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The interference of quanta lies at the heart of quantum physics. The multipartite generalization
of single-quanta interference creates entanglement, the coherent superposition of states shared by
several quanta. Entanglement allows non-local correlations between many quanta and hence is a key
resource for quantum information technology. Entanglement is typically considered to be essential
for creating non-local quantum interference. Here, we show that this is not the case and demonstrate
multiphoton non-local quantum interference that does not require entanglement of any intrinsic
properties of the photons. We harness the superposition of the physical origin of a four-photon
product state, which leads to constructive and destructive interference with the photons’ mere
existence. With the intrinsic indistinguishability in the generation process of photons, we realize
four-photon frustrated quantum interference. This allows us to observe the following noteworthy
difference to quantum entanglement: We control the non-local multipartite quantum interference
with a photon that we never detect, which does not require quantum entanglement. These non-local
properties pave the way for the studies of foundations of quantum physics and potential applications
in quantum technologies.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum interference occurs only when no information to distinguish between the superposed states is knowableL.
Well-known examples of quantum interference with photons include double-slit interference of a single photon? and
Hong-Ou-Mandel interference of two photons®. A separate type of quantum interference is the interference via induced
coherence, first realized by Zou, Wang, and Mandel in 1991%5 in a Mach-Zehnder interferometer-like configuration.
The interference of the signal photon depends on the path identity of its twin photon, which is not even on the
coherent paths of the signal photon. This mind-boggling experiment “brings out that the quantum state reflects not
what we know about the system, but rather what is knowable in principle’™. In 1994, Herzog et al. demonstrated
frustrated two-photon creation via induced coherence in a Michelson interferometer-like configuration, in which they
can either enhance or suppress the generation of photon pairs in spontaneous parametric down-conversion (SPDC)
process by tuning the phases of various interferometers®. Throughout this manuscript, we call this type of interference
frustrated interference (FI).

Nonlocality is the characteristic feature of quantum correlation, such as entanglement. For instance, two space-like
separated observers — Alice (A) and Bob (B), share a pair of polarization-entangled photons and measure on specific
polarization bases by adjusting the transmission angles («/8) of their polarizers (Fig. 1a). When they compare their
results, they will find that the joint probability depends on the polarizers’ angles: Pag(a+ 3) = sin?(a+ 3), as shown
in Fig. la. The probability here is normalized with the maximum counting rate for all the possible measurement

settings of o and 8. This second-order interference of the entangled state can not be explained by local hidden variable
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FIG. 1. Non-local and local quantum interference. a, Non-local quantum interference of entangled states. The two
photons from one Einstein—Podolsky—Rosen(EPR) state source (red rectangle) have correlations that persist even when two
observers measure their respective photons at a distance from each other. The coincidence of Alice (A) and Bob (B) depends on
the angles of the polarizer transmission axis, o and 8: Pags(a -+ ) = sin?(a+ B8) (red solid curve in the lower panel of Fig. 1a).
All the probabilities in these figures are normalized with the maximum counting rate for all the possible measurement settings.
The single counts of A and B (blue dash/ green dot curve in Fig. 1a) show no interference when varying a and 3: Pa(a+f) =
Ps(a+ B) = 1. b, Two-photon frustrated interference. One pair of photons is generated from one of the two product-state
sources (blue rectangles). These two possible photon-generation processes interfere when they are indistinguishable. The
probabilities of detecting two photons (red solid curve in the lower panel of Fig. 1b) and single photons (blue dash/green dot
curve in Fig. 1b) depend on the phases in the system: Pag(a+ ) = Pa(a+ 8) = Ps(a+ B) = 1 + 5 cos(a + ). This
type of interference is local, as the detection event of A will always be in the future light cone of setting event of B(8). c,
Four-photon frustrated interference shows a non-local interference, which originates from the indistinguishability of the sources
and does not require quantum entanglement. The four-photon coincidence of A and B depends on both phases a and f:
Pigsa(a+ B) = 5 + 5 cos(a + B) (red solid curve in the lower panel of Fig. 1c). The local measurement of A/B (two-photon
coincidence) shows no interference when varying o and 8: Pia(a + 8) = Psa(a + ) = 1 (blue dash/green dot curve in the
lower panel of Fig. 1a). The three-fold coincidence count of A and photon 3 varies with the phase 8 of the undetected photon
4: Pioz(a+B) = % + 3 cos(a+ ) (light green curve in the lower panel of Fig. 1c). The two-fold coincidence shows the same
interference with reduced visibility: Pi3(cv+ 8) = 2 + % cos(a + 3) (orange curve in the lower panel of Fig. 1c). The settings
of B(«) can be space-like separated from the detection of A(B), as in the case of entangled state (Fig. 1a).

theory and is considered non-local. In this setting, any mutual influence between the two observations is excluded
under strict Einstein locality conditions' This phenomenon, predicted by quantum physics, cannot be accounted for

by any local theory and represents one of the most profound foundational insights in physics®.

In almost all scenarios in which non-local interference is observed, entanglement — or more generally some form
of quantum correlation — is the basic ingredient. In this work, we show that this is not necessarily the case, and
demonstrate multiphoton non-local quantum interference, which does not need entanglement. Note that nonlocality
without entanglement has been discussed in the context of quantum state discrimination?, which is not relevant to

our work.

In this work we experimentally observe the multiphoton frustrated quantum interference (MFI) — a concept only
theoretically proposed recently?. Then we go beyond and demonstrate a surprising physical property: We observe
non-local quantum interference that does not require quantum entanglement. Specifically, we tune the phase of a

photon that we never detect, and observe interference with the rest photons.



RESULTS

The property of two-photon frustrated interference

To understand the MFI, we first review the two-photon FI, of which the conceptual scheme is given in Fig. 1b. Two
down-conversion crystals are coherently pumped and probabilistically generate one photon pair. When we cannot
distinguish which crystal the two photons come from, the coincidence of A and B oscillates as a function of phase
B: Pagla+ B) = % + %Cos(oz + 8) (Fig. 1b). Moreover, FI even does not require the coincidence measurement as
in the entanglement scenario. The single counts of A show the interference, depending on a phase 8 with no direct
interaction: Pa(a + 8) = 3 4 3 cos(a + B8) (Fig. 1b). This phenomenon is beyond the quantum entanglement, as
a subsystem of a maximally entangled state is in a mixed state and shows no interference (Fig. 1la). Profit from

this property, there has been a resurgence of interest in applying FI to quantum-enhanced techniques recently, such
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as quantum imaging™ spectroscopy , optical coherence tomographyl®, state generationt® microscopyL®, bio-
imaging! and quantum holography??. This resurgence is fuelled by the application of non-degenerate photon pairs
in FI, where one can probe objects of interest with the longer-wavelength photon, and measure the result with a
shorter-wavelength photon that can easily be detected. For details, see the recent review on this topic?l. Note in the

strong squeezing limit, one can use the so-called SU(1,1) interferometer for improving phase sensitivity22 24,

However, this property of two-photon FI shows only the local interference. As shown in Fig. 1b, the two-photon
case can not be non-local even in principle. The phase tuning event of the signals and idlers (« and 3) are always in
the backward light cones of the detection events. Under strict Einstein’s locality condition, a non-local configuration
requires that the measurement result of Alice will not be influenced by the measurement setting 8 of Bob within the
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time that the light travels. As shown in Fig. 1b, the two-photon frustrated interference case*™, including quantum

imaging with undetected light'! will always be local under enforced Einstein locality conditions2®.

The property of four-photon frustrated interference

Here, we extend FI to a four-photon case to realize a non-local multiphoton interference. By non-local interference
we mean an interferometer where the phase setting and port of the interferometer can be spatially separated under
strict Einstein locality conditions (see Supplementary Note 7 for a space-time diagram). We employ four photon-pair
sources in a configuration in which only two pairs of product states are generated from them (Fig. 1c). Alice and Bob
control their phase shifters («/8) locally and measure the four-fold coincidence counts, in which case they receive a
product state. Since the settings of A (B) can be space-like separated from detection events of B(.A), they obtain the
non-local phase-dependent coincidence counts, that is, the four-fold coincidence counts oscillate as a function of /3
(Fig. 1lc). Therefore, we call the four-photon FI non-local quantum interference, as the photon-count dependence

between A and B still remains, even if they are space-like separated.



This measurement with the product state is very similar to the non-local interference with entangled states. How-
ever, here no quantum entanglement between any properties of the photons exists, but one can observe interference
with the mere existence of a multi-photon state. It arrives from a coherent superposition of the origin of the multi-
photon state. Moreover, when Bob varies the phase 8 and measures the three-fold coincidence between the two
detectors in A and detector 3 in B (Fig. 1c¢), they will observe the interference of the three photons as a function of 3
(Fig. 1c). We stress that the phase 8, which we can tune, has no direct interaction with all the other three detected
photons. This is the unique feature of MFI and in contrast to the entanglement case, where P4(a + ) does not
depend on g (Fig. 1la). Although the visibility of Pyas(ca+ ) is not 1 due to the particular construction of the setup,
more complex source configurations and detection schemes may further increase the visibility. In this case, we can
probe the three-photon coincidence count by tuning the phase of the fourth photon, which is undetected. We note
that one cannot achieve space-like separation between the detection on A, photon 3, and the setting 8. Otherwise,

superluminal control would occur.

From a fundamental perspective, by extending the two-photon FI to multiphoton FI, one could separate the
down-conversion crystals in space and demonstrate non-local control of multiphoton interference that does not need
entanglement. From an application perspective, one could devise more complex quantum-information tasks, such as

quantum computation? and generations of complex multi-photon quantum stateg!026/27

Scheme of four-photon frustrated interference

In this work, four photons are generated in two indistinguishable generation processes and measured with four
detectors, enabling the suppression and enhancement of four-photon generation via FI428, In two-photon FI, there

. In the four-photon FI demonstrated here, we use

is one pair of photons generated from two two-photon sources
four two-photon sources for generating two pairs of correlated photons, as shown in Fig. 2a. Four two-photon sources
placed in sequence are pumped coherently by two laser beams. The down-converted photons from different groups
(crystals I and II, and crystals III and IV) are aligned according to the geometry shown in Fig. 2a to ensure the path
indistinguishability. Photons on the same path have identical properties (such as polarization, frequency, and arrival
time at the detectors). We emphasize that there is no entanglement of any external or internal degrees of freedoms
of photons involved, neither those created by the source (as we use single-mode fibers) nor those generated through

the concept of entanglement by path identity (as we do not shift modes between pair creations, which is the key idea

of entanglement by path identity™").

Considering the low probability p for generating photon pairs for the SPDC process, the output state (without

normalization) from modes 1 to 4 can be written as:
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FIG. 2. Four-photon frustrated interference. a, Scheme of frustrated four-photon interference. Four-fold coincidence
events occur when crystals I and II, or crystals III and IV generate two pairs of photons simultaneously. ¢sx and ¢;x
represent the phase of the signal and idler photon from crystal X, respectively, and ¢, is the phase of the pumps. The
interference pattern emerges when we cannot distinguish which group the four photons come from. The quantum state is
given by [ip) = [e'(Pi1H@siFditds2) 4 £i2¢0]11111), which is a product state and has no entanglement. b, Experimental setup.
The pump incidents from the right side and splits on a beam displacer (BD1) to generate the four photons via SPDC in a
‘back-reflect’ configuration, where the phase ¢, is controlled by M2. The idlers of sources I and II (il, i2) exchange their path
by polarization in the Swap module. Therefore, i1 and i2 experience the same phase ¢;. The phases of signals (s1, s2) are
controlled independently by M3 and M4, respectively. 11, i2, s1, and s2 are aligned with i3, i4, s3, and s4, respectively, ensuring
the path identity. All four photons are finally collected by couplers 1-4 and detected with single-photon detectors. See main
text for details.
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to second-order approximation, where the numbers in the kets represent photon numbers in modes 1 to 4.
When we count only the event detecting the four photons simultaneously, we post-select the state |1111), which
is a product state, as shown in the second line of Eq. (1). The probability of observing four-fold coincidence counts

(P1,2,3.4) varies with the phases in the system:

Piosa=p'2+ 2008 (¢i1 + ps1 + dio + bs2 — 26p)]. (2)

See Supplementary Note 1 for detailed derivation.
A more interesting phenomenon, multiphoton interference controlled by an undetected photon, is observed in our

experiment. When we vary the phase of photon sl, ¢1, the probability of observing the other three photons detected



by detectors 1, 3, and 4 is:

Pi 34 =p'[4+2c0s (¢i1 + ds1 + dio + bs2 — 2¢)]. (3)

The ideal visibility is 50% due to the multiphoton noise from |1012). In this case, we can detect and observe three-
photon interference by tuning the phase of the fourth photon, which is undetected. This srevel finding shows the effect
that one has non-local quantum interference that does not require entangled states. For entangled states, such as a
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Greenberger—-Horne—Zeilinger(GHZ) state , one would lose correlation when losing one particle.

Experimental setup

The scheme of our experimental setup is shown in Fig. 2b. The dimension of the optical setup is roughly 0.8 x 1.0 m?.
The pump is a 404-nm femtosecond pulsed laser with vertical polarization. A half-wave plate (HWP1) rotates the
polarization of the pump laser to 45°. One polarization beam displacer (BD1) separates the pump laser into two
parallel paths with equal power of about 0.29 W, denoted as P1 (H) and P2 (V), to pump a single beta-barium
borate (BBO) crystal separately. The spacing between the two paths is about 4 mm. Both P1 and P2 are horizontal
polarization after the semicircle HWP2 (half-HWP). The optical axis of BBO is in the horizontal plane and is aligned
to be 40.9° with respect to the two pumps to form the beamlike SPDC configuration®1*32,

P1 and P2 generate two pairs of photons denoted as s1, il, and s2, i2. The photon pairs from the beamlike source
are in the polarization product state |[HV)g;, and the emission angles of signal and idler with respect to the pump are
approximately 3°. The polarization of the down-converted photons is shown in Fig. 2b. The triple dots represent
vertical polarization and the triple lines represent horizontal polarization. As s1/il is parallel with s2/i2, after the
semicircle HWP, both sl (V), s2 (H), and il (V), i2 (H) are combined on the BDs and are focused with lenses to
improve the coupling efficiency at the couplers. Photons il and i2 pass through a quarter wave plate (QWP) with
the angle fixed at 45°. Then they are reflected on mirror M1. Therefore, the two photons swap their path on the
way back, which corresponds to the crossing between photons il and i2 in Fig. 2a. On the signal photons side, we
separate s1 and s2 on a polarization beam splitter (PBS) to control their phase ¢s; and ¢4o independently.

After the BBO crystal, P1 and P2 are combined on BD2 and reflected by mirror M2, forming a symmetrical
interferometer. The reflected pumps, denoted as P3 and P4, are used to generate photon pairs s3 and i3, and s4 and
i4. By adjusting M1, M3, and M4, the paths of s1, i1, s2, and i2 overlap with s3, i4, s4, and i3, respectively, as shown
in Fig. 2a, which erases the path distinguishability. Though the polarization states of signals and idlers are different,
they are the same for the photons on the same path due to the symmetry of our interferometer, which is necessary
for realizing the four-photon interference. To observe the four-photon interference successfully, we also need to erase
the temporal distinguishability. We fix M2 and scan the delays of M1, M3, and M4 until the interference pattern

emerges, ensuring that the reflected photons and the reflected pump laser pulses arrive at the crystal simultaneously.
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FIG. 3. Results of four-fold coincidence counts for multiphoton frustrated interference. a, The horizontal axis
represents the position of M3 (¢s1). The interference pattern of frustrated four-photon interference has visibility of 75.47% +
2.99% and a period of 403.5 nm. The green line is the fitting curve. b, The horizontal axis represents the position of M1
(¢i). The interference pattern has visibility of 74.26% =+ 2.79% and a period of 200.9 nm. The errors of visibilities are derived
from Poisson statistics. The integration time for each point in a and b is 30 s. ¢, The relationship between the visibility of
four-photon coincidence and the transmissivity of photon s2. The green line is a fit of the data points according to function
V= % with o = 0.42. All the data presented in this manuscript are the raw data with no noise subtraction.
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We note that there is a time difference between the reflected pumps P3 and P4 due to the geometrical dimension of
the BDs, and so are the signals and idlers on the same side. We can still realize the four-photon interference. We
only need to ensure photons on the same path arrive simultaneously, not all the photons on different paths!. This is
especially important for future space-like separated experiments of this effect. For the detailed results of path identity
and analysis of timing, see Supplementary Note 4.

All four photons sl (s3), s2 (s4), il (i4), and i2 (i3) are finally collected by single-mode fiber couplers. We analyze
the coincidence counts while varying the phase ¢, of s1. The result of four-fold coincidence counts is shown in Fig.
3a. The period of the interference pattern is 403.5 nm, in agreement with the 808-nm central wavelength of photon s1,
considering that it goes back and forth. The visibility of interference is about 75.47%. The misalignment of photons
on the same path reduces the identity in spatial mode and thereby the four-photon interference visibility. Based on
the values obtained from independent experimental measurements, the estimated maximum achievable value for the
visibility is about 81.95% (see Supplementary Note 3), which is higher than we obtained (75.47%). This discrepancy
may come from higher-order emission from SPDC, which further reduces the four-fold interference visibility.

The spatial misalignment causes experimental visibility different from identity. It can be modeled by including
the transmissivity (7') in the path of photon s2 [see ref 4]. Therefore, we reduce the coupling efficiency of photon s2

(hence lower T') and measure the visibility of four-fold coincidence to verify this effect. We note that the visibility is

20T
14+a27T2

not an exact linear correlation in T for four-fold coincidence: V = (see Supplementary Note 6), where « is the
parameter used to characterize the path identity. The experimental result is shown in Fig. 3c. As the transmissivity
of photon s2 decreases, the visibility of interference goes down to almost zero. That is because we know that photons
on mode-4 come from crystal IV when s2 is blocked, which destroys the interference. The parameter « of the fitting
curve is 0.42.

We also scan phase ¢; and record the four-fold coincidence counts. The result is shown in Fig. 3b. Because both

signals il and i2 experience phase ¢; as in Eq. (2), the interference period is approximately 200.9 nm, which is half of
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FIG. 4. Multi-photon non-local frustrated interference with undetected photons. a, Result of three-fold coincidence
counts on detectors 1, 3 and 4. The horizontal axis represents the position of M3 (¢s1). The interference pattern has visibility
of 29.84% =+ 1.05% and a period of 407.1 nm, almost the same as in Fig. 3a. b, Two-fold coincidence counts on detectors 1
and 3. The interference pattern has visibility of 11.42% 4 0.38% and a period of 407.2nm. The errors of visibilities are derived
from Poisson statistics. The integration time for each point in a and b is 30 s. ¢, The relationship between the visibility of
three-photon coincidence (detector 1, 2, 3) and the transmissivity of photon s2. The green line is a linear fit to the data points.
All the data presented in this manuscript are the raw data with no noise subtraction.

the period shown in Fig. 3a. The visibility of the interference is 74.26%. It is consistent with the visibility of Fig. 3a.

Multi-photon frustrated interference controlled by an undetected photon

To demonstrate the multiphoton interference controlled by an undetected photon in the frustrated interference, we
change the phase of sl and measure the three-fold coincidence events on detectors 1, 3, and 4, where photon sl is
undetected (see the inset of Fig. 4a). The result is shown in Fig. 4a. As the phase ¢4 varies, the coincidence counts
of the other three photons change correspondingly. Therefore, we observe multipartite frustrated interference, where
multiple correlated photons are influenced by a phase that has no direct relevance. The visibility of the interference
is 29.84%, which is lower than the theoretical value of 50%. The limited visibility is because of the limited path
indistinguishability for idler photons. We furthermore show that even two-fold coincidence, on detectors 1 and 3 (see

the inset of Fig. 4b), can be controlled with the phase of undetected photon sl, ¢1:

Py 5 =p*[6 4 2cos (¢i1 + ds1 + biz + bs2 — 26p)]. (4)

The result of the coincidence measurement on detectors 1 and 3 is shown in Fig. 4b. As the coincidence only occurs
when more than two crystals generate photons, twin photons from the same crystal do not cover up the interference.
The interference data in Figs. 3a and 4a, b are recorded simultaneously and show nearly identical interference

phase-dependence.

Finally, to show that our experiment is a genuine quantum mechanical effect and a consequence of induced coherence,
we vary the phase ¢¢; and measure the interference visibility of three-photon coincidence on detectors 1, 2, and 3

while reducing the transmissivity of photon s2, as shown in Fig. 4c. The nearly linear relation indicates that the
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four-photon FI is an induced coherence rather than induced stimulation , which is beyond the classical optics?.



DISCUSSION

In this work, by harnessing the indistinguishability between the generation process of photons, we have shown
four-photon non-local quantum interference with product states. This effect occurs not because of a superposition of
the photons’ external properties, such as path, polarization, and so on. Instead, it happens because of a fundamental
unknowability where the photons have been generated. This underlying principle allows us to show how we can
manipulate the interference of three photons by introducing a phase in the fourth photon that we never detect. Other
types of interference: single-photon interference, and two-photon interference (entanglement and Hong-Ou-Mandel),
all require the detection of all involved photons to observe the interference effect. If one traces out one photon, the
outcomes show no interference. For instance, if one uses two identical single photons generated from two independent
sources and performs the HOM interference experiment, one will not see any interference effect if one only measures
the single-photon counts. Interference only appears when the coincidence measurements of all interfering photons are
performed. In this work, the situation is fundamentally different. We tune the phase of a photon that we never detect,
and observe interference of the rest photons. Multiphoton interference appears when the coincidence measurements
of only partial interfering photons are performed.

Also, this is a different interference phenomenon to some of the maximally entangled states, such as GHZ states.
If one photon of a GHZ state remains undetected, no quantum interference will be observed in the rest photons (see
Supplementary Note 9 for details). Our experiment thereby demonstrates in a direct way how the lack of knowledge
about a quantum system can lead to multiphoton non-local quantum interference, a feature that cannot solely be
described by entanglement.

Novel properties of this quantum system can be observed with improvements in our experimental setup. As
we purposefully chose to build our setup with bulk optics, we can separate the distance between the crystals and
measure the non-local interference influenced by the phase of the undetected photon, which is important for exploring
fundamental questions of quantum physics and may be useful in quantum communication. This is possible because
one can build an experimental setup that shows the nonlocal interference under strict Einstein locality conditions, by
randomly setting the phases « or 8 (in Fig. 1c) after photon pairs in the lower layer (more details in Supplementary
Information).

Additionally, variations of our multi-photon experiments with induced coherence can be used to explore highly
diverse quantum systems. An example is a resource state for photonic quantum computers®, in which one exploits
the exact multi-photon frustrated generation that we experimentally showed here.

Finally, the demonstration of non-local interference with undetected photons relates our experiment to a very
vibrant field of quantum imaging with undetected photons™! and its variations!. Here, one striking property is the
generation of multiple wavelengths of the different photons. This is interesting in the absence of suitable detectors
for the wavelength of the undetected photon. Our experiment brings this application-driven research finally into

the multi-photon regime MO8 Ty this work, we have shown the multi-photon frustrated interference, which can
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potentially be observed even when the settings and detections of Alice and Bob are space-like separated. Note that
this unique property of multiphoton frustrated interference was not discussed in the original proposal of multi-photon

2

frustrated interference? nor was it shown in a recent related work=.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the plots within this paper and other findings of this study are available at
https://github.com/NJU-Malab/Frustrated-Interference.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE

Supplementary Note 1 — Four-photon frustrated interference

In this section, we give the equations used in the main text. We consider the Hamiltonian of spontaneous parametric

down-conversion(SPDC)
H = in(pa'd’ — plab) (5)
as 1 < 1, we use the approximate transformation of SPDC:

Usppc = et = [ + g(paldt — plab) + O(g%)

~ I+ g(pa'dt — plab), (6)

where g = nt. Here we omit the two-pair generation process in the same crystal, as the coincidence would be covered

by the high intensity of single pair (shown below). With Supplementary Eq.(2), The state after crystals I and II are

Y1) = UnUila, o, vac)

= [f—|—gadﬁdﬂ]n[f+go¢ci2Td3T]1\a,a,vac> (7)
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where |, «, vac) represents the initial two coherent pump states and the vacuum in the down-converted modes. The

pump, signals, and idlers will experience different phase shifts:

|,¢)2> — s [Js2[JPi2 [ Pp1 [[Pp2 |,(/}1>

— [f + gaei(¢i2+¢s2)d11'd41']n[f + gaei(¢il+¢sl)d‘2Td‘3T]I|a6i¢p1’a€i¢p2’vac> (8)
where U? = ei®a'a, After crystals III and IV, the final state is:

[vy) =UmUrv|z2)

+

=[I 4 glae®r dy dy' — py dvdo)]m(l + glae®r2dstdy" — paldsdy)]iv

[j + gaei(¢12+¢sz)d1Td4T]II[j + gaei(¢il+¢31)dgfci3]h]1|aei¢”1,aei¢P2,vac> (9)
Again, we omit the terms with O(g?) and get

|wf> :f + gaemplledQT + gaei¢p2d3Td4T + gaei(¢iz+¢sz)dl‘rd4’r + gaei(¢il+¢sl)d‘2ngT
+ g2a2[ei(¢i1+¢'sl+¢12+¢52)d1Td2Ta“3TaA4T 4 ei(¢p1+¢p2)aj1TaA2TaA3TaA4T
+ ei(¢m+¢7‘,2+¢s2)(le)2d2fd4T + ei(¢p1+¢i1+¢s1)d1T(d;)?ajgf

+ ei(¢p2+¢iz+¢sz)d1TaABT(aA4T)2 + ei(¢p2+¢>z‘1+¢51)d2T(aAST)QaAAlT} |aei¢p1 , aelPr? , vac}. (10)
Supplementary Eq.(6) could be rewritten as the photon number state of spatial modes 1-4:

[v) =|aei®r ozeid”ﬂ)pl,p2 ® {|vac) + p[ei(¢51+¢i1)|0110) + ¢i(@s2ti2) |1001) 4 €*»1[1100) + €*¥2|0011)]

+p2[€i(¢i1+¢sl+¢i2+¢sz)|1111> + ei(¢P1+¢P2)|1111>

+ \/567;(¢1'1+¢31+¢p1)|1210> + \/ﬁei(¢i1+¢'s1+¢p2)|0121> + \/iei(¢p1+¢i2+¢52)|2101> + \/567;(¢p2+¢1'2+¢32)|1012>]}.
(11)

When we consider only the down-converted photons and set ¢p1 = ¢p2, Supplementary Eq.(7) is exactly Eq.(1).

With Eq.(1), the terms that contribute to coincidence of 1, 3, 4 is p2ei(¢utdatditdn)|1111), p2ei?dr|1111),
V2p2ei(@rtei2+4:2)|1012). The first two terms interfere and the last term contributes a constant noise. Therefore, the

coincidence rate is

Py g4 = pllel0ntontonton) o 02002 4 opt — p4{4 4 2cos (di1 + Gt + diz + ds2 — 20,)] (12)
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Supplementary Note 2 — Two-photon frustrated interference

To show the four-photon interference, we first build two identical individual interferometers between sources I and
III, and IT and IV. In Supplementary Fig. 1, we show the interferometer between I and III. The scheme is almost the
same as in Fig. 2b, except for the QWP in the Swap module, which is fixed at 0° instead of 45° so that il and i2 do

not exchange their path.

To test the interference of sources I and III, we block the pump P2, fix the position of M2 (¢,), and perform a
coarse scan of the phases of down-converted photons (¢;, ¢s1) until the interference fringe of two sources emerges.
As shown in Supplementary Fig. 2(a), the envelope indicates about 0.2-mm coherent length of the down-converted
photons. Then we fix M3 (¢s1) at the place where the visibility of interference is maximum and finely tune the phase
¢; to obtain the interference pattern. The result is shown in Supplementary Fig. 2(b). The visibility of two-photon
coincidence is 95.5%. For sources IT and IV, we carry out the same operations. The result is shown in Supplementary

Fig. 2(c) with a visibility of 95.0%. The error bar is smaller than the data point and is not shown here.

The high visibility of two-photon frustrated interference (FI) ensures the path identity, which is essential for
observing the interference of four sources. We also observe single-photon FI with high visibilities, showing high-

level indistinguishability of the photons on the same path, as shown in Supplementary Fig. 3(a), (b).

a b
@ , , O
1]l
BD:2
P3 M
O
«—>
s | dp Pp
Optical Axis
|
? | S—— I
s1
P1 M3P ¥
M4—I¢SZ Lens BD E:I\mwp BBO PBS Mirror Coupler QWP

FIG. 5. (a) Scheme of frustrated two-photon generation (sources I and III). One pump light pumps two crystals placed in
sequence. The signal and idler photons from different sources are aligned to ensure the path identity. The counts of single-
photon and two-photon coincidence depend on the phases of pump and down-converted photons: I o< 1+ cos(¢; + ¢s —¢p). (b)
Experiment setup of the interferometer (sources I and III). We block P2 in Fig. 2b and fix the angle of QWP at 0° to study
the FI of photons from P1 and P3.
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FIG. 6. (a) Coarse scan of the phase ¢; helps to find the locations of interference fringes. (b)/(c) Results of two-fold coincidence
counts for the frustrated interference from sources I, III/sources II, IV. The horizontal axis is the position of mirror M1. The
interference visibility is (b)/(c) 95.5%/95.0%. The integration time of each point is 2 s.
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FIG. 7. Single-photon counts for the frustrated interference from (a) sources I, III and (b) sources II, IV. The horizontal axis
is the position of mirror M1. (a) Blue/red points represent the single counts on detector 1/2 and the visibility of the fitting
curve is 84.7%/64.3% (b) Blue/red points represent the single counts on detector 3/4 and the visibility of the fitting curve is
74.6%/62.5%. The integration time of each point is 2 s.

Supplementary Note 3 — Spatial alignment and interference visibility

In this section, we discuss the causes of the reduced visibility of FI. We start from the two-photon FI discussed
above. The misalignment of photons on the same path (il/sl and i3/s3) and the additional loss for photons il and
sl on the optical elements give rise to the different coupling efficiency for sources I and III. Therefore, the collected
intensity of source I is lower than that of source III, which is the main reason for the limited visibility. This can
be seen in Supplementary Table 1, where the two-fold coincidence counts of sources I and II are lower than that of

sources III and IV. If we model the different intensity as transmissivity T, the quantum state of sources I and III is

[¥)13 = p[T1[11)iys, + Ra[11)i 6 + [11)455,], (13)

where T3 is the transmissivity and R; is the reflectivity of source I. Photons in the second term are dissipated and
not detected. |11);,s, and |11),,s, are indistinguishable and will interfere. The visibility of Supplementary Eq.(9) is

V= 13_7;1,2, from which we can estimate T} is about 0.737 with V = 95.5%. For sources II and IV, we have a similar
1
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Coincidence (signal,idler)x10%/s
Before (N7) After (Ng) q; = Na/ Ny
Source I 1.75 1.03 0.589
Source IT 2.17 2.16 0.995
Source III 3.27 2.43 0.743
Source IV 2.83 2.34 0.827

TABLE I. Two-fold coincidence counts of the four sources before and after the swapping of il and i2.

Coincidence (signal,idler)x10%/s
Before (Ny) After (Ng) q; = Na/ Ny
Source 1 1.30 0.53 0.408
Source 1T 1.21 1.41 1.17
Source III 2.13 2.14 1.005
Source IV 2.24 1.79 0.799

TABLE II. Two-fold coincidence counts of the four sources with lower .

analysis and get To = 0.724 with V = 95.0%.

For the four-photon FI, as the beam spacing and parallelism from the BDs are different, the coupling efficiencies
of i1 and i2 reduce significantly after the swapping, which aggravates the intensity imbalance. Therefore, we have to
make a compromise between the different sources. The result is shown in Supplementary Table 1. g; is the ratio of
intensity after and before the swapping of source i. Considering that both 77 and T» above will furthermore reduce

the visibility of four-fold coincidence, the quantum state of four-photon FI is

[)1,2,34 = p2[\/Q1Q2T1T2€i(¢“+¢51+¢i2+¢52)|1111>1‘2511152 + V33q2€27 [1111) 1, 55104 (14)

where the terms that do not contribute to the four-fold coincidence are omitted, and only the two terms that interfere

remain. The visibility of Supplementary Eq. (10) is V = 142_‘22 = 81.9%, where a = %T:[TQ = 0.521. This
estimated visibility from independent two-fold coincidence counts is close to the experiment result of 75.47% as in
the main text. We estimate the reduction of visibility from higher order emission is about 10% from independent
measurement.

For comparison, we reduce « to 0.411, as shown in Supplementary Table 2 and measured the interference pattern

for four-photon coincidence counts again. We find the four-photon interference visibility decreases to 67.2% as shown

in Supplementary Fig. 4. The result is consistent with our theoretical prediction V = 70.32% with o = 0.411.

Supplementary Note 4 — Time control of four-photon interference

The temporal indistinguishability for photons on the same path is essential for the four-photon interferencel. In

this section, we analyze the time of the photons generated from different crystals. The lengths of important parts are
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FIG. 8. Result of four-fold coincidence counts. The horizontal axis represents the position of M3 (¢s1). The fitting curve has
visibility of 67.2% and a period of 418.9 nm. The error of visibility calculated from Poisson statistics is 4.50%.

labeled in Supplementary Fig. 5.
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FIG. 9. Experiment setup. The lengths of different optical paths are labeled in red.

We start our discussion from the two-photon interference scheme, where the QWP is fixed at 0°. The interference

of sources I and IT occurs when the pump P3 and the photons s1, il arrive at the BBO crystal simultaneously. That’s

ti1 =ts1 =tp3 (15)
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where

ti1 = %(lspl +lsi+lpp +lei+lei +1lap +1si)

- %(zs,,1 2+ 2 + 2pp) (16)
b1 = (gt +los + LD + lust + st + 50 + )

= %(lspl + 215 + 2551 + 2lpD) (17)
95 = <(lopt g2 + 130+ lop + Loy + L + L)

— %(lspl + 22 + 2lep + 21D) (18)

represent the time experienced by the photons i1, s1, and pump P3, respectively. The beginning point of time is when
the pump incident onto BD1, where the pump splits into two paths, as denoted in Supplementary Fig. 5 with “start

point”. As the position of M2 is fixed ({sp2 + lcp), Supplementary Eq. (11) could be rewritten as

tit =tpz = los = lspa +lep — 1 (19)

ts1 =tps = lssl = lsp2 + lcp - lss (20)

Thus, we should adjust M1 and M3 to meet the above conditions. For sources II and IV, we have similar conditions:

lci = lsp? + lcp - lsi (21)

lss2 = lsp? + lcp - lss (22)

When we swap il and i2, the time the photons experience are as follows:

= %(lspl + 2l + 2l + D) (23)
ts1 = %(lspl + 25 + 2lss1 + 2lD) (24)
tho = %(lspl + 2l + 2l + 2IBD) (25)
tso = %(lspl + 255 + 2lss2 + IBD) (26)
tp3 = %(131)1 + 2l5p2 + 2lep + 2lpD) (27)
94 = ~(lopt + g2 + 2y + 0) (28)

As long as the conditions of Supplementary Eq. (15) - (18) satisfies, which could be realized by keeping M2, M3, M4
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unchanged and scanning the position of M1, the following equations of time indistinguishability still hold:

tio = tps (pathl); ts =tps (path2); (29)

th, =tps (path3); te =tpy (pathd); (30)

The above analysis shows that, though the photons from the sources I to IV are generated asynchronouslyY, we still

can’t distinguish the photon on the same path by time, which is essential for the four-photon FI.

Supplementary Note 5 — Two-fold coincidence counts in the four-photon frustrated interference

We also analyze the two-fold coincidence counts in the four-photon interference experiment. The result is shown in
Supplementary Fig. 6. There are six two-fold coincidences of the four photons on modes 1 to 4. Only the coincidences
on detectors 1 and 3 or detectors 2 and 4 will show the interference pattern, as shown in Supplementary Fig. 6(a).
The interference is a result of four-photon FI. Affected by the noise from the first order and second order, as shown
in Eq. (1), the interference visibility is limited. The coincidence counts of detectors 2, 3 (source I), detectors 1, 4

(source IT), detectors 1, 2 (source III) and detectors 3, 4 (source IV) show no interference as shown in Supplementary

Fig. 6(b).
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FIG. 10. Results of two-fold coincidence counts in the four-photon frustrated interference. The horizontal axis represents the
position of M3. (a) The red line represents the coincidence of detectors 2 and 4. The fitting curve has a visibility of 4.57% and
a period of 407.0 nm. The blue line represents the coincidence of detectors 1 and 3. The fitting curve has a visibility of 10.33%
and a period of 407.2 nm. (b) The coincidence counts of photons from four different sources I (detector 2,3), II (detector 1,4),
IIT (detector 1,2), and IV (detector 3,4) show no interference, as expected.

Supplementary Note 6 — Visibility and transmissivity (V-T)

In this section, we give the function used for fitting the V-T correlation in the main text. Supplementary Eq.

(10) gives the final state collected by detectors 1-4. When we reduce the transmissivity T of photon s2, it should be
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rewritten as:

10)1,2,3.4 = V@sqap*[aTe!@ntdatdntea)|1111), o o 4 aReGntoatdntoa)|1111), oo+ P 1111)i, 50000,
(31)
where we have denoted identical photons with the same subscript. R is the reflectivity of photon s2. The second
term is dissipated and not detected. Therefore, the second term will not contribute to four-fold coincidence but to

coincidences on detectors 1, 2, and 3. The visibility of the above equation for four-fold coincidence is

20T

V= 1y

(32)
We consider « as a variable and are used to quantify the path identity of the photons or the intensity imbalance of
the sources, as stated above. Supplementary Fig. 7 shows the four-photon FI with different transmissivities of photon
s2, which corresponds to Fig. 3c. As T is reduced, the visibility tends to vanish. The « calculated from coincidence
counts (0.521) is higher than that from the fitting curve (0.42) with Supplementary Eq. (28) . The difference may

come from the limited long-time stability of our experiment and multiphoton noise from high-order emission.
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FIG. 11. The relationship between the visibility of four-photon coincidence and the transmissivity of photon s2.

For the coincidences on detectors 1, 2, and 3, as the second term in Supplementary Eq. (27) and term |1210) in

Eq. (1) will contribute a constant noise, the visibility is

2aT
V=——. 33
V is proportion to T. Supplementary Fig. 8 shows the four-photon FI with different transmissivities of photon s2,

which corresponds to Fig. 4c. As T is reduced, the visibility again tends to vanish.
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Supplementary Note 7 — Space-time diagram of non-local and local quantum interference

Throughout our manuscript, we use the terms ‘non-local’ by its operational definitions. Following the strict Ein-
stein’s locality conditions, when we say events X and Y are non-local, it means X lies outside of both the future and
past lightcones of Y.

The quantum interference in the frustrated two-photon generation is the interference between photon sources from
two crystals. Based on the above definition of non-local, as the twin photons are generated in the same place, the
phase setting event a is always in the past light cone of the detection event B (see Supplementary Fig. 9b below).
Therefore, we call it local quantum interference.

The analogy between the two-photon entanglement and four-photon frustrated interference is twofold:

1. From the space-time configuration perspective: While the four-photon frustrated interference expands the source
into a larger space by swapping the idlers, the phase-setting event a (phase «) can be space-like separated from the
detection event B. We call this non-local quantum interference (Supplementary Fig. 9c below). This situation for
the four-photon frustrated interference is similar to the two-photon entanglement (Supplementary Fig. 9a below), in
which the setting events a/b can be space-like separated from the detection events B/A.

2. From the experimental observation perspective: For an EPR state (Supplementary Fig. 9a below), when Alice
and Bob change their measurement settings, their single counts remain constant, while the coincidence between them
shows dependence on both settings. In the four-photon frustrated interference (Supplementary Fig. 9¢ below), when
Alice and Bob change their phase settings (a and ), their local two-photon coincidence counts (photons 1 and 2,
photons 3 and 4, respectively) remain constant, while the four-photon coincidence shows the interference depending
on both settings. In particular, when Alice and Bob set the phase a + 5 = 7 and keep them unchanged, there will
be no four-photon coincidence counts. Therefore, when Alice detects two photons (event A), she can state that there
must be no two-photon coincidence counts at Bob’s side (event B); that is, event A prohibits event B with the phase

setting oo + 8 = m, no matter how far Labl and Lab2 are separated from each other. We call this photon-count
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conditional probability between Alice and Bob the non-local quantum interference.
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FIG. 13. Space-time diagram of the three experiment settings. (a) Entangled state. (b) Two-photon frustrated interference.
(c) Four-photon frustrated interference.

So far, in our experiment, a single laser is the pump source for all of the photon pair generations — and this could
open the loophole at the time of the creation of the photon pairs in the lower layer, the phase setting is already
fixed. However, this is only done for technical reasons. In principle, the phenomenon we have observed could be
demonstrated under strict Einstein locality conditions?*¥. There are several possible implementations, and we explain
two of them now, referring to Fig. lc:

(1) If the pump source is a pulsed laser, then the phases o and 8 can be set randomly after the pump pulse goes
through the two crystals in the lower layer.

(2) The pump sources could be four independent phase-stable lasers. In that way, again it is possible to separate the
four sources and the phases a and 3, such that the phases are set only after the photon pairs are produced in the

lower layer.

Note this requires that the phase of Alice and Bob should be in the same reference frame of the pump light, which
may potentially open certain loopholes, such as the freedom-of-choice loophole, especially when one consider the
deterministic model. See details in [PNAS 107, 19708 (2010)]*. However, to close all loopholes is beyond the scope of
the current work and we plan to address this interesting topic in the future. Additionally, investigating the relations
of these experimental design to other loopholes will be an interesting theoretical study®. To close the locality loophole,
we can introduce a random phase on the pump, and configure the phase setting event for Alice/Bob outside the light

cone of the phase setting event for the pump.

Supplementary Note 8 — Cancel the noise of three-photon interference

Here we give an example of source configuration to improve the three-photon interference visibility. In the main

text, it is shown that the maximal three-photon interference visibility is 50% because of the constant noise term
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I1,0,1,2) produced by a simultaneous event in crystals IT and IV.

This, however, is not a fundamental limit, as the additional noise contribution can be canceled by destructive
interference (Supplementary Fig. 10). Let’s first understand this via the graph representation of our experiment. As
shown in Fig. S10a below, each vertex represents the path mode of photons. Each blue edge represents a photon
pair source, (i.e., a non-linear crystal), which is labeled from I to IV as shown in Fig. 2. The noise term reducing the
three-photon interference (photons 1, 3, and 4 in our experiment) is |1,0,1,2). So we have to make revisions in the
setup in modes 1, 3, and 4. We now add four more crystals: V, VI, VII, and VIII. Crystal V emits non-collinear pairs
into modes 1 and 3. Crystal VI produces two photons collinearly in path 4. They together produce an additional
three-fold detection in the form |1,0,1,2). If we set the phase of the light that pumps crystal VI to 7 with respect to

the light that pumps crystal I, then the noise contribution cancels with the newly created term.

At this stage, two additional terms emerge from a combination of crystal V with crystal II and with crystal IV.
However, those contributions can also be canceled by adding new crystals VII and VIII that produce two photons
collinearly in paths 1 and 3, respectively. Therefore, all noise contributions cancel and the resulting three-photon
interference has 100% visibility. Detailed terms (on modes 1, 3, 4) generated from newly added crystals are listed
below:

Noise cancel: Crystal V & VI: —|1,0,1,2)

Newly created noise terms that have coincidence count:
Crystal V & II: |2,0,1,1)

Crystal V & IV: |1,0,2,1)

Terms from the contribution of Crystals VII and VIII:
Crystal VI & VII: —|2,0,1,1)

Crystal IT & VIII: —|1,0,2,1)

The four above terms cancel.

(@ -VII Vo) G ;1

FIG. 14. (a) Graph representation of noise cancellation. (b) The noise of three-photon interference can be completely restrained
by adding 4 crystals marked in green.
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Supplementary Note 9 — The Cause of non-local quantum interference

As shown in Supplementary Fig. 11, one can generate the GHZ state from a system similar to that of the frustrated
four-photon interference, except that we use mode shifters to convert the photons coming from crystals I and II
from state |0000) to |1111). In this configuration, the GHZ state [Vgnz) = %Hllll) + €%°|0000)] will not show
interference when one traces over the undetected photon (photon 4), as the photons 123 are in a mixed state p1a3 =
£]000)(000] + |111)(111|. However, when we remove the mode shifter of the undetected photon (photon 4), the
undetected photon remains in |[0). The final state becomes a bipartite product state between particles 123 and
4: | VUproduct) = %Hlll) + €%]000)]|0). As the state of photons 123 contains the phase information: |¥)js3 =
% [|[111) + €#|000)], the interference shows up with the state |¥poquct) €ven if we take the trace over the undetected
photon (photon 4) and measure photons 1, 2, and 3 in mutually unbiased bases, for example in the | + ++) base.
Therefore, in this case the non-local quantum interference with undetected photon comes from the path identity rather

than entanglement. Only when there are identical modes of the undetected photon, will the phase information (i)

on the undetected photon be transferred to the other three photons.

No interference Interference

K_J%f_%

undetected undetected
4 2 ++1 3 + t4
1 [0 0f v o of [0 ofw

(N7 1)
Mode Mode
Shifter ™ Shifter ™™

GHZ state Bipartite product state

FIG. 15. The interference with an undetected photon of the GHZ state and the bipartite product state.
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