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Given a unitary evolution U on a multipartite quantum system and an ensemble of initial states, how well
can U be simulated by local operations and classical communication (LOCC) on that ensemble? We answer
this question by establishing a general, efficiently computable upper bound on the maximal LOCC
simulation fidelity—what we call an “LOCC inequality.” We then apply our findings to the fundamental
setting where U implements a quantum Newtonian Hamiltonian over a gravitationally interacting system.
Violation of our LOCC inequality can rule out the LOCCness of the underlying evolution, thereby
establishing the nonclassicality of the gravitational dynamics, which can no longer be explained by a local
classical field. As a prominent application of this scheme we study systems of quantum harmonic
oscillators initialized in coherent states following a normal distribution and interacting via Newtonian
gravity, and discuss a possible physical implementation with torsion pendula. One of our main technical
contributions is the analytical calculation of the above LOCC inequality for this family of systems. As
opposed to existing tests based on the detection of gravitationally mediated entanglement, our proposal
works with coherent states alone, and thus it does not require the generation of largely delocalized states of

motion nor the detection of entanglement, which is never created at any point in the process.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The weakest force of nature, gravity, is also the cruellest.
The desire to understand its elusive character has often
stirred the very roots of science, breeding so many of the
greatest achievements of human thought; at the same time,
the extreme weakness of the gravitational interaction,
compared to all of the other forces, has placed us in the
bitter situation of not, yet, being able to investigate its
ultimate nature. The question of whether gravity is funda-
mentally a classical or a quantum field, or perhaps an entity
of an altogether different type, remains so far unanswered.

While probing phenomena where the quantum degrees of
freedom of gravity could directly be tested remains prohibi-
tive with current or near-term technologies, determining
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whether spacetime could exist in a superposition of distinct
classical configurations is a substantially easier, if still
challenging, endeavor. A first proposal in that direction
was put forth by Feynman [1], who presented a Gedanken
experiment in which a mass capable of generating a gravi-
tational field is placed in a superposition of different spatial
locations; such a mass could induce—via the gravitational
interaction—a superposition in a second test mass, and the
physical existence of such quantum coherences (mediated by
gravity) can be tested, at least in principle.

In quantum as well as postquantum theories, correlated
superpositions naturally lead to the notion of entangle-
ment [2]. Therefore, further developing the above idea
leads to the natural prediction that no classical gravitational
field can entangle two quantum mechanical systems [3-5].
Recently, proposals seeking to detect gravitationally gen-
erated entanglement [3,6—15] have prompted a discussion
of the conclusions that could be drawn from these experi-
ments regarding the quantum nature of gravity [16-24].
The concept underlying these proposals is the creation of
coherently delocalized quantum states of two masses, in
such a way that different branches of the wave function of
one mass have different distances to those of the other
mass. As a result of the gravitational interaction, evolution
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in time will assign diverging phases to those components,
effectively entangling the two systems. Such entanglement
can then be detected experimentally in various ways. For an
introduction to these topics, we refer the reader to the recent
review [25].

It is worth noting that besides the impossibility of
entanglement generation, a classical gravity would be
subjected to several other constraints that may also have
observable consequences. For example, the continuous
measurement to which a quantum source should be sub-
jected by hand of a classical gravity should produce a
decoherence effect [3,26-31]. Other proposed experiments
seek to exploit the spatial superposition of source masses
[6,7,32-34], or aim to detect the possible non-Gaussian
signatures of a genuine quantum theory of gravity [35].

For the sake of this discussion, let us focus our attention on
the gravitational entanglement proposals. In layman’s terms,
the main idea underlying these proposals is to “challenge”
gravity to create an entangled state between separated
systems, starting from a situation where no entanglement
is present. If the gravitational interaction—assumed to be
local—were to be mediated by a classical field, the time
evolution operator it could induce on the system would
necessarily [3,4,8,28,29,36] be representable as a sequence
of local operations assisted by classical communication
(LOCC) [37]. This is sometimes known as the LOCC
theorem. Since LOCC operations cannot turn an unentangled
state into an entangled one [38,39], the above task is
impossible to accomplish for a classical gravity. To generate
that entanglement, instead, gravity will have to resort to its
quantum nature, assuming it has one, and by doing so it will
reveal it to us. Note that here we have implicitly assumed a
very specific meaning for the term classical gravity, namely,
any gravitational interaction between quantum objects that
can be effectively described by LOCC operations. This, in
turn, also sets the meaning of the term quantum gravity as any
gravitational interaction that cannot be described by LOCC
operations. This delineation, which is a matter of choice,
establishes the nomenclature we will adhere to for the
remainder of this article.

The main issue with the experimental implementation of
the above proposals is that placing in a coherently delocal-
ized quantum state masses that are sufficiently large to
generate an appreciable gravitational field has proved to
be a formidable task. To get an idea of the challenges
associated with these proposals, consider that the heaviest
mass for which spatial superposition, in the form of matter-
wave interference, has been observed is a large molecule of
mass ~4 x 10723 kg [40]. By contrast, the smallest source
mass whose gravitational field has been measured is just
below 100 mg [41].

A. The idea

As we have seen, the gravitational entanglement pro-
posal rests on the LOCC theorem. However, it does not

exploit its full power: On the contrary, the only conse-
quence drawn from the theorem is that no entanglement can
be generated by a classical gravitational field when the
system is initially prepared in some unentangled state. Even
if applied to all unentangled inputs—which is often not
considered—this amounts, in quantum information par-
lance, to the statement that LOCC operations are non-
entangling. However, one key insight from the theory of
entanglement manipulation is that the set of nonentangling
operations is much larger than that of LOCCs [37,42].
For an extreme example of this difference, consider
the swap operator, acting on a bipartite system AB as
Faglw)al®)s = |d)4lw)g: This operation cannot generate
any entanglement when acting on an unentangled state, yet
it is highly non-LOCC—indeed, it involves the perfect
exchange of quantum information between the two parties,
which cannot be accomplished with a classical communi-
cation channel [43]. In other words, there is no way for two
separate parties Alice and Bob who do not have access to a
quantum communication channel—e.g., an optical fiber—
to successfully exchange two unknown quantum states
[w)a and [¢)p.

What the above discussion teaches us is that there are so
many more constraints that a quantum evolution should
obey, besides the mere absence of entanglement generation,
in order for it to be a genuine LOCC. As a result, the
failure to observe entanglement generation does not imply
the classicality of the gravitational interaction, in the same
way as observing an entirely entanglement-free swap
[w)al)g > @) alw)p should not lead us to conclude that
the underlying process is purely classical—on the contrary,
there must be some exchange of quantum information
going on between A and B. The fundamental general
question we will tackle here is, how do we decide whether
a particular set of observations of a process is incompatible
with an LOCC dynamics?

In a nutshell, our main contribution is to answer the
above question by figuring out some of the constraints that
every LOCC model should obey. We dub these constraints
LOCC inequalities, because the role they play here is
somewhat similar to the role of Bell inequalities in the
theory of quantum nonlocality [44]: As the violation of a
Bell inequality certifies that the underlying process, whose
inner workings we ignore, is unequivocally nonlocal, in the
same way the violation of one of our LOCC inequalities
certifies that the unknown evolution undergone by the
system cannot be LOCC; i.e., it cannot be explained by
introducing a mediator which is a local classical field. We
then proceed to show how these LOCC inequalities can be
applied to rule out the LOCCness of a time evolution
associated with a gravitational Hamiltonian, even when no
entanglement whatsoever is generated at any point in time
during the process.

Another way to look at our conceptual step forward is
that while analyzing gravitationally interacting quantum
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systems we do not look only at the preparation of a single
output state. Rather, we consider an ensemble of possible
input states and their resulting output. In this way, we can
better characterize the channel that describes the full
dynamics under gravity after a set time. This is a substantial
conceptual improvement, because quantum channels, mod-
eling the result of the time evolution to which open
quantum systems are subjected, are more general and thus
harder to simulate than states. It is also a practically relevant
improvement, because, as we have seen with the swap
example above, there are several dynamical processes that
never involve any entanglement but are still impossible to
reproduce by classical means. Resorting to these dynamical
tests has the potential to bypass the many problems
related with entanglement generation and maintenance in
realistic experimental environments, while retaining the
capability of testing the quantum nature of the gravitational
interaction.

To understand how this is possible at all, let us start by
looking at a simple toy model. Imagine two identical
quantum harmonic oscillators with masses m and frequen-
cies w, oscillating along the same straight line, and whose
centers are separated by a distance d. The local Hamiltonian
takes the form Hy + H, = Y7 | f mo*x} + (p7/2m)]. At
this point, we would like to include the gravitational
interaction into the picture. If gravity is to be quantized,
general arguments [25] suggest that this can be done, in the
low-energy limit, by simply adding the Newtonian potential
to the local Hamiltonian and treating the resulting expression

2
1
Hy+H,+Hg=Y_ (mwle? +

p? Gm?
— \ 2
i=1

2m)  |d—x + x|
(1)

where the gravitational constant is given by G = 6.6743 x
107" m3kg~' s72, as a quantum Hamiltonian acting on the
bipartite system [25]. For a fully consistent derivation of this
claim, we refer the reader to Ref. [17]. If the position variance
of each oscillator is much smaller than d, we can perform a
Taylor expansion of Hg. Furthermore, although this is not
strictly necessary, we can also assume that the gravitational
interaction is much weaker than the local harmonic potential,
ie., (Gm/d’w?) < 1; in this situation, we can safely make
the rotating-wave approximation as well. This yields the total
effective Hamiltonian [25]:

(1, pE\ |, Gm? Pip2
Hye = ; <2ma) X; +2m> +? <x1x2 +(ma))2)
(2)
Let us assume that the two-oscillator system starts off in the

product coherent state |@) ® |f), where a, f € C [45]. After
some time ¢, it will have evolved to the state

e~t/WHa (|a) @ |B)) = |ei' [cos(yt)a — i sin(y1)p])
® |e[cos(yt)p —isin(yt)a]), (3)

wherey = (Gm/d*w). Note that this is a product state, i.e., it
contains no entanglement; the same can be said of the initial
state. However, there exists no (a, f)-independent LOCC
protocol implementing the transformation |a) ® |f) —
e~/MHar (o) @ |)) for all a, B [46]. To see why this must
be the case, consider a time #, such that yz, = /2. Then

eI ((a) @ |B)) = |=ie™p) @ |~ieoa). (4)

Up to an immaterial local phase —ie", we have effectively
swapped the two systems. As we discussed above, this is not
possible by means of local operations and classical commu-
nication alone, without the assistance of some quantum
communication channel and without knowing the values of @
and p. Therefore, if we could ascertain that the quantum
systems evolve as in Eq. (3) for arbitrary coherent state
inputs, we could immediately rule out the classicality of the
gravitational field.

Although we take this qualitative observation as the
starting point of our discussion, more work is needed to
turn it into quantitative—and testable—predictions. Indeed,
in any realistic scenario uncontrolled sources of noise will
always alter the ideal time evolution Eq. (3). What we can
observe, at best, is some approximate version of Eq. (3),
and our intuition tells us that if the approximation is
sufficiently good, the impossibility of implementing the
dynamics via LOCC should nevertheless hold. And indeed,
this intuition can be rigorously validated by employing our
LOCC inequalities.

Although motivated by the quest for detection of the
quantum nature of gravity, the scope of our analysis is
actually broader. In fact, the scheme we present here is
general enough to be applicable to any interaction whose
quantum nature we wish to certify. Our main conceptual
contribution in answering this question is that we do away
with any assumption on what particular LOCC operation
the unknown interaction may implement. When applied to
gravity, this is especially crucial: indeed, on the one hand, it
is perfectly conceivable that the nature of the gravitational
field is classical instead of quantum [47], while on the other
hand, there is currently no consensus as to what a classical
theory of the gravitational field interacting with quantum
sources should look like. Proposals that are more or less
ambitious range from collapse models [28,48-52] to fully
fledged theories [53—55]. Because of all these theoretical
alternatives, our treatment should and will encompass any
possible LOCC implemented on a multipartite quantum
system. In this conceptually comprehensive setting, the
above question becomes technically challenging, because
the set of LOCCs is well known to be exceedingly difficult
to characterize mathematically [37].
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B. Summary of results

Our first contribution is to identify a relevant quantum
information theoretic task, simulation of a unitary dynam-
ics on an ensemble of states via LOCCs, and to define a
quantitative figure of merit for it, the LOCC (or classical)
simulation fidelity, that in principle can be measured
experimentally. This is described in abstract terms in
Sec. IIT A, while in Sec. III B we explore how this scheme
could be applied to design a very general class of experi-
ments to determine the quantum nature of gravity.

Our first main theoretical contribution is Theorem 7 in
Sec. III C, where we state our most general LOCC inequal-
ity. This takes the form of an upper bound on the maximal
fidelity that an LOCC channel can achieve when attempting
to simulate a given global unitary U on a multipartite
quantum system initially prepared in an unknown pure
state taken from an ensemble { p,,w,},- By applying it, we
can benchmark the aforementioned experiments; that is, we
can determine quantitatively the threshold above which a
successful detection of the quantum nature of gravity can
be claimed (under our assumptions). To prove Theorem 7
we employ mathematical tools taken from quantum infor-
mation science, mainly the min-entropy formalism, the
Choi-Jamiotkowski isomorphism, the theory of LOCC
operations, and the positive partial transpose (PPT)
entanglement criterion. As a consequence, our approach
actually yields upper bounds on the simulation fidelity
achievable with PPT-preserving operations, which are a
strictly larger and more powerful class than LOCC
operations.

In Sec. IV we describe a particular family of thought
experiments involving gravitationally interacting quantum
harmonic oscillators, initially prepared in random coherent
states. A detailed exposition can be found in Sec. IVA.
Applying the general results of Theorem 7 to this setting is
itself technically challenging, and the associated calcula-
tion constitutes one of our main mathematical contribu-
tions. In Sec. IV B we solve this problem by means of
Theorems 10 and 11; a simplified expression is obtained by
looking at experiments taking place on small enough
timescales (Theorem 12). In Sec. IV C we look at some
concrete examples, while in Sec. IV D we consider possible
implementations of our proposal with torsion pendula,
touching upon some of the associated experimental chal-
lenges. Finally, in Sec. V we summarize our work, com-
paring our proposal with some existing ones and discussing
relative strengths and weaknesses.

The technical proofs of Theorems 10—12 are presented in
Appendixes D-F. We strive to achieve a high level of
mathematical rigor, which is in itself one of our foremost
conceptual contributions. For example, most of our approx-
imations come with rigorous quantitative estimates. As a
by-product of our approach, we show how one can rederive
and in fact extend previous results on the theory of quantum
benchmarks for teleportation [45,56-60]. This is detailed in

Appendix A. Besides being more general, our proofs have
the advantage of being more transparent and shorter.

Let us summarize the organization of the paper as follows.
In Sec. II, we introduce our notation: quantum states and
channels, continuous-variable systems and Gaussian oper-
ations, entanglement theory, and conditional min-entropy. In
Sec. IIT A, we define the task of unitary simulation via
LOCCs. We describe how this could be applied to detecting
the quantum nature of gravity in Sec. III B. A general LOCC
inequality is derived in Sec. III C. In Sec. IVA, we describe
a particular family of experiments with gravitationally
interacting harmonic oscillators. Applying the general results
of Theorem 7 to this setting results in Theorems 10-12
in Sec. IV B. Proofs of these results can be found in
Appendixes D-F. Some examples are examined in
Sec. IV C, while experimental considerations and compar-
isons with prior proposals are deferred to Sec. IV D. Finally,
Sec. IVE is devoted to a more detailed assessment of a
possible setup based on torsion pendula. A thorough dis-
cussion of the implications of our findings is presented in
Sec. VA. There we also compare our proposal with previous
proposals, highlighting the main conceptual differences and
the practical consequences these entail.

II. NOTATION

This section contains a description of the (rather stan-
dard) notation to be used throughout the paper.

A generic quantum system is mathematically described
by a complex Hilbert space H, not necessarily finite
dimensional. A prominent role in the theory is played
by two spaces [61] of operators acting on H: that of all trace
class operators, 7 (H), equipped with the trace norm

X[ = TrV XX, (5)

and that of all bounded operators, 5(H), equipped with the
operator norm

X[ = sup
lw) € H.llw) [I=1

X[ (6)

For example, physical states are represented by density
operators, i.e., positive semidefinite trace class operators
with trace one. The simplest such states are pure states, of
the form y = |y)(y| for some |y) € H with unit norm
[y} || = 1. The resemblance between two states p and ¢ of
the same quantum system can be quantified via the
Uhlmann fidelity, or simply the fidelity, defined by [62]

F(p.0) = |\/pv/olji- (7)

Importantly, if one of the two states is pure, then Eq. (7)
reduces to the overlap; i.e.,

Flp,w) = (wlply). (8)
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A generic quantum measurement is represented by a
normalized positive operator-valued measure (POVM)
([63], Definition 11.29). In our case, we will mostly care
about the case of binary measurements, modeled by pairs of
bounded operators (E, E;) on H satisfying E; > 0 for all
i=0,1and E, + E; = 1. This measurement carried out
on the state p yields as outcome i € {0, 1} with probability

P(ilp) =

Consider now two generic quantum systems A, A" with
Hilbert spaces H,, H 4. A quantum channel A from A to A’,
denoted A:A — A’, is a physically implementable trans-
formation between states of A and states of A’ [64]. It can be
represented mathematically by a linear map A:7 (H,) —
T (H, ) that is in addition completely positive [65] and
trace preserving.

TrpEi. (9)

A. Continuous-variable systems

An n-mode continuous-variable system has Hilbert
space ‘H,, = L*>(R"). Arranging the dimensionless canoni-
cal operators X;j, P in a vector

r :<)_C1,p1,...,.)_6,1,[_?n)T, (10)

which we will call the modewise decomposition, the
canonical commutation relations take the form

0 1\®n
R =iy, Q= (_ ) . ()

where Q is referred to as the standard symplectic form.
Sometimes it is useful to construct also the annihilation

(x; + if’j)/\/i

(x;—ip;)/ /2, respectively, whose commutation

and creation operators, defined by a; :=
and aT- =
relations can be written as [a;, a;] = 0 and [a;, al] = ke

Acting repeatedly with creation operators on the vacuum
state |0), defined via a;|0) = 0 for all j, yields the Fock
states. Considering for the moment only the single-mode
case n = 1, these are indexed by k€N and are given by
|k) == (k!)~'/2(a")¥|0). Other notable states are the coher-
ent states, parametrized by a complex number a € C and
given by

ool 2 iT (12)

These states form an overcomplete set, in the sense that
[(d*a/z)|a)(al =T ([63], Exercise 12.6). Multimode
coherent states are simply product states of single-mode
coherent states, i.e.,

@) = o) ® -~ ® |ay), (13)

where a = (a4, ...,a,)T€C".

Again in the multimode case of arbitrary n, the dis-
placement (unitary) operator associated with a real vector
5 €R?" is defined by

Dy = e, (14)

When acting on the vacuum state, displacement operators
yield coherent states. More precisely, we have that

D;[0) = |as), (15)

where az = (1/3/2)(8x + i6p), by := (81,85, ...,
and §p = (62, 54, . 52,1)T.

A 2n x 2n real matrix S is called symplectic if it pre-
serves the quadratic form Q, i.e., if SQST = Q. Symplectic
matrices form a group, called the symplectic group. To any
symplectic matrix S we can associate a unique unitary
operator Ug on the Hilbert space H,,, called the Gaussian
unitary corresponding to S, such that

52)1—1 )T’

UirUg = Sr, (16)

where the vector of operators on the right-hand side is
intended to have components (Sr); = > ; Sjri. From
Eq. (16) it is not difficult to verify that displacement
operators transform according to the rule UgDj U; =
Dgs under the action of Gaussian unitaries.

Crucially, the group of Gaussian unitaries is generated by
the evolutions induced by quadratic Hamiltonians. Here, a
Hamiltonian is called quadratic if it is of the form H, =
%rT QOr for some 2n x 2n real symmetric matrix Q, and the
associated evolution is the unitary operator e~*a (without
loss of generality, we incorporated the time in the
Hamiltonian.). It turns out that

e~rer =y, § =%, (17)
Also, the correspondence S +— Uy is a group isomorphism
between symplectic matrices and Gaussian unitaries.

A special subgroup within the symplectic group is formed
by orthogonal symplectic matrices K, which in addition
to KQKT =Q also satisfy the orthogonality condition
KKT =1. A remarkable property of the corresponding
Gaussian unitaries, also called in this case “passive uni-
taries,” is that they send coherent states to coherent states.
Specifically, if K is orthogonal symplectic, then

Ukla) = |Ka) VYV aeC. (18)

Williamson’s theorem states that any real positive
definite 2n x 2n matrix W > 0 can be brought into the
normal form

S‘IWS‘T:é<Vj 0) (19)
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via symplectic congruence. Here, S7T denotes the inverse
transpose of S, and the numbers v; > 0 are called the
symplectic eigenvalues of W. Since these depend only on
W, we will often denote them by v;(W). Using the fact that
STTQ = QS for every symplectic S, it is not difficult to
show that they can be computed as

sp(WQ) = {xiv, (W), ..., £iv,(W)}, (20)

where sp(X) is the spectrum of X. Fora given W > 0 with the
above Williamson’s decomposition and an arbitrary § € R?",
we can define the corresponding Gaussian operator by

v o (G52 (5

J=1r=0 ]

) |k><k|1) UsD},
(21)

where |k); is the kth Fock state on the jth mode. It turns out
that the right-hand side of Eq. (21) does not depend on the
particular choice of Williamson’s decomposition for W, but
only on W and ¢ themselves. Indeed, W and & can be
recovered from G;[W, §] via the formulas

§=Tr[G,W.6r], W =Tr[G,W.8{r,r}]-65. (22)

with {X,Y}:= XY + YX denoting the anticommutator.
Note that Tr G;[W, §] = 1; moreover, G;[W, 5] > 0 if and
only if vj 2 1 forall j =1, ..., n, which in turn happens if
and only if W + iQ > 0. When this is the case, G, [W, §] isin
fact a density operator, and is called a Gaussian state. We will
refer to W as its covariance matrix and to 6 as its mean (or
displacement) vector. A Gaussian state is called centered if its
mean vanishes. Using Eq. (16), itis not difficult to verify that
for all Gaussian unitaries Uy it holds that

UsG,[W,8|U = G, [SWST, S5]. (23)

Another formula that we will find useful is that for the
maximal eigenvalue of a Gaussian operator, which, inciden-
tally, coincides with its operator norm [Eq. (6)]. Indeed, one
sees from Eq. (21) that

— 6.l =T

Jj=1

See also Ref. [66, Eq. (346)], for a related statement. To
deduce Eq. (24) from Eq. (21), it suffices to observe that the
spectrum is invariant under unitary action, so that

( . 1) |k><k|,)

p(Gy[W.5]) = sp(é i

where we used the shorthand v; = v;(W). Now, due to the
factthat |(v — 1)/(v + 1)| < 1 forally > 0, itis clear that the
maximum eigenvalue of G;[W, §] coincides with the eigen-
value of maximum modulus, and hence also with the operator
norm of G,[W, §]—which, being self-adjoint, is such that
1G1[W, 8]|| oo = max, ¢ (g, (w.s)l4l- To calculate the right-
hand side, it suffices to set k; = ... = k, = 0 in Eq. (25),
which yields precisely Eq. (24).

B. Separable states

Assume that the quantum system of interest A is
multipartite, which we will write A = A,...A,,; concretely,
this means that H, admits the tensor product structure
Hs=Hs, ® -~ ®H,,. Then we can identify a special
class of states on A called the (fully) separable states; a state
pa 1s separable—or, more pedantically, separable with
respect to the partition A;: A,: --- :A,—if it admits the
decomposition

Pa = /d,u(l//Alv ""WAn) Ya, - ®l//An (26)

for some Borel probability measure ¢ on the product of the
sets of local (normalized) pure states.

It is often of interest to determine whether a given state is
separable or not. To address this issue, quantum informa-
tion scientists have developed a number of criteria that
may help to reach a decision efficiently for certain states.
The positive partial transposition criterion for either
finite-dimensional [39,67,68] or continuous-variable sys-
tems [45,69-71] is the most important for the scope of
this work.

To describe it we first need to introduce the notion of
partial transposition. Given a multipartite quantum system
A=A,...A, and some J C [n]:={1,...,n}, the partial
transposition is a map I';: HS(H,) — HS(HA) on the
space of Hilbert—Schmidt operators on H, whose action
I;(X) = X' is defined by

(®XA ® ®XAk)

jes 7 kgs

®X ®RX,, (27)

jelJ k&S

on product operators, and extended by linearity and
continuity to the whole HS(H,). It is easy to see that
[, is an involution, i.e., (X'/)'” = X, and that moreover it
is an isometry on the Hilbert space HS(H,) equipped with
the Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product, in formula

Tr[XY]

— Tr[x"Y"] V¥ X.Y. (28)

In practice, for us this will mean that when one takes the
partial transpose of a trace class operator (e.g., a state), one
is guaranteed to end up with a Hilbert-Schmidt and thus
bounded operator, but not with a trace class operator.

In Eq. (27), the transposition T is taken with respect to
fixed orthonormal bases of the local spaces HA,-» for
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i =1, ..., n; although the definition of I'; does depend on
it, this choice of bases turns out to be immaterial in
applications. We will therefore assume that an orthonormal
basis has been chosen on each H, , but we will not specity
it unless it is necessary for computations. The PPT criterion
is then easily stated as follows.

Lemma [ (PPT criterion [67]). Every separable state p,

on A =A,... A, satisfies that pi’ > 0 for all J C [n].

The proof of this fact leverages Eq. (26) together with the
observation that the transposition acts as complex con-
jugation on pure states, i.e., T = y*.

Remark 2. Clearly, the above criterion yields a nontrivial
condition only when 1 < |J| < n — 1, i.e., when J is neither
empty nor the full set [n]. Moreover, the conditions pi’ >0
and p,* > 0, where J¢ = [n]\J is the complementary set to
J within [n], are equivalent. Therefore, in Lemma 1 we can
assume without loss of generality that 1 < |J| < [n/2].

When A =A,...A, is an n-mode continuous-variable
system, a natural choice for a local orthonormal basis is the
Fock basis. Since with respect to this basis xT = x and
p' = —p, the corresponding partial transposition can be
interpreted as a “partial time reversal.” It will be of interest
for us to be able to compute the partial transpose of any
n-mode Gaussian operator. Using Eq. (22) and the above
observation, it is not difficult to see that

Gl [W7 5]FJ = Gl [ZJ WZJ? 2J5]7

=100 ) @

jeJ

C. LOCC channels

In this paper we aim to study dynamical processes
involving the gravitational interaction. Therefore, we need
to translate the above theory from the state to the channel
setting. A channel A — A’ is a linear, completely positive,
and trace preserving map that takes as input trace class
operators acting on the Hilbert space of A and outputs
operators acting on the Hilbert space of A’. If both
A=A,...A, and A’ = A/... A}, are multipartite, then cer-
tain channels A — A’ can be realized by means of local
(quantum) operations on each of the parties 1, ..., n assisted
by classical communication among those parties (LOCC)
[37]. The set of such channels will be denoted by LOCC, or
LOCC(A — A’) if there is need to specify the input and
output systems.

In some sense, LOCC channels generalize separable
states. Therefore, it is not surprising that Lemma 1 can be
extended to provide a necessary criterion for a channel to be
LOCC. To do this, we need a systematic way to connect
states and channels; this can be done thanks to the Choi-
Jamiotkowski isomorphism [65,72]. We will now describe
it briefly assuming for simplicity that the input system A
has finite dimension d :=dimH, = [ [, dimH,,.

Given a channel A:A — A’, let us consider a copy
A" ~ A of the system A, and let us construct the maximally
entangled state on AA” as

AA"N 1 S
94) = 5 2 1Oal0n (30)

Up to an irrelevant normalization factor, the Choi-
Jamiotkowski operator associated with A is defined by

DAY = d(Iy @ Ayroa)(P4Y). (31)

Now, the following generalizes Lemma 1 to the channel
setting.

Lemma 3 (Refs. [37,73]). Let A=A,...A, and A’ =
A ... A}, be multipartite systems, and let A:A — A’ be an
LOCC. Then the Choi-Jamiotkowski operator D44 defined
by Eq. (31) is separable with respect to the partition
AA}: -+ 1A,A), and, in particular

(DAY >0 VY JCnl, (32)

where the partial transposition I'; is over all systems A, A},
for jeJ.

As explained in Remark 2, also here we can assume
without loss of generality that 1 < |J| < [n/2].

D. Conditional min-entropy

We now introduce and discuss two quantities known as
max-relative entropy and conditional min-entropy.

Definition 4 (Ref. [74]). Let X, Y be bounded self-adjoint
operators, not necessarily positive semidefinite. Their max-
relative entropy is given by Dy, (X||Y) = log dpa (X||Y),
where

Ao (X||Y) = inf {1 > 0: X < AY}, (33)

with the convention that log 0 = —co and log inf @ = +o0.

A simple yet useful observation is the following: If X and
Y > 0 are such that Y='/2XY~!/2 is a bounded operator,
then

dmax(X“Y) = j'max(Y_1/2XY_1/2)7 (34)

where A,.(Z) denotes the maximal eigenvalue of Z.
Definition 5 (Ref. [75], Definition 6.2). Let L, be a
(not necessarily positive semidefinite) bounded operator

on a bipartite quantum system AB. Define its conditional
min-entropy as

Hyin(A|B), = _i?f{_Dmax(LAB”ﬂA ®&p)}

= _logi?fdmax(LABH]]A@gB)’ (35)

021022-7



LAMI, PEDERNALES, and PLENIO

PHYS. REV. X 14, 021022 (2024)

where the optimization runs over all normalized quantum
states £z on B, and once again we convene that —log(0 =
400 and —loginf @ = —oo.

The conditional min-entropy of an arbitrary operator
cannot in general be represented in closed form. However,
the optimization in Eq. (35) is a semidefinite program; as
such, for finite-dimensional systems it can be solved
efficiently, i.e., in time polynomial in the dimension [76].

III. GENERAL DYNAMICAL EXPERIMENTS
TO TEST THE QUANTUM NATURE
OF AN INTERACTION

A. Unitary simulation via LOCCs

The quantum information-theoretic task that underpins
our proposal for detecting the quantum nature of an
interaction is that of simulation of a unitary by means of
LOCCs. We can define it in rigorous terms by using the
language of quantum hypothesis testing. For a general
introduction to this subject, we refer the reader to the
excellent textbooks by Hayashi (Ref. [77], Chap. 3) and
Tomamichel (Ref. [75], Sec. VII. 1). Let A = A,... A, and
A’ = Al... A}, be two n-partite quantum systems. To define
the task, we need two ingredients. The first is a source that
outputs random pure states of A drawn from the ensemble

€={pPaVata (36)

where w, = |y,)(w,|, and p, is the probability for it to be
drawn. This means that the source produces the state y,,
with probability p, The index a could be discrete or
continuous, in which case p will become a probability
measure over some measure space. The second ingredient
is an isometry

U: HA i HA/, (37)

that connects A with A’. Both £ and U are publicly known.

At the beginning of each round, a pure state is drawn
from £ and then handed over to an agent G, who knows the
ensemble but not its particular realization. G takes one of
the following two actions on the system.

(NH) Null hypothesis: G applies U.

(AH) Alternative hypothesis: G attempts to simulate

U by implementing a suitably chosen LOCC chan-
nel A€eLOCC(A — A').
These two options are depicted in Fig. 1.

After G has carried out one of these two actions, the
output system A’ is sent to a verifier V, who knows a but not
the strategy adopted by G. The goal of V is to decide
between the null hypothesis, corresponding to the pure
quantum state y/, :== Uy, U", and the alternative hypoth-
esis, corresponding to a possibly mixed state A(y,).
Remember that V knows y, and U, and hence v/, but
not A. In attempting to decide between (NH) and (AH), V
can make one of two distinct errors.

froved > (AH)
: o » (NH)
1-P;
{Pm lPa}a UA
(a)
1-P,
oo > (AH)
: : : o > (NH)
P

{pas¥ate A€LOCC
(b)

FIG. 1. (a) Quantum systems Ay, ..., A,,, initially prepared in a
random pure state {p,,w,}, evolve with a coherent global
isometry U. (b) The same systems undergo an evolution modeled
by an LOCC. In both cases, at the end the value of « is revealed,
and the system is subjected to the binary measurement

(Vo 1 —yq), where [wg) = Ulw,).

(1) the type-1 error consists in guessing (AH) while
(NH) holds;
(2) conversely, the type-2 error consists in guessing
(NH) while (AH) is true.
These two errors are not necessarily equally consequential,
an observation on which the study of asymmetric hypoth-
esis testing is founded [78—82]. In our setting, the goal of G
is to maximize the probability that V incurs a type-2 error,
that is to say, the probability that G’s attempt to simulate
U via LOCCs goes undetected.
In our case, we are particularly interested in a simple test
that V can carry out. While this is not necessarily optimal in
the most general sense, we will see that in many important
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cases it is experimentally realizable with conceivable
technology. Knowing both y, and U, and thus being able
to calculate y,, V can carry out the quantum measurement
represented by the POVM (y),, T — ) on the unknown
state. If the outcome corresponding to y/, is obtained, V
guesses (NH), otherwise (AH). In this way, assuming that
the measurement is ideal the probability of a type-1 error is

Pi =" paTrlyi(1—y,)] =0, (38)
while the corresponding type-2 error probability evaluates to

Py, = ZpaTr[A(WQ)W;}' (39)

Knowing that V will carry out the above test, G now attempts
to maximize P,. We call the maximal value of P, that is
obtainable by G the LOCC simulation fidelity (or the
classical simulation fidelity) of the isometry U on the
ensemble &. It is given by

Fo(EU = sup Y p Tr[A(wo)wel.  (40)
AeLOCC(A—A) 5

As the name suggests, this is nothing but the maximal
average fidelity [cf. Egs. (7) and (8)] between the target state
v, and its simulation A(y,). The external optimization in
Eq. (40) corresponds to G choosing the best possible strategy,
i.e., the LOCC that minimizes the average probability of the
simulation being detected, among those allowed. Since G
does not know «a, the selected LOCC should work well
simultaneously for most of the a’s.

An elementary yet helpful observation is the following.
Since local unitaries, i.e., unitaries of the form V, = ® j VA].

and V;‘, =Q®; V;‘,', are by construction LOCCs, and the
J

set of LOCCs is closed by composition, the simulation
fidelity cannot change by preprocessing or postprocessing
via local unitaries. Thus, we present the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Let U: 'Hy — H, be an isometry, and let
Va=Q;Va, V=,V ; be a pair of local unitaries. For

every ensemble £ = {p,,w,}, of states on A, it holds that
Fcf(g’ V/A’UVA) = Fcf(gv U) (41)

In Sec. III below, we will apply the above scheme to the
case where A, ..., A, are massive quantum systems and U
is a unitary involving some local terms and an interaction of
purely gravitational nature. The LOCC simulation of U will
then correspond to the dynamics induced by a classical—
and local—gravitational field. However, it is worth
remarking once again that the above scheme can actually
test the quantum nature of an arbitrary interaction between
quantum systems. Finally, a note of caution: Here and in the
rest of the paper the term “quantum nature,” referrred to a
dynamical process undergone by a multipartite system, is to

be understood as indicating the “non-LOCCness” of the
channel modeling the process.

B. Class of experiments to look
for the quantum nature of gravity

We consider massive quantum systems Aj,...,A,,
subjected to local Hamiltonians Hi,...,H, and inter-
acting exclusively via gravity, as modeled by some
Hamiltonian H ;. The total Hamiltonian can thus be written
as Hi, = Z;?zl H; + H; accordingly, the time-evolution
operator associated to some time interval ¢ will be repre-
sented by the unitary

it it n
U = exp [—%Htot} = exp {—% (ZH/ +HG>] (42)
=1

acting on A. Since we want to initialize the system A =
A;...A, in a (random) pure state y,, ideally all such states
should be easy to prepare.

Suppose that for a certain system A, unitary U, as in
Eq. (42), and ensemble {p,,w,},. we have computed the
LOCC simulation fidelity F.,(&, U) in Eq. (40). We now
imagine to run the experiment depicted in Fig. 1 many
times independently, drawing the initial pure states at
random in an i.i.d. fashion. If gravity behaves as a quantum
Hamiltonian, then in the case of ideal measurements we
will always get the outcome (NH) corresponding to a null
hypothesis guess. On the contrary, if gravity behaves as a
local classical field, then we will get the outcome (AH)
corresponding to an LOCC simulation guess with fre-
quency at least 1 — F..(&, U). That is to say, and this is the
key point, if we obtain (AH) with frequency lower than
1 —F.(& U), we can conclude that gravity did not behave
as a local classical field.

C. General LOCC inequality

The above reasoning should convince the reader that our
role as theoreticians is to compute the number F (&, U) as
accurately as possible. Unfortunately, this is in general a
mathematically intractable task, because the expression in
Eq. (40) involves an optimization over the set of LOCCs,
which is notoriously hard to characterize [37]. On second
thought, however, one sees that an exact computation is not
needed; even an upper bound such as F .. (€, U) < f, where
f €0, 1), would suffice for our purposes, because it would
allow us to state that obtaining (AH) with frequency lower
than 1 — f [and hence of 1 — F.,(&, U)] is direct evidence
of the quantum nature (i.e., non-LOCCness) of the gravi-
tational interaction. In this sense, the status of the inequality
F..(€,U) < f is in some ways analogous to that of a Bell
inequality in the theory of nonlocality [44]. As an exper-
imental violation of a Bell inequality provides a definitive
proof that the underlying process producing the correla-
tions is nonlocal, similarly the experimental violation of an
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inequality of the form F.,(&, U) < f would prove that the
dynamics undergone by the system does not conform
to any LOCC model. In light of this reasoning, we shall
refer to any such inequality as an LOCC inequality. With
this terminology, we can now say that our first contribution
is a general LOCC inequality whose right-hand side is
efficiently computable for any ensemble of pure states
{Pa>Wa}, and any isometry U.

Theorem 7 (General LOCC inequality). Let & =
{p(l’ l//(l}a be an ensemble Of pure States w(l = |lI/(l> <l//{1|
on A =A;...A,. For an isometry U: H, — H,, where
A=Al A}, set lwl) . = Uly,)s. Then the associated
simulation fidelity satisfies

Fcf(g’ U) < ml[n] exp {_Hmin(A/|A)RFJ]
JCln

N g Iy ,
- 521[},1] 1gf dmax(RAA’HéA ® I]A )

= min inf{K:Rgi‘, Skéy ® ﬂA'}’ (43)

JCn|

where [n] = {1, ..., n}, the state Ry, is defined by

Ry = ZPa(WZ)A ® (Wa)a (44)

the symbol I'; denotes the partial transposition over all
subsystems A j,A}, for j € J, the optimizations in Eq. (43)
are over k > 0 and states £,, and the conditional min-
entropy H i, (A’|A)gr, is defined as in Eq. (35).

If |yr,) = ® 7 A is a product state for all @, we can
also state the simplified bound

Fop(E,U) < mindy,, (Rj;‘,
n

JCln]

RY®@1y),  (45)

where R, := TryRyu, and d,, is defined by Eq. (33).
With the above hypotheses, the right-hand side of Eq. (45)
is at most 1. In both Egs. (43) and (45), we can assume
without loss of generality that 1 < |J| < [n/2].

Before we prove the above result, it is worth discussing
why it is useful. Inequality Eq. (43) constitutes a genuine
LOCC inequality, in the form of a general upper bound on
the LOCC simulation fidelity Eq. (40). Although the right-
hand side of Eq. (43), which depends essentially on the
conditional min-entropy, is not a closed-form expression
but rather the result of an optimization itself [cf. Eq. (35)],
such an optimization, being a semidefinite program, is
efficiently solvable in time polynomial in the dimension
(see the discussion in Sec. II D). This is to be compared
with the optimization defining F,.,, which involves the
mathematically intractable set of LOCCs and thus cannot
be tackled effectively from a computational standpoint.
That being said, since to design experiments to test the
quantum nature of gravity we will need to apply the
above result to infinite-dimensional systems composed

of quantum harmonic oscillators, the more explicit upper
bound Eq. (45) will turn out to be quite helpful.

Another important point is that the right-hand side of
Eq. (43) is a continuous function of the initial states and of
the unitary evolution U, because the conditional min-
entropy is itself continuous, as established by Ref. [83],
Lemma 21. This means that small experimental uncertain-
ties in the states or the unitary will not invalidate our tests.

On a different note, the setting of the above Theorem 7
subsumes that of classical simulation of teleportation. In
that context, our bound Eq. (45) reproduces an important
benchmark for quantum experiments known as the classical
threshold, whose computation in a variety of contexts has
been the subject of intensive investigation [56—60,84—89].
In Appendix A we explain how our techniques can be used
to immediately recover and generalize many of these
results, with the added benefit of more transparent proofs.

Example 8. Let us pause for amoment and look at a simple
yet very instructive application of Theorem 7. Consider a
bipartite system A = A;A,, with both A; and A, having
dimension d. Let the swap operator F 4, act on it as

FA1A2|W>A1 |¢>A2 = \¢>A1 |V/>A2' (46)

(In this case, A’ ~A is simply a copy of A.) We want
to simulate the action of the swap on the ensemble
Enxn,a =W @ ¢}, 4, Where y = |y) (| and ¢ = [¢) (|
are independent, Haar-distributed local pure states. As we
discussed in the Introduction, the swap operation comes up
naturally when considering a simple model of two gravita-
tionally interacting quantum harmonic oscillators. At the
same time, our intuition suggests that its LOCC simulation
fidelity should be bounded away from 1 as the swap
operation can create entanglement in the presence of local
ancillas [43]. Now, due to Theorem 7 we can make this
intuition quantitative. To do so, it suffices to compute the
state Ry, in Eq. (44) as

Ry = /dl///d¢ Wi ®Ph, ®bu Qya,  (47)

where dy and d¢ denote the local Haar measures. Setting
J ={2} and noting that wT = yw* is simply the complex
conjugate vector, this yields

RY, = (/del ®w2)*® (/dmz ®¢Ag)

2S ! 25 !
_ oA ® AA! ’ (48)
dd+1) < d(d+1)

where S := (1 + F)/2 is the projector onto the symmetric
subspace. Equation (48) can be easily proved by using the
techniques of Ref. [90]. One first notes that ¢ := f dy yw Qy
is invariant under conjugation by any operator of the form
U Q® U, where U is a generic d X d unitary. States with
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this property are precisely the linear combinations of the
projectors onto the symmetric and antisymmetric subspaces.
Since o is furthermore supported onto the symmetric sub-
space, we conclude that it must be proportional to the
corresponding projector.

Observing that REZ =R, =1/d*> is the maximally
mixed state and remembering Eq. (34), the bound in
Eq. (45) yields immediately

28544, PAYWY
F F) < d*,, 2 C
Cf(EHXH,Lb ) = ﬂ‘mdx <d(d+ 1) ®d<d+ 1))
2 2
=(—) . 49
(a+1) )

This bound is strictly larger than that in Refs. [91,92] (equal
to 1/d?; see, e.g., Ref. [92], Proposition 4) because the
setting considered there requires simulation over all pos-
sible input states, while we only look at an ensemble of
product states. We will see later that Eq. (49) is in fact tight;
i.e., the LOCC simulation fidelity in this case turns out to
be exactly equal to 4/(d + 1)?: for the optimal strategy, A
and A, measure locally with the uniform POVM (y),,,
where y ranges over all pure states, and send a classical
description of the outcome to the other party, who recon-
structs the corresponding state locally.

To interpret the above result [Eq. (49)] consider the case
of two qubits, d = 2. The ensemble €,y , can then be
described geometrically in simple terms: it is constructed
by drawing at random, and independently, two pure states
distributed uniformly on the surface of the Bloch sphere. In
this simple setting, the above bound implies that the best
fidelity with which an LOCC can simulate a swap operation
applied to such a random product state is 4/9 ~ 0.44. As
our intuition suggested, the LOCC simulation fidelity is
bounded away from 1. Remember from the discussion
around Eq. (4) that the swap operation can indeed appear in
a simple model of gravitational interaction between two
quantum harmonic oscillators. In this context, and under
our assumptions to be detailed later, any experiment of the
type described in Sec. Il B that detects an LOCC simu-
lation (AH) fewer than 5/9 ~ 56% of the times could be
considered as indicating the quantum nature of gravity.

We are now ready to provide a complete mathematical
proof of Theorem 7. The reader who is rather interested in
the applications of this general result to gravitationally
interacting systems can jump to Sec. IV.

Proof of Theorem 7. For the sake of simplicity, we
consider here the case where A is finite dimensional and the
ensemble is discrete. The general case where both of these
assumptions are lifted is deferred to Appendix B. Fix some
J C [n], and pick k > 0 and a state &, such that

R, <K&, @14 (50)

Consider that

F(EU)= sup Zpa Wal Awa) lwa)
AeLOCC
1
= Ssup zpa l//a (W(I)A"DAAKW(I) (Wa)A’>

A€LOCC

Z sup Tr[Ryy D]
AELOCC
2 sup Tr[R", DAY (51)

AELOCC

AA’ (

4 !
< sup k Tr[gy ® 14(DyY)"]
A€LOCC

= sup & Try[&4Try (DAY)Y]
AeLOCC

5
= sup & Try[és1,4]
A€LOCC

=K. (52)

The above steps can be justified as follows. In step 1 we
introduced the unnormalized Choi-Jamiotkowski state
of A, defined by Eq. (31), and used the formula

MRUD,) =1QM'|D,), (53)

valid for any d x d matrix M, to compute

(Wawa| Dalwiwe) = dTrlys @ wol @ A)(Py)]
=dTi[1 @y,(I @ A)((vs ® 1)®y)]
=dTr[1 @ wo(I ® A)((1 @ ) Py)]
= dTr[y A(Tr (T ® wo) D))
= TrlyoA(Wo)]
= (WalAlwa) ). (54)

Note that here we omitted the subscripts identifying the
systems for simplicity, and we introduced the notation Tr,
for the trace over the first tensor factor in the third to last
line. Continuing with the justification of Eq. (51), in step 2
we introduced the state R4, defined by Eq. (44), while
in step 3 we applied the partial transposition over J;
this leaves the trace unchanged, as per Eq. (28). In step
4 we applied the operator inequality Eq. (50), which is
made possible by the fact that (D4*)'7 > 0 because of
Lemma 3. Finally, in step 5 we observed that

Try [(DAY)"] = (Try DY)
= d [TrA/(IA ® AA”—)A’)(QQA”)]FJ
= d (Tryp @)

=14, (55)
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thanks to the fact that A is trace preserving, and moreover
Tré, =1 by hypothesis. Thanks to the definition of
conditional min-entropy Eq. (35), taking the infimum over
J C [n], k, and &, such that Eq. (50) is obeyed yields
Eq. (43). This concludes the proof of Eq. (43). Additional
technical details are deferred to Appendix B.

To derive Eq. (45), it suffices to take as ansatz £, = Rg’
in the second line of Eq. (43). This is possible if
W = ®;y,; because in that case

R\ = TryR'’

AA'
= palwi)y
= Zm@ Wa; ® QWi
a JEJ keJe
>0, (56)

and TrARZ’ =TryRy = TryyRyy =1, so that RZ’ is
indeed a density operator. The fact that the right-hand
side of Eq. (45) is at most 1 amounts to the operator
inequality:

R

S RY ® Ty (57)

This can be verified as follows.

1) 1//5{ < 14 holds for all pure states |w), € H, and
forall J C [n], as one can see, e.g., by writing out the
Schmidt decomposition of |y ), with respect to the
cut A} : Al

(ii) in particular, (l/fﬁl)gf < 1y for all a;

(iii) thanks to the fact that (v, g" > 0 because |y}) is a
product state (Lemma 1), we deduce that

o)y ® W)y < Wiy ® Ty, (58)

which immediately implies Eq. (57) upon multiply-
ing by p, and summing over a.
Finally, the restrictions on J follow from Remark 2. m
Remark 9. The above proof yields an upper bound not
only on the LOCC simulation fidelity, but indeed on the
a priori possibly larger PPT simulation fidelity. This is
given by a formula similar to Eq. (40), but where the
supremum over LOCC operations is replaced by a
supremum over all PPT quantum channels [93,94], i.e.,
over all quantum channels whose Choi state has a positive
partial transpose.

IV. PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION

We proceed with a discussion of an experimental
concept in which the quantum nature of the gravitational
interaction could be tested in principle. Following a
discussion of the required experimental parameter ranges,
we then proceed to make the setting more concrete with a

discussion of torsion pendula. We come to the conclusion
that albeit being extremely challenging experimentally,
such a setup can conceivably satisfy all the constraints
that have been identified here. The conceptual develop-
ment of these experiments, their analysis by means of
Theorem 7, and the transfer to a realistic physical system
represent one of our main contributions. In particular,
on the mathematical side the computation of the right-
hand side of Eq. (45) will pose substantial technical
challenges.

In a nutshell, the systems we consider are one-dimen-
sional quantum harmonic oscillators that interact exclu-
sively gravitationally, with otherwise arbitrary spatial
geometry, and that are initialized in coherent states drawn
from i.1.d. Gaussian ensembles. More in detail, consider a
system of n one-dimensional quantum harmonic oscillators
Ay, ..., A, as in Fig. 2. The jth particle has mass m; and is
bound to move on a straight line oriented in direction 7,
where 71; € R3 is a unit vector. It is confined in the vicinity

of a center located at I_é? by a harmonic potential with
frequency ;. The position of the jth particle is thus

R = 13? + x;#1;, so that the total Hamiltonian of the system
is of the form

1 p?
Ho= 3 (gm0 440 ) =
—~\2 T 2my 7% i — x4+ x|

(59)

Gmjmy,

For what follows, it will be useful to define the angles 6,
0y;» and @, (see Fig. 2) by the relations

: ﬁk’ (60)
where Eljk =dj/||djll, and dj = Rg - R?.

A. The concept

Our proposal for the setting considered in Sec. III B is

now completely specified as follows.

(1) The systems A; = A} are the one-dimensional quan-
tum harmonic oscillators described above (Fig. 2),
placed in space with arbitrary geometry.

(2) The unitary U to be simulated is simply the time-
evolution operator U = exp[—(it/h)H ] associated
with the total Hamiltonian Eq. (59).

(3) The oscillators are initialized in coherent states
drawn independently from i.i.d. centered Gaussian
ensembles with variance 1/4, where 1 > 0 is a fixed
parameter. In other words, the ensemble & takes
the form

021022-12



TESTING THE QUANTUMNESS OF GRAVITY WITHOUT ...

PHYS. REV. X 14, 021022 (2024)

FIG. 2. A system of one-dimensional quantum harmonic
oscillators. The various angles are defined in Eq. (60). Note that
for the most general three-dimensional arrangement the two
dashed lines will not intersect.

& =Apia), @) {al}ecrs
pi(a) = (ﬂ)"e—zllallz, (61)

T

where |a) is the multimode coherent state defined by
Egs. (12) and (13), and ||a|]? := (- o |
(4) Under assumptions (I)-(III) discussed below, the
final states |w}) = Uyla), turn out to also be
coherent. Therefore, importantly, the final binary
measurement (y,, 1 —w,,) discussed in Sec. IIT A
can always be realized by local operations, namely,
by (a) applying local displacement operators on the
oscillators, and then (b) performing a phonon
counting measurement (|0)(0], T —]0)(0|) on each
oscillator locally. The outcome “‘y/,” then corre-
sponds to a zero-phonon detection on all modes.
Let us assume for simplicity that all parameters
mj,wj,dj. (j# k) are of the same order of magnitude
m, , d. We will analyze the above setting employing four
assumptions, which we state now for clarity.
(I) The spatial amplitude of the local oscillations is
much smaller than the distance between the oscil-
lator centers. In formula

S (62)
Amw

This assumption is needed to make the system
mathematically tractable. We can use it to perform
a Taylor expansion of the Hamiltonian Eq. (59).
(II) Gravity represents the dominant contribution to the
interaction Hamiltonian, which is well approximated
by Eq. (59). This entails that the functional form
of the gravitational potential should be the one
predicted by Newton’s law for distances of order

d and masses of order m [95]. Also, another relevant
contribution to the interaction could come from
Casimir forces. In the case of spheres with radii R
and under assumption (I), these are negligible
compared to gravity provided that [15]

d> R, (63)

207 (e —1\2/mp\?2
—2R s> (=) (Z£) RO 4
(d=2R) >>367z<8+2) <m> - (64)

where ¢ is the dielectric constant of the material of
which the spheres are made, and mp is the Planck
mass mp = \/hc/G = 2.18 x 1078 kg. The pres-
ence of other forces, e.g., due to static dipole
moments of the test masses, may lead to even more
stringent constraints [96], but as such dipole mo-
ments and hence the forces may, at least in principle,
be removed, we choose to neglect them here.

(IlT) There are at least two oscillators A;, Ay with almost
identical oscillation frequencies w;, y, i.e., such that

Gm
|a)j—a)k|<<%. (65)
Moreover, if two oscillators A;, Ay do not satisfy
Eq. (65), then their frequencies satisfy

Gm
Finally, if all frequencies are almost identical accord-
ing to Eq. (65), we also require that

;—’Z < mjin w;. (67)
If Eq. (65) is not obeyed for any pair j, k with j # &,
the rotating-wave approximation will wash out all effects
due to the gravitational interaction, making its detection
virtually impossible. Positing Eq. (66), instead, is not
strictly necessary to enable the mathematical analysis of
this experiment, but we do it anyway because it simplifies
the final expressions considerably. In fact, in what follows
we will often formally assume that all oscillators are
characterized by almost identical frequencies. In this case
we can rephrase (III) as follows.
(II’) All frequencies w; are equal to @ up to a relative

j
precision A := max ;. |@; — @y, and it holds that

Aw Gm
- 68
0] P w? (68)

B. Quantitative analysis

Because of assumption (I), the interaction part of
Hamiltonian Eq. (59) can be Taylor expanded up to the
second order. Since constant terms are physically irrelevant,
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they can be neglected right away. Terms that are linear in
the canonical operators x;, instead, do have a physical
effect, but since they involve no interaction, they do not
affect the LOCC simulation fidelity anyhow. More for-
mally, linear terms in the Hamiltonian result in local
unitaries, and F., is invariant by local unitaries thanks
to Lemma 6. As we argue in detail in Appendix C, these
considerations lead us to replace the original Hamiltonian
Eq. (59) with the effective Hamiltonian
h_ -
HeffZErT(wHZn + )7, (69)
where we employed the rearranged and dimensionless
vector of canonical operators

7':()_Cl,...,)_Cn,]_?I,...,pn)T, (70)

_ m;w _ 1 (71)
X = —x,’ .= .
j n Pj /—hmjwp]

[note the different ordering with respect to Eq. (10)], and
we defined the matrix

~_(g 0)
9=\ o)

g&: G (1 - 3c0s20),)

3
[ dj/u

j=k

gjk =

G, /m;7 .
d;:;nk (cos@j +3cosBjcosby;) j#k.

(72)

It is worth remarking at this point that although the single-
body terms do not contribute to the LOCC optimization and
thus do not change the LOCC simulation fidelity, they need
to be known with precision, because they will influence the
final state and hence the final measurement.

The Hamiltonian Eq. (69) is now purely quadratic. Hence,
the time-evolution operator resulting from letting Eq. (69) act
for some time 7 will be a Gaussian unitary. Thus, to make use
of Theorem 7 we need to compute the right-hand side of
Eq. (45) for an a priori arbitrary Gaussian unitary. This
calculation, which turns out to be highly nontrivial, is one of
our main technical contributions.

Theorem 10 (LOCC inequality for Gaussian unitaries).
Let S be an arbitrary 2n x 2n symplectic matrix. Denote the
corresponding Gaussian unitary over n modes by Ug [see
Eq. (16) for a definition]. For 4 > 0, consider the Gaussian
i.i.d. ensemble &, of n-mode coherent states with variance
1/4 defined by Eq. (61). Then the classical simulation
fidelity defined by Eq. (40) can be upper bounded by

201+ A)"
F./(&;,Us) < min 2 Shad ’
s T12 /2 + 2+ [z20(A, 8. T)]|

where z,(4,S,J) is the ¢th eigenvalue of the Hermitian
matrix

(1+2)871iQ, 87T - iQ,, (74)

and

w=g(5 ool v) m

with respect to a modewise decomposition. In Eq. (73), we
can assume without loss of generality that 1 < |J| < |n/2].

The proof of this theorem is quite involved and is
presented in Appendix D. However, what is of interest
here is its application to the setting we are studying. This is
captured by the following theorem.

Theorem 11 (LOCC inequality for gravitationally inter-
acting oscillators). Consider a three-dimensional array of n
one-dimensional quantum harmonic oscillators with iden-
tical frequencies @, characterized by masses m;, angles
01> @ jr» and distances d;, as defined in Fig. 2. Fix 1 > 0,
and assume that the oscillators are initialized in coherent
states drawn from the Gaussian i.i.d. ensemble &£, with
variance 1/4 defined by Eq. (61). Under assumptions (I),
(II), and (III’) discussed above, the overall dynamics is
approximately equivalent, up to local unitaries, to a
Gaussian unitary Ug_, where

cos(gt/2)
Sefr = <

sin(gt/2) >
—sin(gt/2)

cos(gt/2) (76)

is an orthogonal symplectic matrix, and the symmetric
matrix g is defined in Eq. (72). The associated classical
simulation fidelity Eq. (40) can be upper bounded by
Fop(& e W) n F ,(€,,Us,)
) 2"(1 4 )"
< min .
sell 171 2 4 2+ [we (2, 91, J)]
(77)

In Eq. (77), we denoted by w,(4, gt, J) the ¢th eigenvalue
of the Hermitian matrix

(14 A)e'/2g,e=i9/2) — 5, (78)
and Z; is the n x n diagonal matrix with entries

+1 ifj=kel,
E)a=1 -1 ifj=kel, (79)
0 ifj#k

In Eq. (77), we can assume without loss of generality
that 1 <|J| < |n/2].
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A complete mathematical proof of the above result can
be found in Appendix E.

One of the notable consequences of the above
Theorem 11 is that the effective dynamics that the system
undergoes can be approximated, up to local displacements,
by a Gaussian unitary Ug , where S.g is an orthogonal
symplectic matrix. As we know from Eq. (18), such a
passive unitary maps coherent states to coherent states.
(Note that the local displacement operators that result from
the first-order terms we ignored in Appendix C also share
this property.) Since the system is initially prepared in a
coherent state, it then follows that the global state of the
system is at all times an (approximate) coherent state; in
particular, due to Eq. (13) it is approximately separable at
all times. Therefore, and rather remarkably, Theorem 11
allows us to detect the non-LOCCness of a dynamical
process in which no entanglement is present at any point in
time. The situation is somewhat reminiscent of what
happens in quantum cryptography. The famous Bennett-
Brassard “BB84” secret key distribution protocol [97] has
no entanglement at any time but can be proven to be secure
nevertheless. Indeed, at the root of the security proof of
Ref. [98] is the fact that the security of BB84 is guaranteed
for as long as the quantum channel that is being used has
the capability to establish entanglement in principle.

An important corollary of this discussion is that the final
measurement, represented by the POVM (y,, 1 —y),) =
(l) (@], T = | ){]), where |&) = |}) ® - ® |a) is
the coherent state at the end of the protocol, can be
implemented locally by means of a relatively elementary
procedure. It suffices to

(i) apply a local displacement operator D(—a') =

D(—d,)® --- @ D(—a,), which can be done by
simply shifting the equilibrium position of each
oscillator at the right time, and

(i1) measure whether each oscillator contains 0 versus at

least 1 phonon. This corresponds to carrying out the
POVM (]|0)(0|, T — |0)(0|). We then declare success
(i.e., we guess the null hypothesis) if and only if all
oscillators are found to have O phonons.
The fact that the final measurement is conceptually simple
and that it can be implemented locally on each oscillator
could simplify the experimental requirements considerably.
Let us remark that this feature is not by construction; it is
rather a somewhat unexpected consequence of the fact that
the state of the system is approximately coherent at all
times, as predicted by Theorem 11.

The dependence of the right-hand side of Eq. (77) on 4
and ¢ may seem a bit obscure. To find a simplified and
somewhat more instructive expression, we can make use of
two facts: (a) the effect of the gravitational interaction
integrated over time will likely be very weak in a practical
experiment, thus we can expand the right-hand side of
Eq. (77) for small times; (b) since 4 > 0 is ultimately a
parameter of the experiment, we can try to optimize it in

order to obtain maximum sensitivity. In fact, in all cases of
practical interest it turns out that the optimal way to do so is
to take A to be very small—ideally, 4 — 0. To see why,
remember that we are trying to challenge a classical
gravitational force to simulate (approximately) the correct
dynamics on an arbitrary collection of coherent states
drawn from i.i.d. Gaussian ensembles with variance 1/A.
It is intuitively expected that the smaller 4, i.e., the greater
the indeterminacy on the input coherent state, the more
difficult it will be to carry out such a simulation. While we
do not have full control over F,.,, the same qualitative
behavior should be found in our upper bounds given by
Egs. (73) and (77). And indeed, this is seen to be the case in
all practically interesting settings. Let us therefore formal-
ize the following assumption.

(IV) The variance 1/4 of the Gaussian ensemble and the

run-time of the experiment ¢ satisfy that

t

G
max {/1, nTm} < 1. (80)
dw

The origin of the second inequality can be understood by
considering the special case n =1 in Eq. (3) where
Gmt/(d*w) = r yields the perfect swap and hence the
most nonlocal channel possible. Waiting any longer does
not add or is even detrimental to the discrimination of
classical from quantum behavior.

The reader could wonder why we cannot take directly
A — 0. Although this would not constitute a problem
mathematically for the statements of Theorems 10 or 11,
both of which make perfect sense and yield a nontrivial
bound for 4 — 0, it would technically violate assumption (I)
[cf. Eq. (62)]. Simply put, in that case the coherent state
ensembles become so spread out that higher-order terms in
the Taylor expansion of the gravitational Hamiltonian can no
longer be neglected. Fortunately, the lower bound on A
imposed by Eq. (62) is often many orders of magnitude
below the other relevant parameter, i.e., the run-time mea-
sured in units of the timescale of the system, Gmt/ (d*w). Itis
therefore possible to take A to be much smaller than
Gmt/(d’w) while at the same time obeying Eq. (62).

If this is true in theory, in practice having an ensemble with
a large variance 1/1 may prove challenging. For this reason,
we prefer to separate the more conservative assumption (I'V)
above from the strengthened assumption (IV’) below, which
requires more experimental control to be implemented, but,
on the other hand, yields a further simplification as well as a
better scaling of the sensitivity with .
(IV’) The variance 1/ of the Gaussian ensemble and the

run-time of the experiment ¢ satisfy that

nh Gmt 1
LKIK——<-—. 81

md*w $Po T n (81)
[Note that the first inequality is a rephrasing of
Eq. (62), i.e., assumption (I), and the latter is implied
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by Eq. (80), i.e., assumption (IV).] Note that Eq. (81)
implies in particular that

hd
1> 1 (82)
G

)
If in addition to assumptions (I), (I), and (IIT"), we take

also either assumption (IV) or even assumption (IV’), we
obtain a simplified version of Theorem 11 as follows.

Theorem 12 (LOCC inequality, short-time expansion).
Under the same hypotheses of Theorem 11, if in addition
assumption (IV) above is met, then the upper bound in
Eq. (77) can be expanded for small times as

1

cf(sﬂ,usﬂ)q—maxZ( ¥ Ps 2(])—/1>+A,
|J|<n/2 €=
(83)
where
A = O(t]|gl|c max {2, 7(|g]| o })- (84)

Here, ||g||, is the operator norm [Eq. (6)] of the matrix ¢
in Eq. (72), which depends only on the geometry of the
system—typically, ||g||, ~ n(Gmt/dPw). Also, {s,(J) ‘fl‘:]
are the singular values of the |J| x (n — |J|) sub-block ¢’
of g; in other words, labeling rows and columns of ¢’/ with

Jj€J and k€ J¢, respectively, we have that

J.Je G\/

i SOk = T (cos¢]k+3cosﬁkcosakj). (85)
jk

If also assumption (IV’) is satisfied, then the expansion in
Eq. (83) can be further simplified to

Fer(€,.Us,) < 1=yt + O(max {nl. (n]g]1)*}). (86)

where the sensitivity # is given by

= rjrg[ax— g Zs]ll1- (87)
|J|<n/2
The proof of Theorem 12 can be found in Appendix F.
In the above statement, the singular values of a matrix X

are simply the eigenvalues of VX'X. If X =X is
Hermitian—more generally, normal—then its singular
values are simply the absolute values of its eigenvalues.

The trace norm || X||, == TrVX'X [cf. Eq. (5)] is the sum
of the singular values; for Hermitian X, it coincides with
the absolute sum of the eigenvalues x, of X, in for-
mula [X[, = 3 lxl.

Importantly, the estimate Eq. (86) reveals that under
assumption (IV’) the classical simulation fidelity decreases

linearly with time. The figure of merit for the scheme is
reduced to the simple quantity #, which depends only on
the geometry of the problem. This very desirable feature is
a consequence of the fact that we could effectively take
A — 0 by virtue of the stronger assumption (IV’). In light of
these considerations, it makes sense to call the quantity #
defined by Eq. (87) the “sensitivity” of a given configu-
ration. On a different note, we remark that if only (IV)
rather than (IV’) is met, then Eq. (83) reveals that our upper
bound on F_., decreases only quadratically with the run-
time ¢, for very small .

Finally, it is worth noting that the remainder term A in
Eq. (83) can be controlled mathematically. Therefore, the
order-of-magnitude estimates in Eq. (84) can be made fully
rigorous. We do so in Appendix F, where we prove a rough
estimate

A <2 a(eloln — 1) 4 ol — 1 r]g] ]

2
n
—t2 2 .

(88)

Here, ||g|, is the operator norm [Eq. (6)] of the matrix g in
Eq. (72), which can be readily computed given the geo-
metric configuration of the oscillators. Upper bounding
ll9/l can however also be done in full generality for all
such configurations. Doing so yields the explicit bound

2.2
A <g(/1(es—1)+es—1—s)—l—ﬂ,
= ytmin {6(n — 1),288In(n — 1) + 966},
G m.
_ Gtmaxym,) (89)
(minjd; o

also proved in Appendix F thanks to the geometrical result
of Appendix G. Observe that if s is sufficiently small,
as our assumptions guarantee, we have that ¢ — 1 ~ s and
e’ — 1 — s~ s*/2, implying that

2

2.2
A zg (gs +%> +% = O(ns max{A,ns}), (90)

which in turn entails Eq. (84).

C. Examples
1. Two oscillators on a line

As discussed in the Introduction, the simplest system to
which we can apply the above results is that formed by two
identical quantum harmonic oscillators with masses m and
frequencies w, oscillating along the same line and whose
centers lie at a distance d (Fig. 3).

In that case we have n = 2, and the angles defined by
Eq. (60) are 8;, =0 = @, and 0,; = z. Thus, Eq. (72)
becomes
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w m w M
————— XY - - XY@ - - - - -
x1>0 x>0
r d U
FIG. 3. Two harmonic oscillators aligned.
(! (91)
oL = <Y 1 -1 )
where
Gm
= — 92
r=a (92)

is the characteristic frequency here. The bound in Eq. (77)
can then be evaluated straightforwardly. First of all, as
explained in Theorem 11 the only nontrivial choice for J is
J = {1}. In this case, the matrix in Eq. (78) is just

(1 +2)elt/D0g =110 — 5,

= [(144)cos (2yt) = 1]o, + (1 + A)sin (2yt)o,,  (93)

where 6, and ¢, denote the second and third Pauli matrices,
respectively. Therefore

wi (4. gt.J) =—wy(4.gt.J)

= /(1 + D) cos(2ye) — 112 + (1 -+ 2)2sin* (2y1)

— \//12 +4(1 4+ 2)sin?(y1), (94)

implying that the bound in Eq. (77) in this case becomes

41+ 2)?
Fop < fo1(4.1) = 2( ) ———7"
(2+ 2+ /22 +4(1 + 1) sin?(y1))
(95)
where y is defined by Eq. (92). Note that
1
f2.(0.1) = (96)

[1+ [ sin(yo)[]*

which yields a dependence f5;(0,7) =1—1n,.1+ O(£)
with

_df>.(0,1)

= =2 97
Ur di 4 (97)

t=0

in Eq. (86). The function f5; (4,7) is plotted in Fig. 4 for
several values of 4, including 41 = 0.

fZ,L(/\:3r t)
: fr(A=1,1)
0.2 1 — f2,1(A=0,1)
L P 1- Mot
0 : - - - 1
0 /4 /2 3n/4 m
Gmt
Bw

FIG. 4. The right-hand side of the LOCC inequality Eq. (95)
plotted as a function of yt for several values of 1. Observe the
approximately linear decrease with time of f, (0, ) for small
times ¢, in line with the prediction of Theorem 12.

2. Many oscillators on a line

A natural generalization of the above scheme features n
identical oscillators, all with masses m and frequencies w,
aligned and equally spaced (Fig. 5) at distance d. To
simplify the analysis, it is useful to imagine that » is even
and to look at the short-time limit only.

A tight upper bound on F,, i.e., a lower bound on 7 [see
Eq. (87)], can be found by taking J = {1,3,...,n— 1} as
the set composed of all odd numbers between 1 and n — 1
(included). This yields

1 = n
e 2 7 g, = 1K, (9%)

where K" is an (n/2) x (n/2) real (but not symmetric)
matrix with entries

(n) _ 2y
K" = -

[ — Vij=1,..
VT Ri—j) -1 b

wn/2, (99)

and y is given by Eq. (92). The trace norm of K" turns
out to grow linearly in n, when n is very large. Rather
interestingly, the coefficient associated with this linear
growth can be computed analytically. We have that

bl SEEEEE XYY@ - - - - XY@ - - @ox- -
m, w m, m, m,

S E—
d
FIG. 5. Four identical oscillators aligned.
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1K™y ~nyly (n— o), (100)
where {; is given by
7 d . .
¢ = / 2—¢|1 + e7 /2y (e7/?)| ~ 1.267,  (101)
1
where, for |z| <1 and s > 1,
720+
= N 102

denotes the Legendre chi function [99]. These functions are
related to more familiar objects such as the polylogarithm
Li,(z) = >% ,(z¢/¢*) by the functional equations [99]

20(2) =2 [Liy (2) ~ L, (~2)] = L, () - 2*Li, ().

5 (103)

The key observation that is needed to compute the trace
norm of K is that it is a Toeplitz matrix, i.e., a matrix
whose entries are constant along each diagonal. A famous
result stemming from the work of Szegé [100] and
formalized by Avram [101] and Parter [102] (see also
the textbook [103]) allows us to compute asymptotic
averages of (functions of) the singular values of a large
Toeplitz matrix by looking at the periodic function whose
discrete Fourier coefficients generate the entries of the
matrix. The details are left to the reader.

The above analysis shows that for large n and very short
times ¢ (see Theorem 12) it holds that

Fo,<1—nlyt=1-1267 nyt. (104)
By virtue of Eq. (97) we know that placing n/2 pairs of
oscillators far apart from each other yields a dependence
F., <1 —nyt. Therefore, the single-line configuration
explored here constitutes a genuine sensitivity improve-
ment over a mere parallel repetition of the oscillator pair
investigated above.

At this point, we could continue the list of examples by
considering more general (e.g., genuinely three-dimen-
sional) configurations of oscillators. While this is certainly
instructive, it is worth remarking that we have not been able
to find any configuration that yields a faster increase of the
sensitivity with n (equivalently, a faster decrease of our
upper bound on F.,) than that in Eq. (104). It therefore
seems that the best configuration to run our experiment
may be like that depicted in Fig. 5, with a very large
number n > 1 of oscillators.

Remark 13. The sensitivity in Eq. (104) grows linearly
with n. Could another configuration of oscillators yield a
better scaling in n, maybe a quadratic one? It is not too
difficult to see that with our techniques it is not possible to
obtain anything substantially better than a linear scaling.

Indeed, going back to Eq. (87) and using Proposition 119 in
Appendix G, one sees that

n = 0O(nln(n)). (105)
Therefore, already with this rather crude estimate we see
that only a logarithmic improvement over a linear scaling is
possible. As we mentioned, in all the families of examples

we have examined, the actual dependence of the sensitivity
on n seems to be at most linear.

D. Some experimental considerations

Here we would like to further discuss the above
assumptions (1), (II), III’), and (IV). Starting from
assumption (II), the first observation is that requiring the
Casimir effect to be negligible compared to the gravita-
tional interaction effectively determines a minimal scale for
the system. Indeed, substituting in Eq. (64) the expression
m = %ﬂR3Q for the mass of a sphere of density ¢ yields
immediately

207 m% (e —1)\2
—2R)° > —_ I )
(d ) >>64713 0’ <8+2)

(106)

Using the values for gold, i.e., ¢ = 1.93 x 10* kg/m?® and
e =10.9, gives
(d=2R)® > 0.58 x 10725 m®, (107)

The ratio between right-hand and left-hand side is < 0.1
provided that

d—2R>10"*m =100 pm. (108)
To fix ideas, let us take
d =125 pm, R =12.5 pm, (109)

which also satisfies Eq. (63). We are thus experimenting
with gold spheres of mass m ~ 1.58 x 10710 kg.
We now move on to assumption (III’). Note that

m
ENSO.S kg/m3. (110)
The second inequality in Eq. (68) then yields
G
0>\ |~ 734 % 1075 Hz, (111)
d

If the above condition is satisfied we can look at the first
inequality in Eq. (68), which becomes

G
(A0) - 0 < d—Tz 539x 109 HZ2.  (112)
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Therefore, the oscillators have to be manufactured with a
precise control on the associated frequency. For the sake of
continuing the discussion, let us assume that @ ~ 107> Hz
and Aw ~ 1077 Hz.

Taking n = 100, n~nGm/(d’w), and F., <0.9 in
Eq. (86), we infer that the run-time of a single repetition
of the experiment is

3

d
t~(1-09) 22
nm

~ 185, (113)

or approximately 3 min. This satisfies the inequality in
Eq. (82), whose right-hand side is of the order of 8 x 1077 s.

The only remaining inequality is Eq. (81), which
constrains the possible values of 1. With the above choices,
observing that ni/(md*w) =~ 4.26 x 10712, we see that
Eq. (81) would become

426 x 1072 < 1< 1072 < 1072, (114)
which leaves an ample margin of choice for 1 so that the
hypotheses of Theorem 12 are met. Let us remark in
passing that 1/4 is the fotal variance for all the n oscillators
combined. The variance per oscillator is instead 1/(n4).
Therefore, 2 < 1072 is not as unrealistic as it may seem at
first sight, as it requires us to prepare single-mode coherent
states of amplitude |a| = /10.

Besides these considerations, any experiment like the
one we are proposing will be extremely sensitive to noise.
In Appendix H we provide an analysis of some of the main
sources of noise and the isolation conditions that they
impose. These include, among others, random fluctuations
in mass taking place outside of the apparatus, due, for
instance, to atmospheric turbulence or change in temper-
ature; the effect of collisions between our test masses and
some of the gas molecules filling the chamber where the
experiment is taking place; decoherence induced due to
black-body radiation; and the deleterious effect of electric
and magnetic stray fields.

E. Assessment of a concrete experimental setup

Taking into account all the considerations above, we now
look into a potential experimental implementation of this
concept, by considering a minimal arrangement with two
oscillators. In order to guarantee that their interaction is
resonant, Eq. (112) tells us that their frequencies should
differ by an amount much smaller than Gm/(d*w), which
in turn implies that the frequency of each individual
resonator needs to be fixed to the same degree of precision.
We are thus looking for high-Q, low-frequency oscillators,
or more precisely, mechanical resonators that satisfy
0?/Q < Gm/d?, where Q = w/Aw is the quality factor.
We identify torsion pendula as promising candidates for
this purpose. A torsion pendulum consists of a rigid body
with a moment of inertia / suspended from a thin wire that

(a) (b) _ Detector
Mirror
| Magnetic
damper Beam
T splitter
I o S i
m

FIG. 6. Optomechanical torsion balance. Panel (a) shows a
sketch of a torsion pendulum with a dumbbell-shaped body
suspended from a thin wire with torsion constant z. A magnetic
damper attached to the wire damps mechanical modes other than
the torsional one [105]. Panel (b) presents a scheme of the
optomechanical system composed of the torsion pendulum and
two optical cavities. The light output of each cavity is a measure
of the position of the corresponding edge of the pendulum.
Independent measurements of the position of each end of the
pendulum can be added or subtracted to discriminate between
purely rotational motion and pendular swinging.

is attached to a fixed point; see Fig. 6(a). Differential forces
acting on the suspended object in a direction orthogonal to
the wire induce rotations of the object in the horizontal
plane, producing a torsion of the wire. The wire resists this
deformation by applying a restoring torque 7 that, for
sufficiently small rotations, is directly proportional to the
twisting angle 6; that is,

(115)

where 7 is referred to as the torsion constant. Thus, the
torsional degree of freedom behaves as a harmonic oscil-
lator
0+ 270 + 030 = 0, (116)
where the angular frequency is given by w; = \/TTI and y
is a damping constant that accounts for dissipation due to
friction, which may arise both from the surrounding
medium and from the internal wire structure. The torsion
constant 7 depends only on the geometry of the wire and is
proportional to the fourth power of its diameter. Wires
made of different materials can be manufactured with
diameters down to the micrometer scale, resulting in torsion
constants as low as 7~ 107! Nm/rad, corresponding to
angular frequencies in the order of millihertz and Q factors
as high as 103 [104]. Thus, the operating parameter regime
of the torsion pendula falls well within the requirements
of Eq. (112).
In order to use torsion pendula in the envisioned
protocol, we require to bring the torsional degree of
freedom into the quantum regime and gain the ability to
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prepare and detect coherent states of motion. To the best of
our knowledge, ground-state cooling of torsion pendula has
not yet been demonstrated; however, we see no funda-
mental limitation that would prevent this possibility. One
way to achieve this would be to couple the pendulum to an
optical cavity and use the toolbox of optomechanical
techniques [106,107]. In this scheme, one of the ends of
the pendulum would act as a movable mirror and together
with a second, fixed mirror form an optical cavity. In this
way, not only one but two cavities could be coupled to the
mechanical resonator, one at each end of the torsional
pendulum; see Fig. 6(b). This would have the advantage
that it would allow for differential measurement and
control of the pendulum, and in this way increase the
control precision, by allowing the rejection of common
pendular oscillatory modes. As a matter of fact, the
coupling of torsion pendula to cavities has been studied,
both theoretically [108,109] and experimentally [110,111].
However, reaching the resolved sideband regime, where the
mechanical frequency of the pendulum is larger than the
linewidth of the cavity, is daunting with mechanical
frequencies in the order of millihertz, as desired for our
protocol. Therefore, sideband cooling will most likely not
be available in our desired arrangement, and one has to
resort to some sort of feedback cooling [112]. In
Appendix I we analyze this possibility and conclude that
ground-state cooling of the torsional degrees of freedom of
a pendulum is, in principle, possible, provided that tech-
nical noise sources can be brought below the thermal noise
threshold.

1. State preparation

Once our system has been cooled down to the ground
state, we would like to generate a coherent state of motion.
In general, preparing a coherent state starting from the
ground state of an oscillator amounts to displacing either
the oscillator or its equilibrium position by a distance
proportional to the size of the target coherent state. This can
be done in several ways. For example, a displacement of the
equilibrium position can be achieved by applying a con-
stant torque on the wire, while a force acting on the
oscillator for a finite time can be used to displace it.
Provided that our degree of control over the force or the
torque is sufficiently precise, this could be used to prepare a
coherent state. The force can be applied by an additional
actuator, for example, by the use of Coulomb interaction if
the oscillator is charged, or, as for the feedback force
described in Appendix I for cooling, by use of the
optomechanical coupling. In the following, we heuristically
describe one possible way of preparing a coherent state by
use of the optomechanical coupling.

The dynamics of the optomechanical system for each of
the cavities is described by the Hamiltonian (A = 1)

H=wa'a+ a)lagag + g(ag + az))aTa, (117)

where a and a, are the annihilation operators for the
cavity field and the rotational degree of freedom of the
pendulum, respectively. Here, @, is the frequency of
the cavity field, and g = w.yar/f/(Iw;L?) gives the
strength of the optomechanical coupling. In the interaction
picture, the Hamiltonian transforms as
HiM(1) = g(age ™" + aje")ata. (118)
For the parameters discussed earlier, we find ourselves in
the regime g/w; ~103> 1. Thus, for times t < 1/w; &
100 s, we can neglect the time dependence of the
Hamiltonian and find that the corresponding time-evolution
operator amounts to a displacement acting on the torsional
degree of freedom with a parameter @ = gta’a proportional
to the number of photons in the cavity:
D= e—iga%at(ag—ka;)_ (119)
Therefore, by injecting in one of the two cavities a Fock
state |n), a coherent state |a@ = gnt) can be prepared.
Similarly, a displacement in the opposite direction o =
—gnt can be achieved by exciting the other cavity instead.
However, thus far we have ignored the decay of the
cavity field, which can significantly constrain the acces-
sible coherent states. For example, consider that a single
photon state is injected into the cavity. This will remain
inside the cavity only for a time 1/, amounting to a total
displacement of a = g/k ~ 107, for the parameters dis-
cussed above. To circumvent this limitation, we envision a
single photon source that injects photons into the cavity at
the same rate  that the photons leave the cavity. In this
way, we also gain the ability to control the start and end
time of the displacement, by turning the single photon
source on and off, achieving a total displacement @ = g,
where 7, is the time that the single photon source is on.
With this method achieving coherent states with displace-
ment parameter a ~ 10, as required by Eq. (114), would
take a time 1 = a/g~1 s.

2. Gravitational interaction

With our torsion pendulum in the quantum regime and
the ability to prepare an arbitrary coherent state, we now
look into the prospects of coupling it to a second torsion
pendulum through gravitational interaction. To that end, we
place two torsion pendula with their equilibrium orienta-
tions standing parallel to each other and separated by a
distance d, as depicted in Fig. 7. A Faraday shield is placed
between the two pendula [7] in order to avoid photons
incident on either pendulum scattering into the other one, in
this way suppressing any potential optical interaction
between the two oscillators [113]. The shield will also
suppress undesired electric interactions, e.g., due to stray
charges, Casimir force, or induced dipole moments [7]. In
order to act also against undesired magnetic interactions

021022-20



TESTING THE QUANTUMNESS OF GRAVITY WITHOUT ...

PHYS. REV. X 14, 021022 (2024)

B d N
5 EM .
: shield ;
Fgra‘v I Fgrav
St <

q2

—
dt h

FIG. 7. Gravitational interaction between two torsion balances.
Two torsion pendula are placed with their equilibrium orienta-
tions (dashed lines) in parallel and let interact through gravity. An
electromagnetic shield of thickness dy, is placed in between the
two pendula to suppress electromagnetic interactions, EM shield.
The minimum distance between the surface of any sphere and the
EM shield is given by d,. The rotational degrees of freedom of
each pendulum are monitored through their coupling to two
cavity fields (red lines).

arising, for example, from stray magnetic moments in the
body of the pendula, the shield can be further improved by
adding to it a layer made of a mu-metal.

The distance d is chosen to guarantee that Casimir forces
between the pendula and the shield are always weaker than
the gravitational force between the two pendula. Strictly
speaking, this is an overestimation of the required mini-
mum distance. In fact, if the shield behaves as a perfect wall
with no mechanical degrees of freedom, the Casimir
interaction of the wall with each pendulum will never
result in an interaction between the pendula, and thus, it
would be enough to choose the distance as to prevent the
spheres from sticking to the shield. In this case, the only
requirement would be to consider the modification of the
local dynamics of each oscillator in the light of this Casimir
interaction, which, for small oscillations, will simply
amount to a constant force and thus to a displacement of
the equilibrium position of each oscillator. On the other
hand, if the shield exhibits mechanical oscillatory modes,
these could, at least in principle, mediate an undesired,
nongravitational interaction between the torsion pendula.
Still, the condition that the Casimir force between the
pendula and the shield is smaller than the gravitational
force between the pendula would, in general, lead to an
overestimation of d. This is because the effective inter-
action strength between the pendula mediated by the shield
would decrease with the detuning between the oscillation
frequencies of the shield and the pendula, which for a stiff
shield is expected to be large. In any case, and to be on the
safe side, we will stick to this stringent requirement, which,

as we will see now, results in a surface-to-surface separa-
tion distance d, that is anyway negligible with respect to the
size of the spheres, and thus it will not affect the total
distance d significantly.

In order to compute d,, we first estimate the maximum
displacement that each pendulum is expected to have.
According to Eq. (114), for a system of two oscillators,
these have to be prepared in coherent states drawn at
random from a normal distribution of width Aa =~ \/m
Thus, the maximum angular displacement of each

oscillator will be given by 0., = V1040, with AD,,,, =

v/ 1/ (Iw;) the width of the rotational ground state. For the
parameter regime discussed here, this corresponds to
A8, ~ 107" rad, and thus, the angular displacements to
be expected during the experiment are upper bounded by
Omax < 10712 rad. The variations in distance between the
centers of mass of the gravitationally interacting spheres and
the shield are of the order of af,,,, ~ 10™13 m, and thus,
completely negligible compared to the radius of the sphere,
R = [3m/(4znp)]'/3 ~ 2 x 10~ m. Here we have assumed a
sphere of gold with mass density p ~ 1.9 x 10* kg/m?>. The
Casimir force between a metallic plate and a sphere can be
computed to a good approximation using the proximity
force theorem when the radius of the sphere R is much larger
than the surface-to-surface distance d, between the sphere
and the plate. The formula is [114]

whe 1
= - R—. 12
¢ 360 d, (120)

We want to determine the minimum value of d, above which
the ratio F,/Fc > 1, where F, is the gravitational force
between the spheres. The ratio is given by

F 640 G d?
Te _OTY ops L (121)
FC r hc (2R+2d;+dth)

where dy, is the thickness of the shield. Assuming that
R > {d,,dy}, we find that the required bound for d; is

given by
r he 1 \1/3
dy> | ——=—= .
160 G p’R*

For the parameters of our discussion, this amounts to
d, > 10~° m, which is again a distance much smaller than
the radius of the spheres. Thus, for subsequent calculations,
we can assume, to a good approximation, that d ~ 2R.
For small rotation angles €, and 6y, the relevant,
instantaneous distances between the centers of mass of
the four gravitationally interacting masses are given by
gy =d+a(0p—0,)and g, = d — a(0z — 6,); see Fig. 7.
For the parameters of our torsion pendula, the rest of the
separation distances, e.g., between the front end of one

(122)
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pendulum and the rear end of the other one, are 2 orders
of magnitude larger, resulting in gravitational forces 4
orders of magnitude weaker, and thus we will ignore them
in the rest of our analysis. As discussed earlier, at low
energies the gravitational interaction can be described by a
Hamiltonian term of Newtonian form, which in our case,
with two pairs of interacting masses, takes the form

o[ 1 1
Hypy = Gm~| —+—|.

123
91 92 ( )

For each pair, we can expand the interaction around
q —d = 0 provided that aA(6, — 0p) < d:

2Gm?
dS

Gm?* Gm* Gm?
~ - d2 (q_d)+

q ~ d (q_d)2+"'.

(124)

The term of our interest is the third term in the expansion,
which is the first to introduce a quantum interaction
between the Hilbert spaces of the two pendula. In particu-
lar, the form of the gravitational interaction between the
rotational degrees of freedom of each pendulum, after
summing over both pairs of particles, is

ngav:"'+hy(a9+a2)(b9+bg)’ (125)
where the interaction strength is given by
8Gm? 5 4Gm*a®
= AGS =, 126
4 d3 a zpm d36()11 ( )

and a, and by are the annihilation operators of rotational
excitations in pendula A and B, respectively. Assuming
again the dumbbell shape of our pendulum I = 2ma?* and
taking d =~ 2R, as discussed earlier, we get

872G
y=22P 516 x 10 Haz.
3 [0}

(127)
We check that this satisfies the regimes required to convert
the interaction in Eq. (125) to the form of a beam-splitter
interaction. That is, Aw = w/Q <« g and w > g. For the
first relation we find that 1078 < 10~°, while for the
second 1073 > 1073; thus, the check is satisfactory.
Therefore, it seems that the proposed experimental
arrangement is able to reach, at least in principle, all the
required parameter regimes. The experiment would pro-
ceed according to the following protocol.
(1) Both pendula are feedback cooled down to their
rotational ground states.
(2) The values of the initial coherent states are drawn
from a normal probability distribution of width
given by Eq. (114).
(3) Each pendulum is optomechanically prepared in the
corresponding coherent state.

(4) The system is let to evolve coherently for a time ¢,
under gravitational interaction.

(5) The expected state of the pendula at time ¢ is
computed, assuming the interaction follows a
beam-splitter evolution.

(6) A displacement operation is applied to bring the
states computed in the previous step into the
ground state.

(7) The position of the pendula is monitored through
their interaction with the optical cavities to detect if
they are in the ground state.

(8) The protocol is repeated a statistically significant
number of times and the probability of finding the
oscillators in their ground states is computed.

(9) This is compared to the upper bound on the classical
simulation fidelity for the corresponding time as
given by Eq. (95).

(10) If the value is found to be higher, we have falsified
that gravity acts as an LOCC channel.

From the steps above, no. 4 poses the greatest challenge.
Our analysis in Sec. IV C indicates that, for a two-oscillator
system, the bound on the classical simulation fidelity
decreases approximately as f,;(f)~1-2yt for times
t < 1/(2y). Thus, in order to observe a drop in the
simulation fidelity of, say, 0.01, with the parameters of
our proposal, we need to let the oscillators interact
coherently for a time ¢ ~ 10 s. For an oscillator of quality
factor Q in contact with a thermal bath at temperature T,
one should expect phonon gains at a speed given by the
heating rate I', = kTy,/ (A Q). For small coherent states, as
the ones considered here, a single phonon gain would be
enough to displace the system by a distance on the order of
the coherent state size. Thus, to guarantee that less than one
phonon enters the system during each experimental run, we
require that [',# < 1, which, for the times considered here,
translates into the condition

Ty

2 < 10713 K. (128)

Admittedly, this is a very challenging condition to
achieve experimentally. Considering temperatures in the
order of millikelvin, e.g., achievable by attaching the
pendulum to a dilution refrigerator, this would still require
quality factors on the order of Q = 10'°. This is 5 orders of
magnitude above the largest reported quality factors for
torsion pendula [104,115]. For some types of wire materi-
als, such as sapphire [116], improvements in quality factors
are to be expected from operation at lower temperatures.
Further improvements could be achieved from operation at
smaller amplitudes [115], as required by our proposal, and
from an enhancement of the vacuum conditions. Moreover,
efforts to improve torsional quality factors over Q > 108 by
suppressing dissipation mechanisms, such as surface losses
or clamping losses, are under way for the construction of a
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TABLE 1. Proposed set of parameters. Here, symbols represent
the following magnitudes: m and R are the mass and the radius of
each sphere composing the pendulum; a, 7, and @; are the arm
length, torsion constant, and oscillation frequency of the pen-
dulum; d is the surface-to-plate distance between the sphere and
the Faraday shield; d is the distance between the equilibrium
positions of the two pendula; y the gravitational coupling between
them; ¢ the experimental time of each experimental run; and
T/ Q the ratio between the environmental temperature and the
quality factor.

Parameter Value Parameter Value
m (Kg) 10~ d, (m) >107°
R (m) 2% 1073 d (m) ~2R

a (m) 107! y (Hz) 1.6 x 1074
w; (Hz) 7 %1073 t(s) 10%

7 (Nm/rad) 10-10 I (K) 1071

gravitational-wave antenna based on torsion pendula
[116,117]. Whether all of this will be enough to reach
the quality factors required by our proposal remains to be
seen. To enhance clarity, we have condensed the suggested
set of experimental parameters in Table L.

Before we close this section and move on to the con-
clusions, we refer the interested reader to Appendix H, where
we discuss in some depth the main sources of noise that are
likely to affect our experimental proposal.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

A. Discussion

Let us summarize our contribution. We have described a
general class of experiments that are capable, in principle,
of testing the quantum nature, or non-LOCCness, of an
interaction (Sec. III B and Theorem 7). Within this class,
we have isolated a family of experiments based on gra-
vitationally interacting quantum harmonic oscillators, pin-
pointing the assumptions (I)—(III) [plus the optional
assumptions (IV)—(IV’)] that need to be met in order for
our analysis to apply. These n oscillators are initialized
in a random, normally distributed coherent state |a) =
lo)) ® - - - ® |a,) and are subsequently left to interact exclu-
sively via gravity. Theorem 11 shows that the state of the
system after some time is well approximated by a coherent
state |a') =|a|) ®--- ® |a;,), which we can compute know-
ing a and the interaction Hamiltonian. The final step of the
protocol is to implement the POVM (|o') (|, T — |&') (]),
whose outcomes we labeled with (NH) and (AH), respec-
tively. This can be done locally, without any entanglement
assistance, by first applying the tensor product displacement
unitary D(@') = D(—a}) ® --- ® D(—a},) and by then
measuring each oscillator separately with the POVM
(|0){0], T —]0)(0|). The global outcome (NH) corresponds
to the case where all oscillators are found in the vacuum
state, while (AH) corresponds to any other case.

Let us assume that the experiment we described in
Sec. III B could indeed be realized, and that a careful
investigation of the apparatus were to reveal that assump-
tions (I)-(IIT), and maybe even assumption (IV) or (IV’),
are really obeyed. We would then use either Theorem 11 or
even Theorem 12 to compute the relevant LOCC inequality,
namely, an upper bound of the form

Fop (€, e”WMHa) < F (129)
on the LOCC simulation fidelity. By running many rounds
of the experiment, we could check whether the empirical
frequency pny associated with the outcome (NH) violates
the above LOCC inequality, i.e., it satisfies

it > F 2 F o€, e1/MHw), (130)
If that is the case, what can we conclude? We propose that
the answer to this question is that one of the following must
be true.

(A) Either gravity somehow “knows” the initial state of
the system ,, and uses this knowledge to bypass the
above theoretical bounds, reproducing at the output
the correct state with high fidelity, or

(B) the dynamical map induced by the gravitational
interaction between two or more bodies cannot be
described by LOCC operations alone.

This is, of course, provided that the assumptions stated
above are taken for granted. The crux of the argument is
that if (A) is false, and hence gravity does not know the
initial state of the system, then all it can do via LOCCs is to
reproduce the outcome (NH) with frequency at most F.,.
This contradicts Eq. (130).

Concerning (A), note that even an agent subjected to
locality constraints can reproduce the output state of the
gravitational dynamics with high fidelity provided that they
know the input y,,. Indeed, as remarked below Theorem 11,
the output state will be well approximated by a coherent
state, which is separable by virtue of Eq. (13) and can
therefore be created from product states by means of
LOCCs. This reasoning shows that the experiment we
have described, as it stands, cannot exclude a sort of
superdeterministic explanation in which gravity is indeed
described by a local and classical gravitational field, the
behavior of which is however correlated with our choice of
w,—that, remember, we assumed to be unknown to the
agent simulating the unitary dynamics. In other words, our
LOCC inequalities have loopholes, in the same way as Bell
inequalities do. And in precisely the same way, it is not
difficult to envisage how such loopholes could be closed, at
least in principle.

To this end, one could use quantum mechanics and
causality to generate the randomness needed to draw the
state y,, from the ensemble £,. Because of the fact that £; is
a Gaussian coherent state ensemble, there is a conceptually
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simple way to do so. Before the experiment takes place,
each oscillator should be paired with another, identical one,
and the two should be prepared in a two-mode squeezed
vacuum state |¥(r)) := [1/cosh(r)] D%, tanh*(r)|kk),
where r > 0 is the squeezing parameter. The n ancillary
oscillators are then sent to a remote location. As the
experiment begins, a heterodyne measurement represented
by the POVM (|z)(z|). ¢ is carried out on every ancillary
oscillator, and the outcome z = (z, ..., z,,) i$ transmitted at
the speed of light toward the main laboratory. Following the
measurement, the state in the main laboratory has immedi-
ately collapsed to the coherent state |a), where a =
ztanh(r) is distributed normally [as in Eq. (61)] with
variance 1/4 = cosh?(r). The gravitational dynamics then
starts to act on the system, although no information about
the value of z (equivalently, of a) has reached the main
laboratory yet.

When the signal containing a arrives, the appropriate
measurement (y,,, 1 —,) is carried out on the main
oscillators. The idea here is that the information on «
reaches the main laboratory only at the end of the experi-
ment; therefore, a malicious gravitational field would
not have been able to use it to reproduce the final state
with LOCCs only. Admittedly, this route may not be the
most practical. Indeed, as we have seen in Sec. IV D, the
experiment could well take minutes to complete; this would
mean that the remote location should be a few light minutes
away from the main laboratory. Nevertheless, it shows that
a solution is conceptually possible.

As for (B), note that it does not imply that gravity be
described by a quantum field; in fact, it does not tell us
much about how a theory of quantum gravity might look.
It merely implies that whatever gravity is, it cannot be
universally described by LOCC operations. This excludes,
for example, the notion of a classical field mediating the
interaction, that is, a field that takes a specific value at each
point in space and interacts locally with matter.

If the empirical frequency pyg in Eq. (130) is close to 1,
then our experiment is also telling us something more,
namely, that the dynamics of the system is represented to a
good approximation by the unitary operator corresponding to
the quantum Newtonian Hamiltonian Eq. (59). What hap-
pens instead if the dynamics is really genuinely quantum, but
it is not modeled by the Newtonian Hamiltonian Eq. (59),
intended as a quantum operator? In that case the results of
the experiment may well be inconclusive, simply because the
measurement we are carrying out, (y,, T — ), is not the
right one to detect the final state of the system. Testing an
alternative form of a quantum dynamics should be in
principle possible by modifying that final measurement.

At this point it is prudent to note that the test described
here requires some prior knowledge, specifically about the
type of unitary evolution that the particles undergo when
only subjected to gravitational interaction. This, in turn,
requires knowledge of the mass of the test particles and of

their distances. In real-world experiments, we will never
know the quantities with absolute precision (see also
Appendix H for a more in-depth analysis of the main sources
of noise and imperfections that we anticipate). We empha-
size, however, that some degree of uncertainty in this regard,
such as imprecise knowledge of mass, does not immediately
invalidate our approach. Our LOCC inequality is a continu-
ous function of the density matrix and the unitary operation
involved. This follows from our Theorem 7, given that the
key quantity in question, the conditional min-entropy, is
known to be continuous, as established in Ref. [83].
Consequently, while small uncertainties in the state or the
unitary operation may reduce the gap between the highest
fidelity achievable by LOCC gravity and by quantum gravity,
due to the continuity of these properties only substantial
uncertainties would render the test inconclusive.

We may also dispense with the requirement of prior
knowledge assumed so far by employing process tomog-
raphy on the channel created by the gravitational inter-
action, and possibly by other interactions, between Alice
and Bob’s particles. This can, once again, be accomplished
by introducing coherent states on both Alice and Bob’s
particles and subsequently applying quantum state tomog-
raphy through local measurements on the states resulting
from this interaction. In principle, this method is sufficient
to determine the characteristics of the channel without the
need for prior channel knowledge. However, it is worth
noting that this approach is more resource intensive in
terms of experimental resources compared to the previously
presented protocol.

Finally, let us discuss how our proposal compares with
previous ones. Most of the recent literature has focused on
the idea of certifying the non-LOCCness of gravity by
detecting the entanglement it generates, either in a matter-
wave interferometer [6,8,15,118], or between modes of
light [10], or else between quantum harmonic oscillators
[9,13,14]. As previously mentioned, the main advantage of
our approach is that it does away with the need to detect
entanglement in the system altogether. This is because our
theoretical bounds can certify the non-LOCCness of the
dynamics even when entanglement is never present in the
system.

To see how this conceptual distinction actually turns into
a practical advantage, let us have a closer look at previous
proposals such as Refs. [9,13]. Note that the interaction
Hamiltonian considered, e.g., in Ref. [9], Eq. (2), is
essentially the same as our Eq. (2). Also, the base case
considered in Ref. [9], that of two massive harmonic
oscillators initialized in their ground states and interacting
exclusively via gravity, is very similar to our setting, which
features coherent states, i.e., displaced ground states. In
light of these similarities, it is remarkable that the signals
predicted by the two schemes are so different: while
following Ref. [9] one finds that the two oscillators achieve
a maximum entanglement of the order of 2Gm/(d*w?) =
2y/w after a time ¢ ~ n/(2w), where y := Gm/(d*w) is as
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in Eq. (92), in Sec. IV C we have shown that the right-hand
side of our LOCC inequality, i.e., our upper bound on the
classical simulation fidelity, decreases as 1 — 2yt down to
its smallest value 1/4, achieved for t = z/(2y). Therefore,
while waiting for longer boosts the signal in our scheme,
at least in principle, the maximum signal strength in
Refs. [9,13] is bounded at all times by the typically small
number 2y/w, at least in the absence of squeezing—more
on that below. We believe that this advantage may prove
important in practical implementations.

The technical reason that explains this fundamental
difference is that the interaction Hamiltonian considered
in both Refs. [9,13] as well as in our work, of the form x, x,,
contains in fact two interaction terms of different types: (i) a
beam-splitter term of the form a'b + ab’, which does not
generate entanglement when the initial state is coherent,
and (ii) a two-mode squeezing term of the form ab + a'b".
Since only entanglement generation is considered in
Refs. [9,13], it is only term (ii) that plays a role there.
The key drawback of that approach, however, is that such a
term is strongly suppressed by the rotating-wave approxi-
mation. On the other hand, since we do away with the need
to generate entanglement, the signal we predict, which
comes mainly from term (i) and thus survives the rotating
wave approximation, is substantially stronger.

It is important to note that although Refs. [9,13] do
discuss the case of entanglement generation starting from
coherent states, this is done mainly for explanatory pur-
poses, while the actual proposal there revolves around
employing squeezed states of motion. This is a possible
solution to obtain a decisive signal boost also in the
entanglement-based scheme. However, preparing squeezed
states is bound to entail a substantial increase in overall
experimental complexity, while in our proposal we only
employ much more easily attainable coherent states. For
this reason, we believe that our scheme may have distinc-
tive advantages over the squeezing-based ones.

The same considerations also apply when we compare
our proposal to others based on matter-wave interferometry.
These involve relatively large masses with their centers of
mass prepared in a superposition of two distinct coherent
states, that is, in a Schrodinger-cat-like state. Preparing
these states requires the introduction of nonlinearities in the
Hamiltonian, either by adding an ancillary system, e.g., a
two-level system, or by modifying the trapping potential to
contain terms of order higher than quadratic. Arguably,
both of these options entail experimental challenges sig-
nificantly greater than that of preparing coherent states.
Indeed, as we mentioned in the Introduction, the heaviest
object for which matter-wave interference has been observed
is a large molecule with mass ~4 x 10723 kg [40], still much
too small to generate any appreciable gravitational field.

Another proposal to which it is worth comparing
our own is that contained in the recent work [119]. In
that proposal, maps that can generate entanglement are
distinguished from maps that cannot, even though no

entanglement is actually generated during the experiment.
In spite of this apparent similarity—the absence of gen-
erated entanglement—there are at least three crucial
differences between [119] and our work.

The most important one from the conceptual standpoint,
and certainly the most relevant for practical applications, is
that although they contain no entanglement, the initial
states of Ref. [119] are still highly delocalized states of
relatively large masses. Such states are precisely what is
required in entanglement-based proposals, and preparing
them is well known to be exceptionally challenging from an
experimental point of view. In this sense, the experimental
difficulty associated with the protocol in Ref. [119] is
comparable to that of entanglement-based tests. The initial
states required by our proposal, on the contrary, are simple
coherent states, arising naturally as (displaced) ground
states of harmonic oscillators. As such, they are more
easily obtained than the delocalized states of Ref. [119].

The aim of the proposal in Ref. [119] is to certify that
the dynamics induced by gravity is not a nonentangling
map—i.e., it can generate entanglement. This stands in
contrast with our framework, which aims to detect the
non-LOCCness of the dynamics. Importantly, the class of
nonentangling operations is strictly larger than the class of
LOCC maps. That is, there are nonentangling maps that are
not LOCC [120]—in fact, the two classes lead to very
different entanglement manipulation rates [121,122]. Our
result is therefore strictly more powerful as it allows us to
discriminate whether gravity is of non-LOCC form (and
therefore non-classical), even if it would not have the
ability to generate entanglement. Furthermore, our setup
allows us to test for even finer graduations, as different
classes of operations, and thus different underlying physi-
cal models of gravity, will lead to their own fidelity
thresholds, which may then be tested in our experiment.
In this sense, our test is more refined not only than that in
Ref. [119], but also than experiments that test merely the
generation of entanglement.

Finally, the nonentangling maps excluded by the witness
found in Ref. [119] are only those that satisfy the
population-preservation hypothesis. While this is certainly
a reasonable assumption in the context of that work, we
would like to remark that our non-LOCC inequalities are
much more general: their violation allows us to automati-
cally exclude all LOCC processes, without any restriction.

In summary, the majority of the existing literature has
focused on utilizing widely spread states, such as the
aforementioned squeezed Gaussian and Schrodinger-cat
states, for their ability to boost the rate of entanglement
generation in entanglement-based tests [123]. However,
besides the already discussed challenges in their prepara-
tion, these states also represent an increased dissipation
channel, as their delocalization not only enhances the
interaction between the objects of interest but also the
interaction of each of the bodies with their environment. In
contrast, in our proposed test, the interacting bodies remain
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at all times in separable coherent states. We consider this
another significant advantage of our protocol over previous
ones, as this eliminates the obstacles related to state
preparation and also removes the decoherence associated
with highly delocalized systems.

Naturally, our proposal is not without challenges. The
primary ones lie in achieving the necessary long coherence
times, high-quality factors, and low environmental temper-
atures, which themselves require important experimental
progress. While comparing these difficulties to those
associated with entanglement-based tests may be elusive,
as the two frameworks ultimately present their own unique
sets of challenges, we believe that our proposal opens a
new experimental avenue. This is bound to be inherently
enriching and positive, as it allows the exploration of
diverse paths toward a shared goal.

B. Conclusions

The weight of modern physics lies on two well-tested
albeit ill-matching pillars, namely, general relativity and
quantum mechanics. While a marriage between the two
has been sought right since their birth at the dawn of the
20th century, the truth is that physicists still await an
invitation to the wedding. Arguably, one of the aspects that
is delaying this is the lack of access to experiments where
the source of a measurable gravitational field exhibits
quantum properties such as superposition of its center of
mass. Typically, this has been considered to be an exper-
imentally inaccessible regime with state-of-the-art technol-
ogy; a perception that might be changing with the advent
of quantum technologies, and in particular with that of
quantum optomechanics, which is showing an ever-
improving quantum control of massive systems. While a
direct test of the quantization of the gravitational field
remains a daunting task, indirect ways of testing quantum
aspects of gravity have recently stirred the physics commu-
nity. In particular, significant interest has been raised toward
experiments that could, in principle, test whether the gravi-
tational interaction between masses with quantum mechani-
cal degrees of freedom can be reproduced by using only local
operations and classical communication. To the best of our
knowledge, all of the existing proposals in this respect rely on
looking for the generation of entanglement mediated by
gravity, a phenomenon that is impossible to reproduce if the
interaction is modeled by an LOCC channel.

Here we have shown, in stark contrast, that entanglement
is not a necessary ingredient for this type of test. To achieve
this we have established a general LOCC inequality, i.e., an
upper bound on the fidelity that an LOCC protocol can
achieve when trying to reproduce certain classes of unitary
evolutions. This can then be tested for a subset of states,
although, under such an evolution, these same states never
get entangled. Finding final output state fidelities above the
computed threshold would thus violate the LOCC inequal-
ity, indicating that the evolution is not of an LOCC type.

This has immediate implications for the experimental
efforts to implement this type of tests. Entanglement-based
tests of gravity require the generation of large spatial
superpositions of massive systems, a task of significant
experimental challenge. Our result shows that this is not
necessary, thereby removing one important obstacle toward
this goal. We have provided a detailed analysis of the
prospects for an experimental implementation of our ideas
and shown that, while technology would still require
significant improvement, these requirements are not harder
to meet than those of entanglement-based tests. In fact,
while our experiment would necessitate similarly low
dissipation rates, it does not require the generation of
coherently delocalized quantum states, which is extremely
challenging experimentally, nor the detection of entangle-
ment, which, for gravitational experiments, is expected to
be extremely small and fragile to all sorts of decoherence
sources, and thus very challenging to detect.

In short, our result represents a conceptual shift with
respect to the established notions regarding tests of quan-
tum aspects of gravity with quantum technologies, and with
it it opens the door to a novel class of experiments.
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APPENDIX A: DETOUR: CLASSICAL
THRESHOLDS FOR TELEPORTATION
AS A SPECIAL CASE OF THEOREM 7

The usefulness of our methods, and in particular of
Theorem 7, is best illustrated by applying it to the simplest
possible case, that in which there are only two parties (n = 2)
and the A, and A} subsystems are trivial, A; ~ A’ are
isomorphic, and moreover Uy 4 = 14,4, is the identity
channel. Although this setting is not immediately relevant to
the application considered here, it has been the subject of
extensive investigation in the context of classical simulation
of teleportation. Indeed, the task at hand consists in simulat-
ing a perfect teleportation channel A; — A} on an ensemble
of pure states £ using only operations that are LOCC with
respect to the splitting 1:2, that is, using measure-and-
prepare (MP) channels A; — A%, i.e., channels of the form

AXy) =3, Tr[XAlE‘;‘]pf;), where (E;), is a (discrete)
2

POVM, and pf) are states. The quantity
2

P2 = Fcf(gv ]]A1—>A’2) = sup ZpaTr[A(Wa)l//a]’
AEMP(A|=AL) ¢

(A1)
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i.e. the maximal average fidelity obtainable by such a
simulation, is also known in this context as the classical
threshold. This quantity has garnered a lot of attention as a
benchmark for quantum experiments, and has been com-
puted in a variety of scenarios: (a) for Haar-random ensem-
bles of qubit and qudit states [56-59]; (b) for Gaussian
ensembles of coherent states [45,60]; (¢) for ensembles of
general Gaussian states [84—87]; and finally (d) for ensem-
bles of continuous-variable states invariant under some
group action [88,89]. With our methods it is possible to
recover several of these results swiftly and with a much more
transparent proof. Applied to this special case, our Theorem 7
gives the bound

Fer(€ ) Sinf {3 poa @y <kE@ 1},
(A2)

Below, we show how to recover from this two classic results.

(a) Haar-random qudit states. Let £y 4 be the ensemble
composed of all qudit states with the Haar measure.
Then it is known that [56-59]

2

YRRt (A3)

Fer(EmaVama) =

While a lower bound on the left-hand side is easy to
find by making an appropriate ansatz for the measure-
and-prepare channel A in Eq. (A1), a matching upper
bound can be derived from Eq. (A2) by remembering
from Eq. (48) that

28

aan M

/dwu/®l//=

where § is the projector onto the symmetric sub-
space, and then by making the ansatz £ = 1/d and
k=2/(d+1). Note that Eq. (A3) implies that the
bound on the classical simulation fidelity of the swap
operation we found in Eq. (49) is in fact tight: indeed,
one can always simulate a swap by teleporting each
state on the other side separately.

(b) Ensembles of coherent states. Let p be a phase-
invariant probability distribution on the complex plane
C;ie., p(ea) = p(a) for all p €R and a € C. Then
one can consider the ensemble of coherent states
&, ={pr(a),|a){a|},cc- A notable ensemble of this
kind is the Gaussian ensemble p(a)= p,(a) =
(A/m)e " where A > 0, which will play a key role
later in the paper. In Ref. [60] (see also Ref. [45],
Sec. VIIL.1.2), it was shown that the corresponding
classical threshold evaluates to

1+41

A
2417 (45)

Fcf(gm’ ]]A1—>A'2) -

converging in particular to 1/2 as 4 — 0, and thus the
ensemble becomes very spread out. Once again,
establishing a lower bound on F.,(E,,, T ;) is

relatively easy—a heterodyne measurement is the
right ansatz—and the difficult part is to prove an
upper bound. The main drawbacks of the proof of the
upper bound in Ref. [60] are that (i) it is somewhat
lengthy—it occupies six pages in Ref. [45] (pp. 232—
237)—and (ii) it cannot be easily generalized to
arbitrary phase-invariant distributions. We can solve
both of these issues with the help of our Theorem 7.
Proposition 14. For any phase-invariant probability
distribution p on C, it holds that

N
(€5, 14 ) <inf su A6
Fep(E,. 14, A) qu%ﬂNkZ;Qk<k> (A6)
N
1 /N
< su — , A7
NE%M;W(,C) (A7)

where the infimum is over all probability distributions ¢
on N, and

1
=y [ Pap@eFa,(as)

Uy = da p(a)eo|a|?*. (A9)

k!
In particular, for p(a) e~*lo we recover
Eq. (AS).

Proof. We start by computing the operator appearing in
Eq. (A2), which in this case takes the form

= pila) = (A/x)

/ a p(a)|a){a ® ) a]
1 Rl |h k|®\h’ k’|/

—2\(1\ athh’( )k+k/

ko R=0 h'k'h"k’
S N

2 h) (k| ® [N — h)(N — k| 2 ~2Jaf?

= d*a p(a)e2lal|g|2N
523 IBMOW M [ i ptaetlo

éi XN: ) (k| @ |N — h)(N —k| (Z)(Z)

N=0  hk=0
2372 ) (. (A10)
N=0

Here, in 1 we used Eq. (12); in 2 we noticed that
[ da p(a)e P+ (@)% =0 unless h+h =k+
k' =: N, due to the phase invariance of p;in 3 we employed
the definition of uy, given by Eq. (A8); finally, in 4 we
defined the states
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=23 () wew-n. )

Note that the |¢y) are orthonormal states, because each of
them belongs to a different subspace of fixed total photon
number N, whose corresponding projector we denote by

N

My =Y [k){k| ® [N = k)(N — k].

k=0

(A12)

Now, to prove Eqgs. (A6) and (A7) we resort once more
to Eq. (A2). Setting &:= ) 2 qi|k)(k|, we see that the
operator inequality

> 2Nuylgn) byl <xkE@7T, (A13)
N=0
is satisfied if and only if
2Vun ) (| <k Ty (E@ 1)y
N
=k Y qlk)(k ® IN—k) (k| (Al4)

k=0

for all N € N. Remembering that b|y) (| < A if and only if
w € supp(A) and b{w|A~!|y) < 1, where the inverse of A is
taken on the support, it is immediate to deduce from this
that the minimal « for which this can hold is given by the
right-hand side of Eq. (A6). The inequality in Eq. (A7),
instead, is obtained by making the ansatz ¢, = v, where v,
is given by Eq. (A9).

Finally, for the Gaussian case a straightforward calculation
shows that uy = A(2 + )"Vt and v, = A(1 4+ 1) 7%, so that
pin >oro(L/v) () = (14 2)/(2 + 4) forall N €N, recov-
ering the results of Hammerer et al. [Eq. (A5)] [60]. [ ]

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 7
WITH GENERAL INFINITE-DIMENSIONAL
ENSEMBLES

Throughout this appendix, we explain how to modify the
proof of Theorem 7 to adapt it to the general setting where
& = {du(a),y,} is a general ensemble of possibly infinite-
dimensional states v, = |y,) (y,|, where |w,) € H and the
only assumption on H is that it is separable as a Hilbert
space. Here, p is a generic probability measure on some
measure space, and accordingly Eq. (40) takes the form

Fcf(5’ U) = sup
AELOCC(A—A")

/W@WWWW% (B1)
while Eq. (44) becomes

&m=/@@WM®wwm (B2)

Clearly, it suffices to prove Eq. (43), as Eq. (45) follows
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 7 presented in the main
text. To achieve this, we modify Eq. (51) as follows: Let us
take a generic LOCC operation A € LOCC and consider

k > 0 such that RAfA’ <ké4 ® 14. Then

Fcf(g’ U)
_/Mwmw%ww
;/Wm&gwmxquﬁmmxwu>

Stimint [ du(a)((wis o[ DSI02)a () (B
d—oo

= Jim inf Tr[Rya DAY
d—o

4

< 1i£n inf x

=K. (B4)

The most delicate step in the above calculation is 1. There,
we introduced the unnormalized Choi-Jamiotkowski
state Dj‘\f‘l; defined over the first d basis vectors, formally
given by Egs. (31) and (30), but where now {|1), [2),...}
is a possibly infinite Hilbert basis of H,. Calling
I, :=>¢_,|£)(¢], one observes that Eq. (53) can be
modified so as to give M Q@ 1|D,) =1 (II,MT7)|D,)
for any bounded operator M. Then, as in Eq. (B5) we
compute

(wawalDaalwiws)

=d Trly;, @ ol ® A)(D,)]

=d Tr(1 @ yo(I ® A)((yi ® 1))
=d Tr1 @y, (I @ A)((1® (M) Py)]
= d TrlyA(Tr [(1® (Mw,))Pa))]

= Trlyo Ay, I1,)]

= (ol ATy I, [we)., (BS)

which implies in particular that

N ey Daalvawe) = (el Aa)lwa)  (BO)

due to the strong convergence of Iy, I, to w, as d -
for each a. This completes the justification of 1 in Eq. (B3).
Continuing, in 2 we applied Fatou’s lemma, in 3 we

used Eq. (B2), and finally 4 follows as in Eq. (51). This
completes the proof of Theorem 7 in the general case.
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APPENDIX C: TAYLOR EXPANSION OF THE
HAMILTONIAN OF GRAVITATIONALLY
INTERACTING HARMONIC OSCILLATORS

Consider a system of n particles, each bound to a one-
dimensional harmonic oscillator (Fig. 2). We assume that
these particles interact with each other gravitationally, and
that the oscillation amplitude is much smaller than the
distance between the oscillator centers. In this appendix, we
employ this approximation to perform a Taylor expansion
of the total Hamiltonian.

In what follows, we denote the position of the jth center
with ﬁ? €R3, the angular frequency of the harmonic
oscillator with w;, the mass of the particle with m;, the
direction of the oscillation line with 7 ;€ R3, where
l|l72;]| = 1, and the position of the particle along that line
with x; €R. The position of the jth particle is thus

R = R + x;i1;. Remembering that we set d; ik = ﬁk ﬁo
we see that the gravitational interaction between partlcles i
and j contributes

Gm;m Gm:m
S ]_)k = —— A]k - (Cl)
IR; — Ryl djx = x;it; + xi |
to the total energy.
We start by computing
lldjk = x;f; + x|~ (€2)
1 1 ~ Xi . Xk A -1
= d~k——jn-+—nk
djk J djk J djk

1 2 N N

e (M= xh: -l —xiftr-d

djk( djk(xj”/ Jjk — Xil ,k)
1, R S

+—d2 (xj + X = 2x;x, 71 - 7y,
ik

1 2

éd— (1 —f(xjcosﬁjk + x cosby;)
Jk jk

-1/2

( 2 X7 — 2xjxkcosgajk))

1 1
%d_- <1 +d_<(xj cos 0 + x; cos Oy;)
jk jk

2aﬂk( X7 — 2X;X;.COSQ i)
j

3/2\?
+ g (d_) (xj 088 + x; cos 6y ;) + third-order terms)
ik
4 1
= _ﬂ((l - 3c0529jk)x? + (1 —3cos?6y,)x;
J

—2(cos@jx +3cos 6 cosOy;)xx;)

+ constant + linear terms + third-order terms. (C3)

Here, in 1 we introduced the notation d; = ||Zl]k|| and
lek = (:ijk/djk), in 2 we defined the angles 6,6,
@ €0, ] via the relations (60), in 3 we Taylor expanded

13
(1+Z)‘”2:1—5Z+—z2+0(IZI3) (z—=0), (C4)

8
and finally in 4 it is understood that a linear term is a
generic addend CjXjs while a third-order term is of the
form Cjkijxkx,,ﬂ

The Hamiltonian of the system can therefore be
expressed as

1 : Gm;
HZ <_m.w2x2+”_>_z "M
J

N = x4 x|

2
- 1 Gm;my
J J
£3 (st o) 453
J

Jj<k
x ((1=3c08%6 ) x7 + (1 = 3cos?6;)x;
- 2(COS ¢jk + 3 COS 9]]( COS ij)xjxk)
-+ constant + linear terms + third-order terms

1 p?
— E 2.2 J

J

Gmjmy,
+= Z < Z Z, (1- 3cos26’jk)>xf
j

J o Nkik#E]
1 Gm:m
_EZ dé] k(cosqojk+3cosijcosekj)xjxk
J#Fk Jk

+ constant + linear terms + third-order terms

P2+p2

izfle%
J

1 Ghmk

(2 T

Gh. /iy

B 3
2 P djk’ /(ijk

(1—3cos?0; )) X7

(cos@j +3cosf; cos by ;)X Xy

-+ constant + linear terms + third-order terms, ~ (C5)
where 5 is just Eq. (59), in 6 we plugged Eq. (C3),
and finally in 7 we employed the dimensionless vari-
ables X;, p; defined by Eq. (71). The quadratic term in
Eq. (C5), specialized to the case where w; = w for all j,
yields Eq. (C5).

Thus, to complete the motivation of Eq. (69) it only
remains to justify why we can neglect the constant and
linear terms appearing in Eq. (C5). The constant terms
clearly commute with everything else and amount to an
overall phase, so they can safely be ignored. What about the
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linear terms? As it turns out, they can be ignored, too,
because the unitary evolution corresponding to a sum of
linear and a quadratic Hamiltonian can be expanded as

e—(it/h)(Hyn+Hy) — e—(if/fl)l:lline—(it/h)Hq (C6)
where Ay, # Hy;, is a new linear Hamiltonian, but the H, qon
the right-hand side is the same as on the left-hand
side. The above observation can be proved in many
ways, but the most immediate is perhaps via the
Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula, which dictates that
e~ it/ (HintHq) o (it/MHy can be rewritten as an exponential
of —(it/h)Hy, plus a complicated expression involving
nested commutators of —(it/h)(Hy, + Hg) and (it/h)H,

since there is only one quadratic term, which naturally
commutes with itself, and the canonical commutation
relations Eq. (11) lower the degree of any expression
involving commutators by 2, a little thought reveals that
only linear terms can survive any chain of nested commu-
tators of this sort. Thus, e~ (/M) (Hin+H,) o(it/m)Hy mygt be the
exponential of a linear operator. Now, since H,, = > i CiX;
and x; acts only on the jth oscillator, we see that e~ it/ i —
®; \%4 j is in fact a product unitary. Thanks to Lemma 6, this

has no effect on the LOCC simulation fidelity.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF THEOREM 7

This appendix is devoted to the presentation of a
complete mathematical proof of Theorem 10. To apply
Theorem 7 to the Gaussian coherent state ensemble
described in the statement of Theorem 10, we first need
to compute the operator R4, given by Eq. (44) for the case
of interest. This is given by

Ry = / dap,(@)a’) (@], ® (Usla) U}y  (D1)

where the systems A, A’ are composed of n modes each.
Note that

Ry =TraRyn
~ [ dapi@le)a]

- & e o) (a1,

C

j=1
= ]§1 (71/1)/4], (D2)

where

- v 1 )
1Z<y+1> |n)(n| = /dzzﬁe‘z' |2)(z|

: (D3)

is the thermal state with mean excitation number v > 0,
expressed in the rightmost side of the above equation by
means of its P representation [124], Eq. (4.5.36). This
suggests that we should take a thermal state as an ansatz for
£, in Eq. (43). In the interest of rigor, we will choose £, =
(1'187;# ), to be a thermal state with a slightly larger mean

photon number than 1/4. Here, u > 0 is a parameter that we
will take to O later on, and 4, is defined by

2 _A=2p
,M'_ 1+/’¢'

(D4)

The precise functional dependence of 4, on u is immaterial,
as long as 4, > A for all x>0 and h m,_o+ 4, = 4. The
specific ch01ce in Eq. (D4) is made for convenience.

For every fixed J C [n], we then obtain that

1 . .

Fer (€, Us) Shgl}(r)lf dmax< AA'H(TlM ) ® ]]A’>
2. . —1/2\@n pls (.~1/2\&n
*hinjnf lmax(( T/, )RRy (7 T/, )4 )

1T Ty
_hmmf imax<( Ay A,)
H—

(D5)
The above steps are justified as follows: in 1 we used
Theorem 7, and in particular Eq. (43), employing as
ansatz &, = (r%ﬂ) 4 [see Eq. (D3)]; in 2 we leveraged
Eq. (34)—we will soon see that what is enclosed in
brackets is indeed a bounded operator—and omitted a
tensor product with T, for brevity; finally, in 3 we
introduced the operator

AAT 1/2\@nply (. =1/2\®n\ el
ot = ((71//1 )" R (71, )4 n) e
— (U @npla (~1/2\®
- ( C1/2, ) nRAiV( C1/d, )An’ (D6)
where we chose the local Fock basis as the one with respect

to which we are taking the transposition, and noted that a
thermal state is diagonal in this basis.
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Continuing, we compute

oML / da py(a)(r7}/)®

UA’ <® d2a —e—/llal < 1/2|a )(a]|11 1/2) | ® |aj><aj

dza] 1+4) e~ (=4)la;?
mhy
7 /1(
= ? ®U¢ (
3y AA’ dzﬁ] (1 +/1 )
- 2—1—/1 7,

IS
"==| —_ ‘t=|>—~

“ui(®
¢
(@
(s
(E et

The above steps can be justified as follows. In 4 we used
Egs. (D1) and (D6). In 5 we decomposed every operator
except Ug modewise. In 6 we noticed that

r}ézim—f—? VPRI, (D8)

for all peC and ¢ > 0, as can be verified directly by
writing everything out in Fock basis. In 7 we set
@, = arccos(1/,/2 +1,), introduced the beam-splitter
unitary acting on two modes defined by

U = e(ﬂ<atb_ab7)v (Dg)

@

where a, b are the annihilation operators of the first and
second mode, respectively, and recalled that

|fcos g + ysing, —fsin g + y cos @),
(D10)

U(p'ﬁ’ J/><ﬁ’ 7| =

for all g,y €C. Incidentally, U, is the Gaussian unitary
[cf. Eq. (16)] corresponding to a rotation matrix—which is,
in particular, symplectic. Namely,

cos @

Uy="Ury). Rlp):= (Sin(p

Sm(”). (D11)
cos @

In 9 we changed variable, setting f8; := /2 + 4,a;, an
leveraged Eq. (D3). Finally, in 10 we noted that
lim,, o+ [(1+4,)4/4,(A=4,)] = (14-4/2+ 1), and defined
the state

"la)(ala(z7)%" ® (Usla)(@lU§)

I

T (1 ], @ el ) w4
) ~(=4)las*| 0) ( ()|A ®‘,/2+,1 a; ><,/2+/1,,aj

@) wsy

e I 0,01, @ 5 ) (U67) ) 08

+ Ay A B AA pooaaNT
) U? <Q Uy, ><|0><O|A® 71/,¢ )(@ U% > (U§ )t
Jj=

(D7)

lwAA’ (®U¢” )00, ® (55, ) (éuiif’)'-

(D12)
Now, from Eq. (D5) we continue by writing

Fcf(gb US)
.. AT, Ta
< liminf A, ((Qﬂ ) ")
u—0

1+4 1 AN AT /
<2i/1> hmmf’u ﬂmax((U/S‘ VU )FAJ‘FAJ), (D13)

where 11 comes from Eq. (D7).

We now need to evaluate the rightmost side of Eq. (D13).
To do so, it is instrumental to observe that the operator
whose maximal eigenvalue we need to calculate is the
partial transpose of a centered Gaussian state, and thus
it is itself a centered Gaussian operator with trace one.
Denoting with W its quantum covariance matrix, we can
thus write

(Ugra)ﬁA/U?/T)FAJpFA’J _ GI[W‘]’”,O}, (Dl4)

where the right-hand side is defined by Eq. (21). We can
compute the operator norm of the above operator thanks to
Eq. (24), provided that we first compute W, ,. Start by

observing that a);;‘A' is a centered Gaussian state, too, for all

p > 0. We will denote its covariance matrix by V[wi4']. We
have that
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V]wi]
(cosg,)T (sing,)T 1 0
( (sing,) 1 (cosg, )T )(0 (,%+1)ﬂ>
<(cosg0,,)1] (sm(pﬂ)>
sm(p,,)ﬂ (cosg,)1
2(1424,)+u2+24))1  24/T+2,1
2+1 Ju VI+2,1 (2+(2+/1,,)u)1]>’
(D15)
where 12 is because
= (S, )T )
(D16)

holds in general for all two-mode states p and all angles
0eR, with Uy being as usual the beam-splitter unitary
Eq. (D9). This follows immediately by combining
Egs. (D11) and (23). Hence,

W = V(U e Uy ]
A 1, 0
13 J A /
:< A’)(o s )V[‘”’/;‘A]
>4 "
5 (11 A 0 )(29[ )
0 S >y
A, [
_ ( » )v@;:ﬂ( T A,), (D17)
Zj SA/ SA/ZJ

where in 13 we used Egs. (23) and (29), introducing the
matrices

=@l & @( —1>Ak

jelJ keJ¢

, |
z;*—ea( ) ® Dy (DIY)
jed -1 keJe

which represent the partial transpositions with respect to
A Je and A‘,]

Now, including the factor u™" coming from Eq. (D13),
let us write

1 ©aarvoarinTa Ty
ﬁimax((UéwﬁA U? T) Y AJ)

1
= ﬁlmax(Gl [WJ,W O])

141 2
/’lnf 1]+Uf(WJﬂ)

15 22n ﬁ 1
,u” =1 1+ |Spf(WJ,;¢QAA’)|

16 22" 1 4n 1
det(W,;, Q) \| 255 1+ [spr(Qua W7,

- 22n 1 4n 1
b2 n - (D19)

The above steps are justified as follows: 14 comes from
Eq. (24); in 15 we leveraged Eq. (20) and introduced the
notation sp,(M) for the ¢th eigenvalue of a matrix M
(the order is not important here); in 16 we observed that the
inverse of the eigenvalues of an invertible matrix coincide
with the eigenvalues of the inverse matrix; finally, 17 is a
consequence of the fact that

2 2n
det(W‘/‘ﬂQAA» = det W‘]’M — <_ + 1) N (DZO)
H

as becomes clear by looking at Eqs. (D15) and (D17) and
recalling that detS =1 as § is symplectic.
Plugging Eq. (D19) into Eq. (D13) yields

2(14+2)\"
F..(€,,Uyg) <
(& S)—< 21 )
4n 1
x liminf (D21)

#=0 ;;[1 1+ [sps (Qua W7l

We will next show how to evaluate the limit in Eq. (D21).
Proceeding formally from Eq. (D15), one can see that

= (507 S0 )

g —(sing,)1
(cosg,)1  —(sing,)T
x < (sing,)1  (cosg,)l > (D22)
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Thus,
, (cosgg)T  (singyp)1 10

imV[wi?]! =
o' = (gt o) 0 0)

X<(COS¢0)“ (Sln(ﬂo)ﬂ>

(singo)l  (cosgy)T
B 1T —VTHal
_2—+i<—\/1+,1ﬂ (1+A)ﬂ>’ (B23)

where in the last line we remembered that ¢, :=
arccos(1/4/2 + 4,). Therefore, from Eq. (D17) we see that

-1 ._ 1 -1
Wig = thM
u—=0

A A
g<2,‘ )V[a/m’]-' <z,[ )
I y— Hu _ !
W Sy

1 /1411
2+4 ( 2/,*/5;,1)(—\/11711 (14+ )1 )
(7 sy

12?’
q
ZZ—H( zﬁ’s;ﬁ)(— 1+/111)
A
e v ()
% 5 Jlr s LLY. (D24)

Here, in 18 we recalled Eq. (D17), in 19 we used Eq. (D23),
and in 20 we defined

¥4,
L,:=< / " _T)(ﬂ —/T+1)
'S

ZA
= ( " > (D25)
—V1+22)S,)

Thanks to Eq. (D24) and using the continuity of the
spectrum [125], Chap. II, Sec. V. 1, we can take the limit
u — 0 explicitly in Eq. (D21), obtaining that

2(1 +,1)>n al 1
2+4 7o L+ [sp (Qua W)l

(D26)

F (€. Us) < <

Now,

sp(QaaW7h)

21 1
:Sp<2~|—ﬂQAA LJL >

22

1
:Sp(2 )]L QAA/LJ> U{O,,O}

2n times
B oo (@ - (1+1)51Q,51) ) U {0, ... 0}
P 24207 / —
2n times
u 1 iz, 0o, ....0}. (D27)
2+ 4 o —
2n times

Here, in 21 we plugged in the expression Eq. (D24) for
W]’}). In 22, instead, we recalled that for two matrices M, N
of sizes h x k and k x h, respectively, if & > k, then

sp(MN) = sp(NM) U {0, ...,0}. (D28)

h—k times

In 23 we calculated

,(Q
LYQuuL; = (28 =1 +,IS;,1Z§‘)< A

)
5 ( A )
—V1+22)'s]

- QJ - (1 + A)S_IQJS_T, (D29)

where in the last line we observed, according to Eq. (75),
that X, Q¥ ;e = Q; and analogously X,;QX; = —€Q,. Finally,
in 24 we introduced the 2n x 2n Hermitian matrix:

ZA,S,J = (1 + /I)S_IiQJS_T - le (D30)

From the above calculation, we see that the nonzero eigen-
values of Q, W7} coincide in modulus with those of Z, 5 ;,

which we denoted in the statement of Theorem 10 with
7,(4, S, J). Continuing from Eq. (D26), we thus obtain that

2(1_’_/1))” 2n 1
F..(&,Ug) <
f( i S) ( 24 E]+ﬁ|ZK(ﬂ,S,J)|

_<2(1+1)>n ﬁ 2+
242 T2+ A+ z.(4, 8, )|
27(1 + A)"

N2+ A+ 2 (2 ST

(D31)

To conclude the proof, it suffices to minimize over J C [n].
Because of the fact that exchanging J with J amounts to the
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substitution Z, s ; — Z; 5 ;o = —Z, 5.;, and the above upper
bound only depends on the modulus of the eigenvalues, we
see that restricting to subsets J with |J| < |n/2] suffices. The
same conclusion can be reached by appealing to Remark 2.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OF THEOREM 11

Most of the heavy lifting needed to prove Theorem 11
has been already done while establishing Theorem 10.
Before we do the rest and provide a complete proof of
Theorem 11, it is worth stating a technical lemma that will
play an important role in the argument. In it, we formalize a
very simple version of the rotating-wave approximation.

Lemma 15. Let X be a Hermitian matrix, and let Z be any
matrix of the same size as X. Then,
~ikX pi(kX+Z) — oiPx(2)

lim e~ %X ¢i

K—0o0

(E1)

where Px(Z) := > _; P,ZP; is the “X-pinched” operator Z,
defined via the eigenprojectors P; of X.

Proof. Let the spectral decomposition of X be
X =) ;4;P;, where each /; is a distinct eigenvalue of
X, so that 4; # 4, for j ;é j'. From the discussion in
Ref. [125], Chap. II, Secs. 2.1 and 2.3, we see that for
sufficiently small e the spectral decomposition of X + €Z is
of the form X +eZ =, >, Ay(e)Pji(e). Here, 1;(€) =
A+ ez +o(e) and Py (e) = Pj + o(1) as € — 0, where
P (zj;) are the kth eigenprojector (the kth eigenvalue) of
the jth block of Px(Z) [cf. Ref. [125], Chap. II,
Egs. (2.38)-(2.40)]. Note that ) ; Py = P;+o(1)
[cf. Ref. [125], Chap. II, Eq. (2.39)], so that
P;Pj, =06, Pj. Putting all together

—ikX pik(X+Z/x)
(e (Seeonin)
- ZZ —ikdy+ixAj(1/x) PPy (1/x)
_ Z Z oK(=2y)+izjto(l )(5/',,'/ij + 0(1))
BJk
=TT

— ¢iPx(2),

e

(E2)

which completes the proof. =
We now move on to the proof of Theorem 11.
Since the effective Hamiltonian H.g is given by H 4 =
(7/2)FT (w1,, + §)7 [see Eq. (69)], due to Eq. (17) we have

that
e~ it/MHyy — Us,

S = Q@1 +g) (E3)

where Q is as usual the standard symplectic form defined in
Eq. (11). Since we are estimating the LOCC simulation
fidelity, thanks to Lemma 6 we can freely apply a local
unitary. We thus make the substitution

e~ it/ M Her o (®j ei(hw/2)(i?+i)§))e—(iz/h)Heﬁ-_ (E4)
Since
®] ei(h(”/z)()_‘?Jrf’?) — ei(ha)/Z) Ej (X§+p%) — ei(a)t/Z)?T?’ (E5)

and the correspondence S — Ug is a group isomorphism
[cf. discussion below Eq. (17)], at the level of symplectic
matrices the substitution Eq. (E4) amounts to

S e—theQ(a}ﬂzﬂ-FZ/)t.

(E6)
At this point, since the right-hand side is a symplectic
matrix we could directly apply Theorem 10. Although this
is certainly possible, here we want to leverage assumption
(II"’) above to simplify the resulting expression. To do so,
we observe that because of assumption (III’), and in
particular of Eq. (68), the oscillation frequency @ is much
larger than the entries of §. Taking formally the limit
@ — oo amounts to making the rotating-wave approxima-
tion. We can do so rigorously by appealing to Lemma 15,
which entails that the effective dynamics is well approxi-
mated by the symplectic matrix

Ser = lim e~ @R eR(@15,+9)t — g’PiQ(Qgt)’ (E7)
wWw—>0

where

Pia(Z) =~ (P.ZP, + P_ZP_) = - (Z + QZQT)  (ES)

NI*—‘
Nl*—‘

is the iQ-pinching operation, and P, are the spectral
projections corresponding to the eigenvalues £1 of iQ,
so that iQ = P, — P_. It is easy to verify that

S = Pal@) =3 @5+ 30 =3 (° 7). @

2\—-g 0
Therefore,
oPia(Qan) — < CO.S (9t/2)  sin (gt/Z)) (E10)
—sin(gt/2) cos(gt/2)

is indeed an orthogonal symplectic matrix.

Note that the right-hand side of Eq. (73) is a continuous
function of S, so that we can take the limit @ — oo on S first
and then compute the upper bound on F., via Eq. (73).
Therefore, in the limit where assumptions (I), (IT), and (IIT")
are met, and therefore in particular the above rotating-wave
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approximation can be made, we can compute an upper
bound to F (&, e"/MHu) by evaluating the right-hand
side of Eq. (73) for S = S, given by Eq. (76).

To perform this calculation effectively, it is useful to
introduce the 2n x 2n complex matrix

1% Ll 1 (E11)
e\, —it, )

which satisfies

-Z, 0
as well as
G ( cos(gt/2) sin(gt/2)>
e —sin(gt/2) cos(gt/2)
= Vy(e'9/? @ e—i(gt/Z))V(T), (E13)
where we use the shorthand notation X @ Y := (}é 2)
Hence,
Vi((1+ 2) S, St — iQ,) Vg
1 1. .
=Vi((1 4 2)SHiQ, Ser — iQ)) Vg
= (1 +)(ViSer Vo) (V3 Vo) ViSer Vo — Vi,V
Z(=(1 4 A)e /D5, eil/2) 4 7))
® (14 2)e!9/2g,e101/2) — 7))
i(_((] +A)e i(91/2) 5, e=ilat/2) — 2,7
® (1 +2)el0)Z,e0) - 5,) (E14)

Here, in 1 we used the fact that S is an orthogonal matrix, 2
follows from Egs. (E12) and (E13), and in 3 we noticed that g
is real symmetric. Remembering that {w, (4, g1, J) } ,_; ., is
the spectrum of (1 4 A)e!@"/2)=,e~9"/2) — 5, the above
calculation, together with the observation that a matrix and its
transpose have the same spectrum, entails that

sp((1 + 2)SgiQySoif — i)

={weldgt, D)} ooy U{=we(Agt, )}y e (ELS)

Computing the right-hand side of Eq. (73) using this
information yields immediately the rightmost side of
Eq. (77), thereby concluding the proof.

APPENDIX F: PROOF OF THEOREM 12

We will now argue that if in addition to assumptions (I),
(II), and (IIT’), also assumption (IV) is met, then we can

expand the right-hand side of Eq. (73) according to
Eq. (83), with A scaling as in Eq. (84), with explicit
estimates reported in Egs. (88) and (89). This will prove the
first claim in Theorem 12. Let us start by noting that the
matrix in Eq. (78) can be expanded as

) it
(”/Z)Q_Ej 2/151 +—

(14 2yl 5

9.2+ T,
(F1)

where T is formally defined by Eq. (F1), and contains terms
of order AGmt/(d’w) or [Gmt/(d*w)]*. Although we do
not indicate this explicitly, T depends on 4, gt, and J. To
estimate its magnitude, it is useful to introduce the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm, defined for an N x N matrix X by

1X]l, = VTrX'X = (F2)
Let us now present a simple auxiliary lemma.
Lemma 16. For all matrices X, Y, it holds that
leXYe™ — Y], < (2Wls — 1) 7], (F3)

[eXYe™ — Y — [X, Y], < (XXl — 1 = 2||X][| ) |Y]l,.

(F4)

Proof. We will use several properties of two matrix
norms, namely, the Hilbert-Schmidt norm Eq. (F2) and
the operator norm Eq. (6). For a general introduction to
the topic, see the monograph by Bhatia [126], Sec. IV. 2.
We will make use of only two special cases of Holder’s
inequality [126], Corollary 1V.2.6; i.e.,

XY, < min {[|X][[[¥

o X[ 1Yl ), (FS)

1XY [ < [IX o l1¥ llco- (F6)

valid for all pairs of matrices X, Y. As an immediate
application of Eq. (F6) as well as of the triangle inequality,
note that the operator norm of the matrix-valued function

N-lxk > xk
Ay(X) =X - ;k— = ;;vﬁ (F7)

where N €N, is a positive integer, satisfies that

c |X||"
[ANX) e < Z
k=N !

where on the right-hand side we have the scalar version of
Ay, ie. Sy(x) = e* = Y ¥} (xk/k!). We are now ready to
delve into the proof of Eq. (F3), for which we write

vIXll),  (F8)
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leXye ™ = ¥|l, = [|[1 + A, (X)]Y[1 + A, (=X)] - 7],
<018 ()l + 1181 (=X) o
1A )AL =X
<126,(1X /1) + & (IX11)2IY 1

(61 (Xlle) + 1)? = 1][1¥ 1l
= (¥l —)]]7]l,.

(F9)

Here, 1 comes from repeated applications of Egs. (F5) and
(F6), and in 2 we used Eq. (F8).

The proof of Eq. (F4) is entirely analogous. We have that
le¥Ye™ =Y = [X.Y]||,
=[[(T+X+2,(X)Y (1 - X+ 25(=X)) - Y = [X. Y][|,
= [[(X+22(X))Y (=X + Ay (=X)) + As (X)Y + Y Ap (=X) ||
=[[A1(X)YA (=X) + 82 (X)Y + YA (=X,

<1810 A1 () [ +2082) [ ]V 2
<1 (X112 + 26, (IX DIV
=& 21Xl 1Y 1l2, (F10)

which is precisely Eq. (F4). In the above calculation,

3 comes from Egs. (F5) and (F6), while 4 is because

of Eq. (F8). ]
With Lemma 16 at hand, we observe that

it/2)ge (i - it
T, = H(l —l—/l)e(”/z)ggje /29 _ =, — )=, _E[g’ =]
2

1 ) ‘

S/{He(lt/z)gaje—(ll/Z)g _EJ||2

. . '[
+ e(lt/Z).(lEJe_(lt/2).<l -5, - % [g’ EJ]
2

V(e 1) + el 1= g]). (F11)
Here, 1 is simply the triangle inequality, while in 2 we
applied Lemma 16 together with the observation that
IE;]l, = +/n because E; has only n nonzero entries, all
of modulus 1 [see Egs. (79) and (F2)].

Now, let

5 (F12)

O ean. ) =0 (42, + 51021
denote the spectrum of the matrix representing the first-
order term on the right-hand side of Eq. (F1). We will omit
for the time being the dependence on 4, g, and J, and write
simply w/,. Now, since the remainder term 7" is small, we
expect w), & w, upon reordering, where w, is the spectrum
of the left-hand side of Eq. (FI). This intuition is in fact

correct, and we can make it rigorous by using a classic
result in perturbation theory known as the Hoffman-
Wielandt theorem [127], Theorem 6.3.5. It states that
(up to reordering w',) we can make

n
D e =wil? < |IT,
/=1

In our case this is easily seen to imply that

n 3 n
lef_WHSﬁ Z|Wf—wiﬂ|2
7= =1

4
Sn(/'{(gtHgHeo — 1) + etHgHw - 1= t”gHoo)’
(F14)

(F13)

where 3 is just the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and 4
comes from the Hoffman-Wielandt theorem together
with Eq. (F11).

This whole endeavor of estimating the difference
between w, and w/, is rewarding because—as it turns
out—we can easily compute analytically the w). Let us
see how this is done. Decompose the space as
C" = CVl @ CVI, and set for brevity m :=|J| and K =
K(J):=¢’’". Using the fact that Z; = (ﬂm 0 )

0 _ﬂn—m

with respect to this decomposition, we notice that

i 0, —iK
19,8, = . FI5
sozl= (o o) (F15)
Thus,
1= +il[ 5, = AL,  —itK (F16)
=T E T k-, )

The eigenvalues of the above matrix can be computed
straight away. In fact, for a generic x €R we can evaluate
its characteristic polynomial as

A1, —itK
det —xT,
itk —41,_,,

(=4 —x)"" det ((/1 -x)1, -

[[r

2
KTK)

—-A—x

E(=1)=m(4 + x)2m det[(22 — x2)1,, + £KTK].  (F17)

Here, 5 is because of Schur’s formula [128], Theorem 1.1
A B
det< c D> = det(D) det(A — BD™'C), (F18)

valid when D is invertible (to prove the identity of two
polynomials, it suffices to do so on a dense set, so we can
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always assume that x # —1). In 6 we took a factor (1 + x)™”
inside the determinant—note that by assumption m =
|[J| <n/2. The n roots of the polynomial in Eq. (F17),
which are nothing but the numbers {w/ },_, , defined by
Eq. (F12), are easy to find: there is x = —/1 w1th multiplicity
n—2m, and the 2m additional roots x = +/A% + 1252
(here, = 1, ..., m), where s, = s,(J) are the square roots
of the eigenvalues of KTK = (¢’/*)T¢’*", i.e., the singular
values of K = ¢’/*. Thus, up to reordering

Before we put everything together, we need to look more
closely at the functions appearing in the right-hand side of
Eq. (77). Define

2(1+4)

f(A,w) :=m.

(F20)

Start by observing that the variation of f in w for fixed 4 is
bounded by

2(1+4)

/1’ _ /1’ M| — !
0.9 = £ = gt sy M=
(1+/1)| Wl

T (2+4)?
_|W_2W|. (F21)
On the other hand, it also holds that
/ |W/|_/1
[1—=f(A,w)] ST (F22)
and that
W] - W|?
Aw)—1[1- =
‘f( W) < 2 22+ A+ W)
/2 _ 92
SMTA, (F23)

as long as |w/| > 4. The last ingredients we need are a
couple of elementary lemmata.

Lemma 17. Let a;, b, €10,1] (k=1, ...,
of numbers between 0 and 1. Then,

N) be N pairs

(F24)

N
[
k=1

N
<D lag = byl.
P

Proof. Setting by = ay,; = 1, we have that

N N
[Ta-11%
k=1 k=1
N
= Z (bo...bk_lak...a]\H,] - bo...bkakH ...aNH)
k=1
N
= Zbo'--bk—l(ak = b)agy---any
k=1
N
< Z |ay — (F25)
k=1
as claimed. =
Lemma 18.Let 6,6, €[0,1] (k= 1,...,N) be N pairs of
numbers between 0 and 1. Then,
N N
H 1-6,) —1—25 < 6=+ D b
=1 =1 I<h<k<N
(F26)

Proof. From Lemma 17 we infer immediately that

(F27)

N N
0<1-JJ(1-8) <> 6
k=1

k=1

The above inequality is of course well known; see, e.g.,
Ref. [129], Chap. 2, Sec. 58. Setting 6, = 0, we have that

kzN:lék— <1 —lN_[(l —6k)> :kzlv:lék(l_ﬁ)(l —5;,)),

k=1

(F28)
and, hence,
N N N k-1
Z ( H (1-6, ) <> 8> 6,
=1 k=1 k=1 h=1
Z WO (F29)

<k<N

where we made use of Eq. (F27). Putting all together, we
have that
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k=1 k=1
N N N
SZ|5I<_5;<|+ H(l_ék)_l_z5k
k=1 k=1 k=1
N
< Z |0k — 8| + A (F30)
k=1 1<h<k<N
where in the last line we employed Eq. (F29). =
We now have that
I (£ -0
Hf 1 2+/1+|Wf|) /=1 ‘
7 I
2 Hf(ﬂ,wf)— (1-53 0wl -2)]
= /=1
Hf(/l W)
1 ,
=33 (il =2
/=1
9 Wl — 4
<D owe) = QW |+Z L= f(hw)) == ’
/=1 =1
+ Y =)L = F (A w))]
1</<k<n
253 el 1) (il - 2)
2 ‘ ‘ 4 ‘
+Z > (Wl =D)(wil = 4)
1<t<k<n
111
Z|Wf Wf|+2ZSf+t2 Z SeSk
1<f<k<m
121
Z|Wf_wf| +—||K||2
13n I’l2
<3 (Al = 1) + el — 1~ g, ) + Pl
(F31)

The above steps are justified as follows: in 7 we recalled
the expression of w/,, given by Eq. (F19); 8 is simply the
triangle inequality; in 9 we used Lemma 17 for the first
term—note that f(4,w') €[0, 1] as long as |w'| > 4, which
is the case here—and Lemma 18 for the second; 10 follows
from the estimates in Eqgs. (F21)—(F23); in 11 we leveraged
once again the expressions in Eq. (F19), and noticed that

|wl| — A < \/|w,|? = 22; continuing, in 12 we remembered

that the trace norm can also be written as the sum of
the singular values, which in our case implies that

K|l = >_"_, sz; finally, in 13 we employed Eq. (F14)

and observed that
-|Ga o)
1_ KT On—m

thanks to the calculation in Eq. (F15).

To complete the proof of Eq. (83) with the estimate on A
given by Eq. (88), it suffices to apply Eq. (F31) to the right-
hand side of Eq. (77). The universal bound in Eq. (89),
which implies immediately the big-O estimate in Eq. (84),
can be obtained by using in addition Proposition 19, proved
in Appendix G below. There, by means of a geometric
reasoning we show that in a three-dimensional space it is
impossible to pack n oscillators in such a way that one of
them is close to all of the others. This in turn implies that
llgllee < ymin{6(n—1),C;In(n—1) + C,}, where y is
given by Eq. (89), and Cy, C, are some universal constants
that do not depend on n.

We now move on to Eq. (86). To derive it from Eq. (81)
using assumption (IV’), i.e., Eq. (81), it suffices to observe
that

nl|glles 2 g1l =

i
~[9.E =2||K]|;.
119.8)] ' IX,

(F32)

P+ 12s2(J) =ts, + O(A), (F33)
in turn implying that
]
1 — max ( 2+ 252(J) —/1)
\f\gg[r’:]/z /=1
V]
=1-rtmax y s,(J)+ O(nd)
T =1
=1 —rmax||K(J)||, + O(nd)
\;|’<[:1’]/z
= 1= rmax . )1, + O(nd)
|J|<n/2
=1-nt+ O(nd), (F34)

where we remembered the calculation in Eq. (F32), and
defined the sensitivity # as in Eq. (87). How does the above
remainder O(nA) compare to the error terms inherited from
Eq. (84), which are of the form O[Ain(Gmt/d’w)] and
O{[n(Gmt/dw)|*}, provided that ||g||, ~ n(Gm/d’w), as
in all cases of practical interest such as that in Sec. [V C 2?
It is not difficult to see that nA is much larger than the
former by virtue of Eq. (80); hence, the total error can be
expressed as in Eq. (86). Note that we expect 7 to be of the
order of

Gm

—_, F35
Po ( )

n~n
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so that by virtue of Eq. (81) we have that

t > max< ni Gmr) 2
ni, | n—— s
1 P

confirming the validity of the expansion in Eq. (86). This
concludes the proof of Theorem 12.

(F36)

APPENDIX G: OPERATOR NORM
OF THE g MATRIX

To obtain any concrete estimate from Eq. (F11), we still
need to upper bound |¢|| -

Propostion 19. For any three-dimensional arrangement
of n harmonic oscillators, the operator norm Eq. (6) of the
matrix g defined by Eq. (72) (cf. Fig. 2) satisfies that

9]l <ymin{6(n—1).CiIn(n—1) + Co}.  (G1)
Here, y = (Gm/d’w), where d := min;y, d;, is the mini-
mal distance between oscillators and m := max; m; is the
maximal mass, and C;, C, are some universal constants
that do not depend on n. One can choose C; = 288
and C, = 966.

Proof. We are going to use the simple bound

(G2)

.....

valid for any N x N Hermitian (or anyway normal) X. To
prove Eq. (G2), a key first step is to notice that for normal X
we have that [|X[|,, = max; ¢ x) 4| coincides with the
largest modulus of the eigenvalues of X. From this, one can
directly apply Gershgorin’s theorem [130] and conclude.
Alternatively, it is possible to proceed directly: Take an
eigenvector |y) = > N, y;]i) €CV\{0} corresponding
to the eigenvalue A1 such that |1 = |X|,. Choose
i€{l,...,N} such that |y;| = max;_; _y |w;| > 0. Then,

.....

< (Sl ) v

. (G3)

J

Al —\ S X,
J

which proves Eq. (G2). Applied to the matrix g defined in
Eq. (72), the estimate Eq. (G2) yields, upon straightforward
computations, the bound

(G4)

where y = (Gm/d*w), with m = max; m; being the maxi-
mum oscillator mass and d = min ., d;, being the minimal
distance between oscillator centers. How to proceed
from here?

A simple solution is to estimate »_,.,. j(d3 / d;f) <
n — 1, using the fact that none of the terms in the sum
exceed 1; in this way we arrive at
lglle < 6(n =1y, (GS)
which reproduces the first bound in Eq. (G1). This is a good
estimate when 7 is not too large. However, a little thought
reveals that for large n it cannot be tight. Indeed, there is no
geometrically feasible way of packing a very large number
of points together so that the distance between any two of
them is larger than a constant and, at the same time, one of
them is close to all of the others. In fact, a simple geometric
reasoning shows that for any arrangement of n points
¥, ..., U, €R? such that min., ||¥; — U,|| > 1, it holds
that

<48 In(n—1)+161;  (G6)

max >3
ey ”vj - UfH‘
i.e., the sum on the left-hand side grows at most logarithmi-
cally with n. Before proving Eq. (G6), note that we can
plug it in Eq. (G4) and obtain immediately

9]l < 67[48 In(n — 1) + 161]

=y[288 In(n — 1) 4 966], (G7)
which concludes the proof.

Let us now prove Eq. (G6). Without loss of generality,
we can assume that the maximum on the left-hand side is
attained for j = n. For k € N, consider the spherical hulls
of internal radius k and external radius k + 1 centered on
v,, formally defined by

Sp={PeR’: k<||v-7,|| <k+1}. (G8)
Call k; <k, < --- < k,, the m distinct positive integers k
with the property that S contains at least one of the 7, for
some £ =1,...,n—1. Set R, :== S, n {¥s},_y - Note
that since no 7, can be closer than 1 to ,, all such points
belong to S for some k€N, . Also, it holds that

k,>a Va=1,...,m, m<n-1. (G9)
Let us try to estimate the maximum cardinality of R;. To
this end, call B, /(7,) the open Euclidean ball of radius 1/2
centered on ¥,. By assumption,

Bl/Z(Bf) nBl/z(Eﬂ) — @ Vf?éfl (GIO)
Moreover, simple geometric considerations show that
Us, ex B12(7,) is contained in a spherical hull of internal
radius k — 1/2 and external radius k + 3/2, for all keN_.
With a simple computation we surmise that
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%|Rk| — Z vol(B » (7))

U, ERy
4 3\3 13
< — ) — J—
<ir((e+3) - (+-3))
=8 k2+k+l (G11)
12)°
so that
7
IR,| <48 <k2 +k+ 12) (G12)

Now, we have that

levf—v | 3—2 DO EA A

a=1¢:7, Ry,

IA=
Ms

o
1 a
" 48(K2 + k, +7/12)
k;

S
3 |l

IA D

3 ml2iri7/12
5482%

6
<48In(n—1) + 161. (G13)

2
In(n—1)+1 +”—+17—2§(3)>

Here, 1 holds because ||9, — 7,|| > k whenever v, € S; in
2 we employed Eq. (G12); 3 follows due to Eq. (G9),
thanks to the fact that x — (1/x%)(x*> +x+7/12) is a
decreasing function finally, in 4 we used the standard
estimate > "Z! f( )+ [r71def(€), valid when-
ever f:[l,00) — R is non-negative and monotonically
nonincreasing, and introduced the zeta function ((s) =
Yoo n~s for s > 1. "

APPENDIX H: NOISE SOURCES

In this appendix, we analyze some of the most relevant
sources of noise for the proposal considered in the
main text.

(a) Mass fluctuations. Assume that a mass u suddenly
appears at a position 5 with respect to one of our
oscillators. The gravitational potential induced on the
oscillating mass m with position x7 can be written as

021022-40

Gmu Gmu
————— = const — —— (
|6 — x| o

+ higher-order terms.  (HI)

5-i)x

Introducing the normalized coordinate X = /hw/mx

as in Eq. (71) and setting cos @ := & - 71, the resulting
approximate effective Hamiltonian takes the form

AH = — (;f\/; (cos O)x. (H2)

If the mass y remains for a time At and then suddenly
disappears, the unitary induced by AH will be

e~M/MAH — 1y “\where D, is a displacement oper-
ator [see Eq. (14)], with

G,
Io]] zé—f,/%msem (H3)

Furthermore, since the mass is far away we can
assume to first order that the effect will be the same
on all oscillators. If a total of ¢/Ar displacement
operators of this sort act over a time interval 7, and
they are uncorrelated with each other, the overall
effective displacement v, will satisfy

Gu  |mtAt

|00l = 2\ 30 (H4)

where we also used the fact that (cos’d) = 1/3, with
the average being over the entire solid angle. Now, if
the external mass is detected, its effect can be taken
into account when computing the action of the unitary
Ug. However, if it is undetected, it will increase the
probability of a type-1 error. This will no longer be
zero, as predicted by Eq. (38), but instead will satisfy

. d*a
| proe / - pi@) (Ui DU ) P

= [(0|Dg-1, e>n|0>|2
— (/s

=/, (H5)

where we leveraged the identity UgDUU s = Dg-1,,
which follows directly from Eq. (16), used Egs. (15)
and (13), and assumed that S (and thus also S~') is
an orthogonal symplectic matrix, as established by
Theorem 11. For the sake of simplicity, in the above
calculation we posited that the action of the noise takes
place entirely at the end of the process. While this is
not a realistic hypothesis, it suffices for the purpose of
obtaining an order-of-magnitude estimate of the noise
sensitivity.
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(b)

In order for the thought experiment we sketched in
Sec. III B not to be compromised by noise, the type-1
error probability in the noisy setting, P1°*¢ should still
be smaller than the type-2 error probability, in formula
P‘l‘"ise < P,.Considering as before P, =0.1 and n = 100,
we obtain the requirement that ||v||> < 2.1 x 1073,
Using (H4), this entails that

Gu |mtAt B

ol <79x 102, (H6)
Considering as above m = 1.58 x 10710 kg, w~
1073 Hz, t = 185 s, and setting At =1s, u = 1 kg,
we obtain an estimate

5<670m (H7)

for the minimal distance from the experiment of toler-
able, kilogram-sized mass fluctuations that happen on
timescales of seconds.

However, there may be a way to further increase this

noise resistance by resorting to a simple trick. Namely,
since far away masses act on all modes in the same
way to first order, i.e., |a;) ® - -+ ® |a,) = | + ) ®
-+ @ |a, + f),itmay be possible to ignore this effect by
focusing only on the relative motion. By doing this, we
would effectively restrict our attention to a sort of noise-
free subspace. A similar idea has been proposed in a
different context in Ref. [131].
Random collisions with surrounding gas molecules.
‘We now consider as a noise source for our experiment
random collisions with hydrogen gas molecules. Each
molecule has mass m=2.016 amu~3.35x 107>’ kg.
At background temperature 7, its quadratic average
speed along one fixed axis

vo += (1) = ,’;—T (HS)

By comparison, what is the quadratic average speed v
of one of our oscillating masses? This can be deduced
from the fact that |a|*> ~ 1/ from the relation

Vi) = e

Using A >4.26 x 10712 from Eq. (114), we have
that +/(1?) <1.25x 10 m/s < v, as long as
T > 3.79 x 1072° K. Therefore, the approximation
V/ (v*) < vy covers all realistic regimes.

Now, if the mass m is still and a molecule with
momentum p, = myv, = /mokT bounces off it, it
transfers to the mass a momentum 2pgcosd,
where 6 € [0, /2] is the angle of incidence. For the

021022-41

sake of getting an estimate, let us substitute
cos@ — (| cos@|) = 1/2, where the average is taken
on a uniform distribution over the entire solid angle.
The momentum transfer then becomes simply p,.
Taking into account that the natural unit for momen-
tum in a harmonic oscillator with mass m and
frequency @ is v Aaimw, the corresponding displace-
ment in phase space is thus

Po mokT )
Aay = = ~5.28 x 107%4/T [K]|,
0 Vhmo hmaw K]

(H10)

where T[K] stands for the temperature measured in
kelvin. A sequence of N random impacts at random
times will therefore result in a total displacement in
phase space:

Aa = VNAag~528 x 1072/NT [K].  (HI11)
Since at the level of Hilbert space vectors
[(ala + Aa)|? = e~lAal’, (H12)
we would like to have
|Aaf? = N|Aay|? :NQZT <1 (H13)

in order not to destroy the signature of a gravity that
behaves according to quantum mechanics. Naturally,
this constrains the amount of molecule impacts we can
tolerate. Since the impacts are random events, the only
way to reduce their number is reducing the pressure of
the gas our experiment is immersed in. What kind of
low pressures are we talking about?

Let us assume that N impacts occur over a time ¢ on
our mass with side surface area 7R*—remember that
we are dealing only with one-dimensional oscillators.
Since each impact transfers on average a momentum
2po(cos @) = py, the total momentum transfer per unit
surface area is

N - N~/ mokT
Po _ TV (H14)
R R

Equating the momentum transfer per unit area and per
unit time with the gas pressure P yields

zR%tP

N = .
mokT

(H15)

The operationally important condition that |Aa|? < 1
then becomes [132]
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(©)

R?t
Aal ==L p\/mkT <1, (HI6)

hmw

or with explicit numbers:
P[Pa]\/T[K] < 1071, (H17)

These conditions are certainly very challenging to
produce experimentally. However, they are entirely
comparable, e.g., with those required in Ref. [8], p. 4,
and indeed vacua at the level of Eq. (H17) have been
achieved experimentally in the context of measure-
ments on antiprotons [134].

It should be noted that this estimate assumes the

limit in which the energy transfer in a single collision
E, exceeds significantly the quantized energy of a
single phonon in the trapping potential 7w. However,
of interest is also the opposite parameter regime
n* = (E,/hw) < 1, in which it becomes possible that
the recoil from the background gas collision is taken
up by the trapping potential as a whole and not the test
mass which remains in the same motional state. More
specifically, for a coherent state amplitude «, the
probability for the test mass to take up one phonon
of energy hw is given by p = n*(2|a|* +1). In this
situation, well known in ion trap physics as the Lamb-
Dicke regime, the effect of collisional decoherence can
be reduced further [135].
Black-body radiation. For the estimate of the impact
of momentum diffusion due to black-body radiation, it
is particularly important to account for the fact that
the particle is harmonically bound at frequency @ and,
for typical wavelengths of the black-body radiation,
deep in the Lamb-Dicke regime. Indeed, the recoil
energy for a mass m due to a photon of wavelength 4 is
given by

222
E, = ”zh,
Am

(H18)

while the energy of a single phonon of frequency  is
given by
E

= ho. (H19)

p

At temperature 7" the wavelength of maximal intensity
is determined by Wien’s displacement law to be

(H20)

with b = 2898 pm, whence the condition of the
Lamb-Dicke limit, E, < E,,, then yields

mawb?
27%h

T < ~253x 107 K, (H21)

(d)
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which can evidently be assumed to be satisfied. Now
we estimate the probability for a phonon to be excited
during the experiment of duration 7. A particle of
radius R will exchange black-body radiation with its
environment with a power 4zoR>T*. Assuming for
simplicity that these photons have the wavelength 1,,,
then we find the number N, of scattered photons in the
time interval [0, 7] to be given by

N — 2to—R2T3b'

=2 (H22)

The probability to excite a single phonon given the
coherent state |a) is then upper bounded by

B 4726 R2T?

24 1)t
—— (Jal*+1)

E
p=N(lal+1) (H23)
Requiring this quantity to be much smaller than 1
and inserting m = 1.58 x 10719 kg, R = 12.5 pm,
@~ 1073 Hz, t = 185 s together with |a|* = 10, we
find the condition

T < 11K, (H24)

which is a relatively moderate requirement and com-
pares favorably with Ref. [8].
Electric and magnetic stray fields. While it is evident
that the test mass should be charge neutral to avoid
random accelerations due to fluctuating electric field,
we also need to assess the impact of diamagnetic and
dielectric contributions to electric and magnetic field
gradients. The acceleration of a diamagnetic particle in
a magnetic field is given by

¥VBOB
a="——

H2
mug 0x’ (H25)

where piy = 4m x 107 N/A? and y = 6.9 for gold.
For a random but (over the duration of a single shot)
constant choice of B and dB/dx, we find

VB OB
Aa= |22 20p 799, 101.822,
2mh py ox

and for B =1 nT (achievable using u-metal shields
[136]) the moderate requirement of

(H26)

0B
o 13X 1073 T/m. (H27)
X

For the acceleration response of a dielectric body to an
electric field gradient, we find

_€e)VEJE

m ox’

a

(H28)
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and thus for an electric field gradient of E =
1000 V/m (which can be achieved in current levita-
tion experiments [137]), we find

) oE oE
Aa = |/——ee)VE— = 2962 — 1> H29
* 2mh 0 ox 0x (H29)
and the requirement
oE
— < 34x107* V/m’. (H30)

ox

While necessitating some electric and magnetic field
shielding, these represent relatively modest experi-
mental requirements.

APPENDIX I: GROUND-STATE COOLING
OF A TORSION PENDULUM

The idea here would be to produce an effective damping
of the oscillator by applying a force proportional to the
particle’s velocity. For this, we are required to measure
the position and velocity of the pendulum in real time and
adjust the input laser power accordingly, to increase or
decrease the radiation force on the oscillator. The position
is detected by measuring the output light intensity from the
cavity. When the pendulum is displaced, the size of the
cavity is changed, and thus its resonance frequency. Since
the transmissivity of the input mirror depends on the
frequency of the cavity, a change in cavity length affects
the amount of light that enters the cavity. In turn, the
amount of light that comes out of the cavity informs about
its size and, therefore, about the position of the pendulum.
In order for this to be a viable cooling method, it is required
that the measurement rate is greater than the thermal
decoherence rate by I'yeas > I'y/8 [138]. The measurement
rate is the time that it takes to resolve the zero point motion
of the oscillator Af,,,, and it is given by

AG?
1—‘meas = ﬁ s (Il)
(@)

where S% (w) is the spectral density of the angular position
of the pendulum. The thermal decoherence rate is given by
[y, = kgTyw/(RQ), where kg is Boltzmann’s constant and
T, the environmental temperature. Thus, we are looking to
minimize the power spectral density of rotation angle
5% (w). Once technical noise sources are reduced below
thermal noise, the variance of the angle is dominated by
thermal torque fluctuations [109,111]. This is characterized
by a spectral density

4K T glw?
Qmw

where y(w) is the mechanical susceptibility of the oscil-
lator. The requirement I, > ['y/8 is equivalent to

St = (@) , (12)

requiring that the thermal spectral density is below the
spectral density of the standard quantum limit, S§ < S%, a

condition that is achieved provided that

C
—>1, (I3)
Ny

where ny, ~ kzTy,/(hw;) is the mean phonon occupation
number at temperature Ty, and C = 2¢*/(yk) is the
cooperativity of the optomechanical system, with ¢* =
P aw; /(ILcw;) the squared optomechanical coupling.
Here, we have P, the optical power circulating inside the
cavity, w; the laser frequency, L the length of the cavity
when the pendulum is at equilibrium, a is the arm length of
the pendulum, and c¢ the speed of light. Putting all things
together, we get the following condition for ground-state
cooling:

haz Qa)L Pcir

kgTy,. 14
ILwpcx > Kpln (14)

In order to gain some intuition of how hard it is to achieve
this regime in an experimental setting, let us put some
numbers [111]:
P =10 W,
L=9x%x10"2m,

w; = (27)2.8 x 10'* Hz,
k= (27)0.5 x 10° Hz.  (I5)

With these values, we obtain

;%Tth < 1.6 x 10~ kgHzK. (I6)
Let us consider that our pendulum has the shape of a
dumbbell consisting of a bar of length 2a with two balls of
mass m, each attached to one end of the bar, as depicted in
Fig. 6(b). Assuming for simplicity that the weight of the
bar is negligible compared to that of the balls, we can
approximate I ~ 2ma®. For calculations, let us take m =
10~* kg and a = 10~! m. Note that this is a mass signifi-
cantly larger than those considered in earlier estimations.
This becomes necessary when considering torsion pendula
in order to achieve the required low frequencies. In the rest
of our analysis we will show that all the required regimes are
satisfied also in this larger mass regime. For our choice of mass
we can reach an angular frequency of @w; =7 x 1073 Hz
for the torsional mode, provided a state-of-the-art suspen-
sion wire with torsion constant 7 = 107! Nm/rad is used.
For these parameters, Eq. (I6) reduces to

Ty, _
2> 103 K. 17
0 (I7)

State-of-the-art torque sensitivities in torsion pendula stand
just one order of magnitude above the standard quantum
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limit [111]. Provided that these can reach the standard
quantum limit, for a pendulum with a quality factor of 10°,
ground-state cooling might be possible even at room
temperature, while pendula with lower quality factors will
require previous cooling of the thermal bath to cryogenic
temperatures.
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