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Nonclassicality of states and measurements by breaking classical bounds on statistics
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We derive exceedingly simple practical procedures revealing the quantum nature of states and
measurements by the violation of classical upper bounds on the statistics of arbitrary measurements.
Data analysis is minimum and definite conclusions are obtained without evaluation of moments, or
any other more sophisticated procedure. These nonclassical tests are independent of other typical
quantum signatures such as sub-Poissonian statistics, quadrature squeezing, or oscillatory statistics.

Nonclassicality is a key concept supporting the neces-
sity of the quantum theory [1,12]. A customary signature
of nonclassical behavior is the failure of the Glauber-
Sudarshan P phase-space representation to exhibit all
the properties of a classical probability density. This oc-
curs when P takes negative values, or when it fails to
be a proper function becoming a generalized function or
distribution.

Within standard quantum theory, quantum states play
two dissimilar but complementary roles: (i) they ex-
press the state of the system, and (ii) they determine the
statistics of measurements by projection on the system
state. We may refer to them as measured and measur-
ing states respectively. When the measuring states are
nonclassical we will say that the measurement is nonclas-
sical. More specifically, measurements are described by
positive operator-valued measures (POVMs) A,,, with
A,, > 0, such that the statistics of the measurement is
Pm = tr(An,p), where p is the measured state. Usu-
ally, the POVMs elements A,, define quantum states
pPm X A, such as for example for photon number and
field quadrature measurements in quantum optics. In
any case we will say that the measurement is nonclassical
when the P representative of A,, takes negative values
or is a generalized function.

While the characterization of nonclassical (measured)
states has been well developed [l 2], much less attention
has received the characterization of measurements |3].
One of the purposes of this work is to contribute to fill
this gap. More specifically, the main contributions of this
work are:

(i) We derive exceedingly simple practical procedures
that can reveal the quantum nature of states and mea-
surements. These are upper bounds on measurement
statistics which are satisfied by all states and measure-
ments for which the P representative is a nonnegative
function compatible with classical physics. The lack of
compliance of these statistical bounds is thus a nonclas-
sical signature.

(ii) This approach can be applied to arbitrary mea-

surements, which may involve for example single- or two-
mode electromagnetic fields, observables with continu-
ous or discrete spectrum, systems on finite- or infinite-
dimensional spaces, ideal or noisy measurements, etc.
Some of these possibilities are considered below while fur-
ther examples will be examined elsewhere [4].

(iii) A key point of this approach is that data analysis
is reduced to minimum. At difference with other tests
of nonclassical behavior, in our case definite conclusions
can be obtained without evaluation of moments, or any
other more sophisticated data elaborations [1,12]. This is
reflected on the robustness under practical imperfections
that may even favour the observation of nonclassical be-
havior.

(iv) These nonclassical tests are independent of other
typical quantum signatures of nonclassical behavior such
as sub-Poissonian statistics, squeezing, or oscillatory
statistics [1]. To this end we propose examples of quan-
tum states violating classical bounds that present no such
typical quantum signatures.

To derive the nonclassical tests we will use the P and
@ phase-space representatives associated to any operator
A, defined as A = [ d?aP(a)|a)(al, Q(a) = (a|Ala)/m,
where |a) are coherent states, ala) = ala), and a is
the annihilation or complex-amplitude operator. They
are suitably normalized [d?aP(a) = [d?aQ(a) = trA4,
with d?a = dady, where z, y are the real and imag-
inary parts of @« = x 4+ 7y. The measured statistics
Pm = tr(A,,p) can be then expressed as

DPm :ﬂ'/dzosz(a)Q(oe) = ﬂ'/dQOzP(a)Qm(oz), (1)

where P(«) and Q(«) are the P and @ representatives
of the measured state p, while Py, () and @, («) are the
ones associated to the POVM A,,.

Nonclassical measurements.- From Eq. () we can
derive classical bounds disclosing nonclassical measure-
ments. For every ordinary nonnegative function Py, («) >
0 it holds that for every «

Prn(0)Q(a) < Prn(0)Qmax; (2)
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where Qmax is the maximum of Q(a) (note that Q(«) is
always a positive, well behaved function). Applying this
to the first equality in Eq. () we get the following upper
bound for p,,, provided that trA,, is finite

Pm < 7TC?rnaxtrAm- (3)

Equation (@) can be violated if P, («a) fails to be posi-
tive or when it becomes a generalized function. In both
cases Eq. () fails to be true. Therefore, the violation of
condition (@) is a signature of nonclassical measurement.
The existence of P, («) as a classical probability den-
sity for all m allows understanding the measurement as
a classical stochastic process |5] between the phase space
and the sample space, with transition probability kernel
given by K(m,a) = wPy,(«). Conversely the failure of
K(m, ) to be a classical conditional probability density
denotes the quantum nature of the measurement process.

The only prior information required about the mea-
surement being performed is the trace trA,,. This is not
a very stringent condition since in most practical situ-
ations this can be inferred from simple rough analyses
of the experimental arrangement in action, by symme-
try considerations, etc. This is next illustrated with the
examples of photon number and field quadrature mea-
surements performed on a single mode electromagnetic
field.

The simplest example is the ideal photon-number mea-
surement, A, = p, = |n)(n|, where |n) are number
states. Let us consider that both the measuring and
measured states are one-photon states |[n = 1). In such
a case p1 = 1, trA, = 1, Q(a) = (Jaf?/7) exp(—|a|?),
TQmax = 1/e, and p1 = 1 > TQmaxtrA; = 1/e, so that
the measurement is nonclassical.

Concerning quadrature measurements (implemented
in practice by homodyne detection [1]) we have A, =
|z) (x|, where |z) are the eigenstates of the quadrature
operator X = (a' +a)/2, X|z) = x|x), being the optical
analog of mechanical position or linear momentum. In
this case trA, is not finite since |z) are not normaliz-
able (z|z') = §(x — z’). In order to avoid this difficulty
we can appreciate that P(a = 2z’ + iy’) does not de-
pend on gy’ (this is an observable property for example
via the independence of statistics under displacements of
the measured state along this coordinate). Thus we can
rearrange Eq. () in the form

o= / 02’ P, (:)Q(), Q') = / ay' Q' ),
(4)

S0 that Eq. @) is mplaced~ by p, < w@maxtrwAm, where
Qmax 18 the maximum of Q(z) when x is varied, and

wa, = [wre) - [wae), o

where P,, ), are the representatives of A, with

Qu(2') = %|<x|a =2/ +iy)|* = %\/gexp [—2(z — ZCI)2] )
(6)

This leads to trpA, = 1/m and to the classical upper

bound

Pz < Qmax = DPb,x- (7)

In order to look for violations of this bound let us con-
sider that the measured state p is the thermal-chaotic
state, that describes most classical light sources, whose
expression in the photon-number basis is

e =(1=€) Y &"|n)(nl, (8)
n=0

where ¢ is a real parameter with 1 > ¢ > 0. The mean
number of photons n;. and the quadrature variance are

__¢ 2 _
ntc_l——'g" (AX)" =

while the Q and @ functions are

(14 2n4c), (9)

RN

_ 1 __le?
Q(a) T w(nge+1) exp neet+1 )

2

Qa') = ——exp (-:55),  (10)

m(nee+1)

so that the upper bound in Eq. (@) reads py, =
1/y/m(ng +1). The statistics of the quadrature mea-

surement is

2

pe = lelpwla)? = <= — e |- 2] )

The output most likely to break the bound (@) is « =
0, since it maximizes p,. This will infringe the bound
provided that

1 1
P = —F—— > P = ————
m(nge + %) (nge + 1)

(12)

which holds for every ns.. In particular for ns. = 0 (the
vacuum state) we have po = 0.80 and pp, = 0.56, so
that the classical upper bound is very clearly surpassed.
Moreover, for ny. = 0 the outputs = that contravene Eq.
[@) are all = in the interval 0.42 > = > —0.42, which
occur with a 60 % probability, fi).o%iz pedx ~ 0.60.
Nonclassical states.- Next we derive classical bounds
disclosing nonclassical measured states. They can be de-
rived from the last equality in Eq. () by considering
that for every ordinary nonnegative function P(a) > 0

P(a)Qm(a) < P(@)Qm.max, (13)



where Qun max is the maximum of Q,,(a). Applying this
to the last equality in Eq. () we get the following upper
bound for p,,

P < TQm max; (14)

that holds for every P(«) compatible with classical
physics. If this condition is violated for any m the state
is not classical.

Moreover, when the measured state is pure p = |[¢)(¢)|
we have that [¢) is nonclassical if and only if there is at
least a measurement for which the classical bound (I4)
is violated. The violation of bound (I4)) is clearly a suffi-
cient condition. This is also necessary since for every non-
classical [¢)) we can consider a POVM with Ay = |¢) (3]
In such a case the upper bound (I4) is surpassed because
po = 1 while 7Qo max = |{max|?)|* < 1, since otherwise
the equality |[(amax|t)] = 1 would imply that |¢) is a
coherent state and thus classical.

Let us illustrate this approach by considering the
simple example of photon-number measurements A, =
[n){n| for which the @ function

1 o o
On(a) = 15
(a) u exp(—|af%) ol (15)
has the maximum at |a| = /n
Q _1 e (—n)—nn (16)
n,max T Xp nl’

Thus if the measured state is classical, the photon-
number statistics p,, is bounded by
n’ﬂ

Pn S eXP(—”)F = Pb,n- (17)

As a feasible state that can infringe Eq. (IT) let us con-
sider the incoherent superposition of the thermal-chaotic
state ([8) and the photon number state |ng)

p = ppic + (1 = p)lno){nol, (18)

where 1 > p > 0, leading to a photon-number statistics

Pn = p(l - g)gn + (1 - p)(sn,n()' (19)

For example, for p = 0.5, ng = 1, and ny. = 9 the proba-
bility of detecting a single photon is p; = 0.56, while the
upper bound in (I7) is pp,1 = 1/e = 0.37, so there is a
clear infringement of the classical upperbound (I7).
Next we show that the non-classical behavior revealed
by the violation of Eq. () is independent of other quan-
tum signatures. To this end we compute the Mandel pa-
rameter assessing the deviation from Poissonian statistics
] Qar = (An)?/{n) — 1. For the state (IR) with ng = 1,
p = 0.5, and nye = 9 we get @y = 11.2, so that the
photon-number distribution is highly super-Poissonian.
Furthermore, the state (I8]) presents no quadrature
squeezing since for the quadrature operators Xy =

3

[af exp(—if) + aexp(if)]/2 and ng = 1, p = 0.5, ng. = 9,
for example, we get (AXg)? = 11/4 for all 6, which is
far above the upper limit for squeezing (AXy)? = 1/4.
Finally, it can be appreciated in Eq. (9) that there are
no oscillations of the number distribution.

Moreover, concerning the independence with respect to
sub-Poissonian statistics, we can show that there are sub-
Poissonian states that satisfy the classical bounds (I7) for
all n. This is the case of the state, in the number basis,
p=(1—p)0)0] + p|N)(N| with 1 >p > 0. For N =1
this state is sub-Poissonian for all p, with Qs = —p, and
satisfies the upper bounds ([I7) for all n when p < 1/e.

Effect of imperfections.- One of the key features of
this approach is that data analysis is reduced to mini-
mum. This favours obtaining reliable results from non
ideal measurements affected by imperfections, such as
damping, finite efficiencies or finite sampling. Moreover,
we stress that this approach applies to any measurement,
both ideal and imperfect. Experimental imperfections
can be regarded as embodied into the measuring POVM.

Nevertheless, since imperfections usually deteriorate
nonclassical properties it is reasonable to investigate their
effect on the above nonclassical criteria. For definite-
ness we consider real detectors affected by field damp-
ing (with bath at zero temperature) and finite quan-
tum efficiency, which can be modeled by placing a beam
splitter of amplitude-transmission coefficient ¢ = /n in
front of a perfect detector, where 7 < 1 represents both
losses and efficiencies [6]. The effect of the beam split-
ter can be easily accounted for by computing the state
pt after the beam splitter as p; = [ d?aP(a)|ta)(tal,
where P(a) is the P function of the measured state. The
measured statistics pn, = tr(A,,pe) becomes p;, =
7 [ d*aP(a)Qp,(te). Since the maximum of Q,(ta)
when « is varied is the same as the maximum of @,,(«)
there is no change in the classical upper bound in the
right-hand side of Eq. ().

Nevertheless, imperfections affect the statistics replac-
ing pm by prm in the left-hand side of Eq. (I4). This
can be easily seen, for example, for photon-added ther-
mal states, that in the photon-number basis read |2]

o0

pr=1=8a prea=(1-£>> " 'nn)(n|, (20)

n=1

where p is in Eq. (8). The P representation is well-
behaved but nonpositive |2]. The probability of register-
ing one photon by the imperfect detector is

1+ 2n4c — nnyge

(1+ nntc)B (21)

Pta1 =1

where n;. is in Eq [@). In Fig. 1 we have represented
pt1 as a function of n for ny. = 0.7, showing that the
classical bound (I7) is surpassed for 7 in the interval
0.89 > n > 0.30.
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FIG. 1: p1 in Eq. [ZI) as a function of n for ns, = 0.7.

It is worth pointing out that, at difference with other
nonclassical tests, in this case larger losses and decreas-
ing efficiencies may favour nonclassical behavior. This
noticeable effect arises because imperfections rearrange
the probability distribution p,, so that with increasing
imperfection some probabilities may increase beyond the
classical bounds, as is the case of p; ; in this example.

Finally let us consider the effect of finite sampling.
When the number of measurements N is finite, the prob-
ability p,, becomes an statistical variable that can be
expressed as p,,(N) = k/N, where the integer k is the
number of outcomes m after N trials. The dichotomic
character of the measurement (outcome m with proba-
bility p,, and outcome not m with probability 1 — p,,)
implies that k follows the binomial distribution

) = (3 )ih-p®t @)

so we have (p,,(N)) = (k)/N = pm, and Ap,,(N) =
Ak/N = \/pm(1 — pm)/N. For all the above examples
we have roughly p,, ~ 0.5, so that for N ~ 100 we have
App/pm =~ 0.1. Thus, even for moderate number of
trials, the uncertainty caused by finite sampling is clearly
below the amount of violation of classical upper bounds
Db,m, Since (Dm — Pbm)/Pb,m is at least five time larger
than Ap,,/pm in the above examples.

Summarizing, we have provided simple, practical, and
robust procedures to reveal the quantum nature of mea-

surements. For photon-number and quadrature measure-
ments this can be carried out with simple input states,
such as one-photon and chaotic-thermal states. The same
approach provides nonclassical tests for states, which can
be performed with arbitrary measuring schemes. These
nonclassical tests are independent of other typical quan-
tum signatures such as sub-Poissonian statistics, squeez-
ing, or oscillatory statistics.
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