)tul (i —w)!

(ng +p)! (mg + u)!
(nl — kK "‘p)! (ml -1+ U)! 5n2_n1’k2_k1 5m2—m1,j2—j1 ) (B-8)
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which can also be expressed in terms of a product of valudsedfiypergeometric function
oI, as given by Eq[(45).
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