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ABSTRACT

Photonic Lanterns (PLs) are tapered waveguides that gradually transition from a multi-mode fiber

geometry to a bundle of single-mode fibers (SMFs). They can efficiently couple multi-mode telescope

light into a multi-mode fiber entrance at the focal plane and convert it into multiple single-mode

beams. Thus, each SMF samples its unique mode (lantern principal mode) of the telescope light in

the pupil, analogous to subapertures in aperture masking interferometry (AMI). Coherent imaging

with PLs can be enabled by interfering SMF outputs and applying phase modulation, which can be

achieved using a photonic chip beam combiner at the backend (e.g., the ABCD beam combiner). In

this study, we investigate the potential of coherent imaging by interfering SMF outputs of a PL with

a single telescope. We demonstrate that the visibilities that can be measured from a PL are mutual

intensities incident on the pupil weighted by the cross-correlation of a pair of lantern modes. From

numerically simulated lantern principal modes of a 6-port PL, we find that interferometric observables

using a PL behave similarly to separated-aperture visibilities for simple models on small angular scales

(< λ/D) but with greater sensitivity to symmetries and capability to break phase angle degeneracies.

Furthermore, we present simulated observations with wavefront errors and compare them to AMI.

Despite the redundancy caused by extended lantern principal modes, spatial filtering offers stability

to wavefront errors. Our simulated observations suggest that PLs may offer significant benefits in the

photon noise-limited regime and in resolving small angular scales at low contrast regime.

Keywords: Direct imaging (387) — Optical interferometry (1168) — High angular resolution (2167)

— Astronomical techniques (1684) — Circumstellar disks (235)

1. INTRODUCTION

Astronomical adaptive optics (AO) enables

diffraction-limited resolution (∼ λ/D) in the near in-

frared. However, in high-contrast applications, detect-

ing a companion or resolving structures at such separa-

tions remains challenging, due to residual aberrations in

AO-corrected wavefronts. Indeed, searching for directly

imageable planets is typically limited to separations
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larger than a few λ/D (Guyon et al. 2013; Ruane et al.

2017). Decreasing the AO-corrected inner working angle

via novel imaging techniques will enable detections of

extrasolar planets on tighter orbits around more distant

stars.

There have been efforts to push to the ultimate

limits set by diffraction using interferometric methods

with a single telescope, which can reach resolutions as

small as λ/2D. Examples include techniques such as

non-redundant masking (NRM) interferometry (Bald-

win et al. 1986; Haniff et al. 1987; Tuthill et al. 2000;

Sallum & Skemer 2019) and filled-aperture kernel phase

interferometry (Martinache 2010). NRM uses a pupil
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Figure 1. (a) A schematic diagram of a standard 6-port PL. The telescope light is injected into the PL at the focal plane
through the FMF end, propagates through the PL and becomes confined in the SMFs. The SMF outputs can be directed to
photonic chips or other devices and then to the detector. A cross-section of the PL at the FCF end is shown in the upper right.
The simulated structures of six supported PL principal modes (modes 0 through 5) are shown in the lower panels, evaluated
at the (b) pupil plane, (c) focal plane (FMF end), and (d) FCF end. Colors represent the phase and saturation indicates the
amplitude. The white circles in (b) show the size of the telescope aperture where we assume a circular geometry with a diameter
of 10m. The white circles in (c) and (d) show the geometry of the PL, with small circles indicating the size of the SMF core
and large circles denoting the size of the inner jacket. See Section 2.3 for more details of the simulation setup.

mask with a several machined holes designed so that

the baselines formed by each pair correspond to unique

spatial frequencies. The images formed at the focal

plane are interferometric fringes, and complex visibili-

ties can be extracted from the Fourier-transformed im-
ages. However, the mask blocks most of the light at the

pupil, trading visibility measurement fidelity with pho-

ton sensitivity. On the other hand, kernel phase inter-

ferometry does not block the light, but rather treats the

telescope pupil as an array of sub-apertures that form

redundant baselines. While this technique is efficient

in terms of random photon noise, it is effective only in

the high-Strehl regime, where instrumental pupil-plane

phases are small enough to linearly perturb the focal

plane image (Ireland 2013). The pupil remapping tech-

nique (fibered aperture masking) is another approach,

which divides the telescope pupil into multiple subaper-

tures each feeding a single-mode fiber (SMF) (Perrin

et al. 2006; Huby et al. 2012; Jovanovic et al. 2012). In

this way the entire telescope pupil can be used, achieving

better Fourier coverage than the NRM. However, it still

requires a high Strehl ratio to ensure modest coupling

into SMFs, and a complex beam combination structure

is required to measure interferometric properties from

many baselines.

In this work, we study the potential of achieving the

resolution comparable to interferometry using a pho-

tonic device called the photonic lantern (PL) on a sin-

gle telescope. PLs are tapered waveguides that gradu-

ally transition from a few-mode fiber (FMF) geometry

to a bundle of SMFs, or a few-core fiber (FCF) (Leon-

Saval et al. 2013; Birks et al. 2015). Figure 1(a) shows

a schematic of a PL. When the AO-corrected telescope

light couples into the FMF end of the PL at the focal

plane, it becomes confined within the cores as it prop-

agates through the lantern transition. Therefore, a PL

splits a few-moded wavefront into a few single-moded

beams, each in an individual SMF. The outputs con-

fined in the SMFs are highly stable due to the spatial

filtering nature of the SMF (Jovanovic et al. 2016), mak-

ing it ideal for observations that require high fidelity.

The output SMFs can be used as an input for multiple

devices, for example for a high-resolution spectrometer

(Jovanovic et al. 2016; Lin et al. 2021), a focal-plane
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wavefront sensor (Norris et al. 2020; Lin et al. 2022a,

2023b), or for other photonic devices. If the PL were

mode-selective (Leon-Saval et al. 2014), it could be used

as a nuller that suppresses the on-axis starlight while

coupling the off-axis light from a companion source (Xin

et al. 2022).

Here, we consider interfering the SMF outputs to ex-

ploit the coherence properties of a PL. This can be real-

ized by feeding SMF outputs into a backend photonic

integrated circuit beam combiner. We illustrate this

concept in more detail and describe interferometric ob-

servables that can be measured by PLs in §2. In §3, we
investigate the effects of WFEs on measurement of PL

interferometry observables, specifically closure phases.

In §4, we perform mock observations and demonstrate

the potential of PL interferometry for parametric mod-

eling (visibility fitting) and for non-parametric image

reconstruction. Finally, in §5, we discuss prospects of

this technique and future exploration directions.

2. VISIBILITIES MEASURED BY PHOTONIC

LANTERNS

In classical interferometry, pairs of apertures are inter-

fered to measure the corresponding fringe visibility. For

PLs, the lantern principal modes, which we will define

in §2.1, are analogous to individual apertures in classical

interferometry. We develop the corresponding PL visi-

bility observables in §2.2 and simulate these observables

for simple system geometries in §2.3.

2.1. Lantern Principal Modes as Effective Apertures

For a radially symmetric weakly guiding step-index

waveguide, the linearly polarized modes (LP modes;

LPlm(a,b)) describe the propagation eigenmodes. Ignor-

ing the dual multiplicity introduced by polarization, an
N -moded fiber supports N modes of propagation and

their spatial modes can be described as superposition of

N LP modes. When telescope light is injected into an

SMF at the focal plane, a portion of the light matching

the mode structure of the SMF (LP01; Gaussian-like in-

tensity profile and flat phase front) will couple and prop-

agate through the fiber. Likewise, when telescope light

is injected into an N -moded PL entrance (FMF end) in

the focal plane, a fraction of the light that matches the

first N LP modes gets coupled and propagates through

the PL to the SMF end. Therefore the N modes in the

N -moded PL entrance are mapped to N SMF outputs.

For PLs, we can define Photonic Lantern Principal

Modes (PLPMs; “lantern modes” in Lin et al. (2021))

— a different orthogonal superposition of the spatial

LPlm(a,b) excited modes that maps to one SMF out-

put. Therefore PLPMs can be determined by back-

propagating fundamental modes in the single-mode out-

puts to the PL entrance. The number of principal

modes is equal to the number of supported LP modes

(LPlm(a,b)) and lantern single-mode outputs. Princi-

pal mode propagation in a multimode fiber is a local-

ization of a group of guided modes at the output in

both the frequency and time domains (Nolan & Nguyen

2021). Based on the physical properties of the pho-

tonic lantern mode converter, the principal modes of

the lantern do not suffer from spatio-temporal scatter-

ing along the short lantern transition and form orthog-

onal bases at both the input and the output ends of the

waveguide. It is important to note that this definition is

only an analogy to principal modes in multimode optical

fiber transmission (Fan & Kahn 2005), in which princi-

pal modes are independent of wavelength and represent

Eisenbud-Wigner-Smith states of the multimode trans-

mission system (Carpenter et al. 2015). In our case,

they are wavelength dependent due to the optical trans-

mission matrix solutions. However due to the nature of

the photonic lantern transitions their temporal disper-

sion is negligible (wavelength independent) and can be

considered constant.

Examples of the PLPMs for a standard 6-port lantern

are shown in Figure 1 (c). The fundamental modes con-

fined in the SMFs (panel (d)), which form a modal basis

in the PL output end, are back-propagated numerically

to the lantern entrance. Details of the simulation are

presented in section 2.3. The coupling efficiency of the

complex focal-plane electric field into each of the PLPMs

determines the flux of each SMF output.

The “pupil plane PLPMs”, shown in panel (b), are

defined as focal plane (PL entrance) PLPMs back-

propagated to the pupil plane. The complex conju-

gate of these can be interpreted as effective apertures

seen by the lantern. For instance, the pupil-plane wave-

front that matches the pupil plane PLPM i will couple

into the PL and end up in the i-th SMF in the output,

encoded as the complex amplitude of the fundamental

mode. Therefore, although a single telescope aperture is

used for collecting the light, SMF outputs of a PL repre-

sent the telescope light filtered by unique and spatially

orthogonal effective apertures.

Examining these PLPMs in the pupil and focal planes,

in general each mode has its unique phase and ampli-

tude structure. Mode 0 couples an on-axis symmetric

field while other modes are more sensitive to asymme-

tries. Also, each mode amplitude distribution peaks in

different locations at the pupil, implying that each SMF

preferentially samples more light at specific locations,

similar to a “subaperture” in aperture masking interfer-

ometry (AMI). The complex-valued nature of the aper-
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ture function is a departure from traditional aperture

masks (amplitude masks), although recent techniques

like holographic aperture masks (Doelman et al. 2018,

2021) allow for complex-valued pupil functions. The in-

terpretation of PL principal modes as effective apertures

leads us to the concept of PL interferometry: interfering

SMF outputs to learn about coherence properties of the

source field distribution.

2.2. PL Visibilities

In conventional interferometry, the measurement pro-

cess is aimed at sampling the complex visibilities of a

source field distribution in the u − v plane from light

transmitted by two well-separated apertures that is then

interfered. If the two apertures are placed at (x1, y1)

and (x2, y2), the baseline is defined as (Bu, Bv) =

(x2 − x1, y2 − y1). By interfering the fields at the

two spatial points, the visibility at the spatial frequency

(u, v) = (Bu/λ,Bv/λ) can be sampled and is expressed

as a normalized mutual intensity as follows:

V(u, v) ∝ Jp(u, v) = ⟨Ep(x1, y1; t)E
∗
p(x2, y2; t)⟩t. (1)

Jp(u, v) is the mutual intensity of the source at the two

apertures, which is a measure of the correlation between

the fields at different points in space. The mutual inten-

sity is the mutual coherence function under the quasi-

monochromatic assumption, ignoring the effects of tem-

poral coherence. Ep(x, y) represents the source field at

the pupil plane. The brackets represent time average.

Then the source intensity distribution corresponds to

a two-dimensional Fourier transform of Jp(u, v) by the

Van Cittert-Zernike theorem. By sampling a number of

V(u, v) values in the u−v plane (filling the u−v plane),

the source intensity distribution can be recovered.

However, for PLs, the effective apertures are not well-

separated (Figure 1(b)). They spatially overlap each

other and have unique complex structures. Therefore,

defining a baseline is ambiguous and Jp(u, v) cannot be

directly sampled as in separated-aperture interferome-

try. In the following subsections, we examine what is

observable by interfering two SMF outputs of a PL and

how it relates to the source field and its mutual intensity

function.

2.2.1. Development of PL Interferometry Observables

We have discussed in the previous subsection that

pupil plane PLPMs represent the effective apertures of

each SMF output. The effective pupil function of the i-

th SMF output can be calculated by the telescope aper-

ture function multiplied by the complex conjugate of the

i-th pupil plane PLPM. Then the complex amplitudes

of the scalar electric fields in the SMF outputs can be

described as an overlap integral in the pupil plane (x,

y):

Ei(t) =

∫∫ ∞

−∞
Ep(x, y; t)Peff,i(x, y)dxdy (2)

where Ep(x, y; t) is the source field at the pupil plane

and Peff,i(x, y) is the effective pupil function of the i-th

output. The coupling efficiency of the i-th SMF is then

described as the normalized form of the absolute square

of the above.

Now consider interfering light from a pair of outputs.

Writing the electric fields in the two outputs as E1(t)

and E2(t), intensities in each output SMF port can be

written as

I1 = ⟨E1(t)E
∗
1 (t)⟩t

I2 = ⟨E2(t)E
∗
2 (t)⟩t

(3)

If we, for example, sum the two electric fields (coherently

combine the two SMF outputs), the resulting intensity

is then

⟨|E1(t) + E2(t)|2⟩t = I1 + I2 + 2Re(⟨E1(t)E
∗
2 (t)⟩t)

= I1 + I2 + 2Re(J12).
(4)

The last term is the mutual intensity term, which is the

modulating term depending on the coherence properties

of E1 and E2. This term is related to the complex fringe

visibility between the two SMF outputs as follows:

V12 =
2

I1 + I2
J12. (5)

This is the visibility that can be measured by interfer-

ing SMF outputs of a PL, which we define as the PL

visibility. For a 6-port PL, there are 15 unique pairs

of ports, so 15 such complex visibilities can be defined

(Vij). In the example of coherently combining the two

SMF outputs, the real part of the complex visibility is

determined.

In practice, both the real and the complex parts of the

complex visibility Vij can be determined using an ABCD

beam combiner, which gets two inputs and provides four

outputs with phase difference of multiples of 90 degrees

(Shao & Staelin 1977; Benisty et al. 2009). The four

outputs from one ABCD beam combiner with inputs Ei

and Ej would be

Iij,A = |Ei + Ej |2 = Ii + Ij + 2Re(Jij)

Iij,B = |Ei + Eje
iπ|2 = Ii + Ij + 2Re(Jije

−iπ)

Iij,C = |Ei + Eje
iπ/2|2 = Ii + Ij + 2Re(Jije

−iπ/2)

Iij,D = |Ei + Eje
i3π/2|2 = Ii + Ij + 2Re(Jije

−i3π/2).

(6)
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Therefore, it is possible to solve for the complex visibility

Vij given the four outputs. In the above case,

Vij =
(Iij,A − Iij,B) + (Iij,C − Iij,D)i

Iij,A + Iij,B + Iij,C + Iij,D
. (7)

Note that this assumes an ideal case where instrumental

phase shift, instrumental contrast, and intensity losses

are negligible, and equal splitting ratios are assumed.

These should be carefully calibrated in order to achieve

a high sensitivity (Colavita 1999; Benisty et al. 2009).

Additionally, we assume a monochromatic, scalar elec-

tric field and defer the consideration of polarization and

chromaticity to future work.

For a 6-port PL, light in each SMF output is split five

ways and sent to ABCD beam combiners for pairwise

beam combination. Therefore 15 ABCD beam combin-

ers are needed, leading to 60 outputs in total. The out-

puts may additionally be split based on polarization.

The outputs can be directed to an optional dispersing

spectrometer and then to a detector.

2.2.2. Spatial frequencies sampled by PL visibilities

In this subsection, we examine the spatial frequency

information contained in the PL visibilities: relating PL

visibilities to the mutual intensity at the pupil plane,

Jp(u, v).

Using Equation 2, the relation between the mutual

intensity measured from a pair of outputs (J12) and the

source mutual intensity can be established as follows:

Jij = ⟨Ei(t)E
∗
j (t)⟩t

=

∫∫∫∫ ∞

−∞
⟨Ep(xi, yi)E

∗
p(xj , yj)⟩t

× Peff,i(xi, yi)P
∗
eff,j(xj , yj)dxidyidxjdyj

=

∫∫ ∞

−∞
Jp(u, v) (Peff,j ⋆ Peff,i)(u, v)dudv

(8)

where ⋆ denotes the two-dimensional cross correlation.

Therefore, the PL visibility between two SMF outputs i

and j is then

Vij =
2
∫∫∞

∞ Jp(u, v) (Peff,j ⋆ Peff,i)dudv∫∫∞
∞ Jp(u, v) (Peff,i ⋆ Peff,i + Peff,j ⋆ Peff,j)dudv

(9)

Equation 9 shows that the PL visibilities are propor-

tional to the product of the mutual intensity in the

pupil plane and the cross-correlation of the effective

pupil functions, integrated over the u− v plane.

Note that the cross-correlation of pupil functions have

correspondence to the optical transfer function (OTF).

The OTF describes how an imaging system samples the

spatial frequency (u, v) of the object intensity. If con-

sidering an image formed by a single aperture, the OTF

is defined as the normalized autocorrelation of the pupil

function: the image consists of sum of all the interfero-

metric fringes formed by every pair of points within the

aperture. On the other hand, if spatially filtered wave-

fronts from two subapertures are interfered, there is no

interference between two points within a subaperture.

Instead of combining the two pupil functions and tak-

ing its autocorrelation, we only need to take the cross-

correlation of the two pupil functions to define an OTF

of a pair of subapertures:

OTFi,j(u, v) ∝ (Peff,j ⋆ Peff,i)(u, v). (10)

It is important to note that spatial filtering means that

measurable mutual intensity Jij = ⟨EiE
∗
j ⟩t is a spatial

frequency averaged value.

Figure 2 visualizes the interpretation of PL visibili-

ties. Panel (a) shows an example scene of binary stars,

separated by 20 mas. Panel (b) represents the mutual

intensity in the pupil plane (Jp(u, v)), which is the two-

dimensional Fourier transform of the image. In panel (d)

we show PL pupil functions of mode 1 and 4 as an ex-

ample, and their cross-correlation (OTF). The visibility

measurable by interfering SMF outputs 1 and 4 corre-

sponds to the mutual intensity distribution Jp weighted

by this cross-correlated pupil functions, normalized by

the average intensity of outputs 1 and 4. The cross-

correlated pupil function has a complex structure, with

a flat phase blob at some (u∗,v∗) location as indicated

by the yellow arrow.

2.2.3. Comparison to Aperture Masking Interferometry

In panel (c) of Figure 2, we display an AMI analog

case — the case if the pupil functions were circular aper-

tures of 1m diameter, placed at the location where PL

pupil mode amplitudes are at maximum. The cross-

correlation of pupil functions is well-localized in the

u−v plane because the subapertures are small compared

to the baseline length. Thus, weighting by the cross-

correlated pupil functions is essentially sampling the

mutual intensity at the corresponding baseline (Equa-

tion (1)). All the effective pupil functions and cross-

correlated pupil functions for our simulated PL and the

aperture mask are shown in Figure 3.

Note the coincidence of the location of the flat phase

blobs in the cross-correlated pupil functions of the PL

and of the AMI analog case. Despite the complex

structure of the PL cross-correlated pupil functions, the

structure other than the blob is somewhat symmetric

such that PL visibilities are dominated by the mutual

intensity at the location of the blobs. From this we can

infer that AMI is a reasonable analog for PL interferom-

etry. This is valid if the mutual intensity at the pupil
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Figure 2. A concept diagram of PL interferometry, showing physical interpretation of PL visibilities. (a) An example scene
consisting of two point sources separated by 20 mas and with flux ratio of 0.5, indicated by star symbols. (b) Mutual intensity
in the pupil plane Jp(u, v), which is the two-dimensional Fourier transform of the image in the left. (c) Cross-correlation of
two subapertures of a 6-hole aperture mask. The hole locations are defined as the peaks in the PL pupil functions (see Figure
3). The cross-correlated aperture functions are well-localized at some (u∗,v∗), so the visibility measured from light transmitted
by these two apertures approximately equals to the visibility at this (u∗,v∗) baseline. (d) Cross-correlation of two PL pupil
functions of a 6-port PL. The cross-correlated pupil functions is extended but has a defined blob at the (u∗,v∗) location in the
aperture mask case. Visibilities we can measure from a PL correspond to the product of Jp(u, v) and the cross-correlated pupil
function integrated over the u− v plane. The panels (b) and (d) are complex-valued: colors represent the phase and saturation
indicates the amplitude in plots.

plane changes gradually over the u − v plane (or small

angular size object in the image plane), slower than the

variation of the cross-correlated pupil functions over the

u − v plane. This is in line with the fact that the field

of view of the PL is limited by the size of the FMF en-

trance at the focal plane: any off-axis light that does

not fall onto the FMF entrance will not couple into the

PL. Note that the limited field of view also implies that

the PL pupil functions are extended. In AMI, the size

of the subapertures determines the field of view.

Although PLs have limited field of view, there are a

few potential advantages over AMI. First, the through-

put is higher by several factors compared to conventional

AMI with adaptive optics, because the aperture is not

blocked by masks. Also, the relative intensities in the

output SMFs, which are sensitive to low-order aberra-

tions (Lin et al. 2022a; Kim et al. 2022), may be used

to constrain source intensity distribution in addition to

visibilities.

2.3. Simulated Interferometric Observables with PLs

To assess the information content of PL visibilities, we

numerically calculate PL visibilities for simple cases and

compare with those of the AMI analog. We also inves-

tigate the stability of PL visibilities against wavefront

errors (WFEs) in §3 and demonstrate their potential for

parametric modeling and image reconstruction in §4.

2.3.1. Simulation setup

The simulated lantern is a standard 6 port lantern

of which all SMFs have the same core refractive index

and radius. We use a cladding index of 1.444, cladding-

jacket index contrast of 5.5 × 10−3, and core-cladding

index contrast of 8.8 × 10−3. Each SMF core diameter

is chosen to be 4.4 µm and the FMF entrance diameter

to be 10 µm. The lantern taper length is set to 2 cm and

the taper scale (scale difference between the output and

input ends) is set to 8. See Figure 1 for the geometry of

the PL.

To determine the mode structure in the focal plane

and the pupil plane (Figure 1(b) and (c)), we perform

numerical beam propagation of fundamental modes in

the SMFs. The simulations are monochromatic, with

wavelength of 1.55 µm. First, we use the lightbeam

(Lin 2021) Python package to simulate beam propaga-

tion through the PL in reverse and to determine the
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Figure 3. (a) Effective pupil functions of the supported six modes of a standard 6-port PL. The extent of each image is
10m × 10m. (b) Cross-correlation maps of the pupil functions in (a), where indices are indicated on the upper left. The
cross-correlation of a pair of apertures can be interpreted as OTF of a pair of apertures (OTFij), which describes the spatial
frequency that is sampled by interfering the two spatially filtered apertures. The wavelength λ used is 1.55µm. (c) Effective
pupil functions of the six subapertures in AMI, where the locations are matched to the location where effective pupil functions
in (a) have maximum amplitudes. The extent of each image is 10m × 10m and each subaperture has a diameter of 1m. (d)
Cross-correlation maps of the pupil functions in (c). Colors represent the phase and saturation indicates the amplitude. (e) The
aperture mask configuration and (f) corresponding Fourier-plane in log scale (Fourier transform of the focal plane point spread
function).
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model, as a function of disk radius. The squared visibilities
of formed by two pairs are shown: mode 0 and 1, and mode 1
and 4. The telescope diameter D = 10 m and the wavelength
λ = 1.55µm are assumed.

focal plane principal modes. Then we use the HCIPy

(High Contrast Imaging for Python) package (Por et al.

2018) to backpropagate focal plane principal modes to

the pupil plane. Here we use an unobstructed circular

aperture with a D = 10 m diameter. The focal length

is chosen to maximize the total coupling of an on-axis

point source to all the supported LP modes, which gave

a focal ratio of about 4.3. Note that the PLPMs are

expected to be slowly varying functions of wavelength.

Examining the effects of chromaticity is out of scope of

this paper.

Using the numerically calculated pupil functions and

their cross-correlations (Figure 3), we derive complex

visibilities (Vij) using Equation 9 for a given mutual in-

tensity at the pupil plane, Jp. We then derive 15 squared

visibilities (|Vij |2) and 20 closure phases (argument of

the bispectrum, ϕijk = arg(VijVjkV∗
ik)).

2.3.2. PL visibilities for simple models

We calculate PL visibilities for simple models: a uni-

form circular disk model and a binary model. For com-

parison with conventional separated-aperture interfer-

ometry, we consider placing pinholes at the locations

where PL pupil mode amplitudes are at maximum: one

pinhole at the center and five pinholes at the distance

of rb = 3.4 m from the center, forming a pentagon. All

baselines are non-redundant in this configuration.

Figure 4 shows expected squared visibilities for a re-

solved star (circular disk) model with uniform brightness

distribution. Among the 15 squared visibilities, we dis-

play squared visibilities measured from subapertures 0

and 1 (|V04|2) and 1 and 4, |V14|2, as a function of cir-

cular disk radius. As the disk radius increases, squared

visibilities deviate further from unity. The behavior of

squared visibilities for the PL (red) is similar to that

of classical interferometry (blue) at small angular size

regime (< λ/2D), implying that PL visibilities have sim-

ilar first-order responses to model parameters compared

to classical visibilities.

Figure 5 depicts the interferometric observables for a

binary model, of which the primary star is placed at

the center and the companion is placed off-center. The

left and middle panels show squared visibilities and vis-

ibility phases measured from subapertures 1 and 4, and

the right panels show the closure phases for the triangle

formed by modes (0, 1, 4): argument of V01V14V∗
04.

The upper panels show the observables calculated as

a function of binary separation, for fixed flux ratio of

0.01, and with position angle of 90 degrees (thick lines)

and 270 degrees (thin lines with circular markers). In

panels (a) and (b), the classical squared visibilities and

visibility phases show sinusoidal patterns as a function

of separation and the values for the two position angles

are equal to each other. However, the PL squared vis-

ibilities and visibility phases of the two position angles

are different, the case for 90 degrees position angle hav-

ing larger signals than for the 270 degress position angle.

This is because the cross-correlated PL pupil functions

are extended and asymmetric, which is a deviation from

normal AMI. The mutual intensity functions Jp at (u,

v) coordinates other than the baseline defined by the

blobs contribute to the PL visibilities and helps break

position angle degeneracy. Also, as the separation in-

creases, the squared visibilities converge to unity and

visibility phases converge to zero unlike for pinhole aper-

ture masks, indicating the limited field of view. Also in

panel (c), the closure phases of PL visibilities follow sim-

ilar trends to classical visibilities but flatten and go to

zero as separation increases beyond the size of the FMF

entrance. The general behaviors are similar for other

baselines and are shown in Figure 14 (Appendix A).

The lower panels show the observables calculated as a

function of binary flux ratio, for fixed separation of 15

mas. As binary flux ratio increases, the squared visibil-

ity and visibility phase signals increase, and the behavior

of the PL visibilities is similar to classical visibilities. In

contrast, classical closure phase signal goes to zero as

binary flux ratio approaches unity. This is because clas-

sical closure phases can only sense asymmetries in the

intensity distribution. That is, they probe non-linearity

in the phase of the mutual intensity function (argument

of Figure 2(b)). When the binary flux ratio approaches

unity, the phase of the mutual intensity function ap-

proximates to a sawtooth function, flipping its sign at
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Figure 5. Simulated interferometric observables for PLs (red) and conventional interferometry (blue) for binary models, as a
function of separation (top) and flux ratio (bottom). The cases for two position angles are shown, 90 deg (thick solid lines) and
270 deg (thin solid lines with circular markers). (a, d) Squared visibilities from modes 1 and 4. (b, e) Visibility phases from
modes 1 and 4. (c, f) Closure phases formed from modes 0, 1, and 4. The telescope diameter D = 10 m and the wavelength
λ = 1.55µm are assumed.

λ/2s where s is the projected binary angular separa-

tion. Unless the projected binary separation is greater

than λ/2B where B is the baseline length, closure phases

for equal binary are zero because the sawtooth function

is linear within a period. PL closure phase signals do

not drop but steadily increase, as flux ratio approaches

unity. This is because PL visibility phases are defined as

the mutual intensity function weighted by the PL cross-

correlated pupil functions, which are different for each

baseline. The bispectrum phases do not sum up to zero

even if the argument of the mutual intensity function

is linear. This implies that PL closure phases may be

more sensitive to certain structures with symmetries, or

at low contrast regime.

In summary, for disk and binary models, the PL inter-

ferometric observables behave similarly to the conven-

tional interferometric observables with baselines defined

by the distances between the peaks in the PL pupil func-

tions, at scales < λ/2D. There are several differences

that result from unique PL effective apertures. The PL

visibilities are insensitive to scales larger than the size of

the FMF entrance, which is roughly 1.5λ/D in our sim-

ulation. The change in squared visibilities under 180 de-

grees of rotation implies that PLs can break phase angle

degeneracy. Moreover, PL closure phases have nonzero

signals for symmetric structures. PL visibilities may be

more sensitive to symmetric sources than conventional

visibilities.

3. EFFECTS OF WAVEFRONT ERRORS ON

MEASUREMENT OF PL VISIBILITIES

In a realistic observation, the pupil phase is corrupted

by time-varying WFEs. For conventional AMI, where

interferometric fringes are formed at the image plane,

phase errors within a subaperture introduce redundancy

errors (Readhead et al. 1988). The fringes formed in

the image plane correspond to the sum of the fringes

formed by multiple redundant baselines that can be

drawn within the subapertures. Thus, WFEs within

a subaperture results in combining fringes incoherently.

Eliminating the redundancy noise would in theory re-

quire infintesimally small subaperture sizes. Practically,

the size of the subapertures is chosen to balance between

throughput and redundancy effects as well as the Fourier

coverage. For example, non-redundant aperture masks

used with 10-m class telescopes typically have subaper-
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ture diameters smaller than 1m with number of holes <

10 (Tuthill et al. 2010a).

When the light transmitted by each subaperture feeds

an SMF before interference, the subaperture redundancy

errors can be reduced significantly. SMFs spatially filter

the WFEs, rejecting aberrations other than the differen-

tial piston between the subapertures but at the cost of

reduced and fluctuating coupling efficiency (Coudé du

Foresto et al. 1997, 1998; Chang & Buscher 1998; Perrin

2003; Perrin et al. 2006; Tuthill et al. 2010b; Jovanovic

et al. 2012; Bernat et al. 2012). This enables measure-

ment of better fringe contrast and more stable closure

phases. SMFs have been successfully used for combin-

ing beams from multiple telescopes (Coudé du Foresto

et al. 1997; Perrin et al. 1998; GRAVITY Collabora-

tion et al. 2017) or combination with aperture masking

techniques on a single telescope, called pupil remapping

(Perrin et al. 2006; Tuthill et al. 2010b; Jovanovic et al.

2012; Vievard et al. 2023). Spatial filtering also increases

coherence timescales, by averaging out temporal fluctu-

ations within the subaperture. The atmospheric decor-

relation time increases with increasing the subaperture

size when the pupil phases are averaged by spatial fil-

tering (Conan et al. 1995; Kellerer & Tokovinin 2007;

Eisenhauer et al. 2023). This enables longer exposure

times and thus observation of fainter targets.

PL interferometry leverages the spatial filtering nature

of the SMFs since the PL converts few-moded telescope

light into single-moded beams. However, there are a

few differences with the techniques that inject telescope

light directly into SMFs. First, the pupil plane field is

filtered by PL pupil functions instead of SMF pupil func-

tions. The PL pupil functions have their unique ampli-

tude and phase structures, while SMFs have a flat phase

front Gaussian-shaped pupil function. Second, in the

context of single-telescope interferometry, the telescope

pupil is not divided into subapertures (pupil remapping

or fibered AMI technique) but the entire telescope pupil

is used. This allows better throughput compared to

AMI, but significant redundancy in PL effective aper-

tures is inevitable. In this section, we examine the ef-

fects of WFEs on PL visibility measurements by numer-

ical simulations and compare them to traditional and

fibered AMI techniques.

3.1. Simulated observations

We assume D =10 m unobstructed circular telescope

pupil with adaptive optics. To simulate the effects of

WFE, we generate Fourier-based Kolmogorov single-

layer frozen-flow turbulent phase screens with 10m/s

wind speed. The coherence length of the turbulence is

set to 25 cm. The aberrated wavefronts are partially

corrected using a simulated closed-loop adaptive optics

system implemented in HCIPy (Por et al. 2018). We as-

sume using a deformable mirror with 30× 30 actuators

across the pupil. The partially corrected phase maps

are dominated by low-order aberrations and give aver-

age Strehl ratio of 0.54. We sample 30 AO-corrected

phase maps over a period of 1 second (our assumed ex-

posure time per frame), and generate 240 such indepen-

dent realizations. Therefore our simulated phase screens

consist of 240 independent exposures of the same atmo-

spheric parameters, with each exposure consisting of 30

phase screens over one second.

We simulate binary star observations with three single

telescope interferometry techniques, 1) PL interferome-

try as described in this study, 2) traditional AMI, and

3) fibered AMI. All the simulations are monochromatic

with λ = 1.55µm.

PL interferometry—For PL interferometry, the ABCD

pairwise beam combination scheme is used. First, the

mutual intensities are calculated by equation 8 given

source mutual intensity in the pupil plane and the PL

pupil functions. We consider a standard 6-port PL as

described in Section 2.3. The slow variation of PL pupil

functions with wavelength is neglected in this study,

which may be calibrated using the dispersed light in

practice. Thus we assume the PL pupil functions we

calculated for λ = 1.55 µm (Figure 3(a)). Effects of

WFEs are applied to the PL pupil functions in equation

8. The intensities in ABCD outputs are calculated by

equation 6. Then the complex visibilities are derived by

equation 7.

Traditional AMI—We assume six hole aperture mask,

with d = 1m diameter circular holes positioned at the

location where PL pupil mode amplitudes are at their

maximum (Figure 3(c)). Note that in practice the de-

sign of the mask (the number of the holes and their

locations) could be optimized, but we use the mask con-

figuration analogous to the PL pupil functions. For 10m

telescope and 1m subaperture sizes, a few more sub-

apertures could be placed for better Fourier coverage

and throughput. Increasing the size of the suabpertures

is unlikely because of the increased redundancy errors.

We use HCIPy to compute two dimensional Fourier trans-

forms, from the pupil plane (panel (e) of Figure 3) to the

image plane, and to the Fourier plane (panel (f)). To

simulate binary observation, two planar wavefronts are

generated and the corresponding fringe intensities are

simply summed. The complex visibilities are extracted

from the Fourier plane.

Fibered AMI—To simulate fibered AMI, we use the same

simulation scheme as the PL interferometry described
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Figure 6. Simulated closure phase errors in presence of AO-residual WFEs (Strehl ratio = 0.54) observing binary stars with
separation of 14 mas, flux ratio of 0.09, and position angle of 60 degrees, comparing four cases: (a) traditional AMI with 1m
diameter subapertures, (b) fibered AMI with 1m diameter subapertures, (c) fibered AMI with 3m diameter subapertures, and
(d) PL interferometry. Red lines show the model closure phases. (Top) Instantaneous closure phases and the error ranges are
shown as black lines. Redundancy errors arise due to extended apertures. Spatial filtering effectively reduces redundancy errors.
(Middle) Closure phases extracted from mock observations with 1 second integration time. The stability of closure phases is
related to atmospheric coherence time, which increases with the size of the subapertures if the wavefront is spatially filtered.
(Bottom) Averaged closure phases over 240 frames. Overall, PL closure phases have large redundancy due to the extended
effective apertures but are relatively immune to effects of time-varying WFEs over an exposure, resulting in errors comparable
to existing AMI techniques with subaperture diameter of 1m.

above. The only difference is the effective pupil func-

tion. The telescope pupil is divided into 6 subapertures

as in traditional AMI, then Gaussian SMF mode in the

pupil plane is overlaid, with the focal length optimized

to maximize the coupling efficiency. Existing fibered

AMI instruments use subaperture sizes no larger than

d = 1m but with more numerous subapertures for bet-

ter Fourier coverage. Given the number of subapertures

and their configurations set by the PL pupil functions,

thanks to spatial filtering, it is possible to increase the

subaperture sizes up to d = 3m within the telescope

diameter of D = 10m without overlapping, if not con-

sidering telescope obstructions. Thus, we consider two

different subaperture diameters, d = 1m and d = 3m.

In the following subsections, we study the errors in

closure phases in presence of static WFE (section 3.2)

and time-varying WFE (section 3.3), measured by the

three techniques. For the binary parameters, we use

separation of 14 mas, flux ratio of 0.09, and position

angle of 60 deg. In calculating closure phase errors, we

do not consider correlation of closure phase errors in this

study.

3.2. Effects of redundancy

If the integration time is shorter than the atmospheric

decorrelation time, the fringes remain temporally corre-

lated. The errors in the instantaneous closure phases are

dominated by redundancy errors due to the finite size of

the subapertures. The top panels of Figure 6 show sim-

ulated closure phases with the pupil plane phase aber-

rated using one of the simulated phase screens. The red

solid line shows model closure phases. The error bars
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represent the 1σ range of the closure phases generated

from 240 independent phase screens. Comparing the (a)

traditional AMI and (b) fibered AMI cases using identi-

cal subaperture sizes (d = 1m), the advantage of spatial

filtering becomes apparent. With SMF filtering, closure

phase errors are significantly reduced. The errors in-

crease if the subaperture sizes are increased (d = 3m,

(c)) even with spatial filtering. This is because the sub-

aperture scale redundancy increases.

In (d), the instantaneous closure phases measured by

PL are displayed. The error bars are much larger com-

pared to the fibered AMI cases. This comes from the

properties of PL effective apertures: extended effective

apertures contribute to greater redundancy and the spa-

tially low-order phase and amplitude structures make

closure phases susceptible to low-order WFEs. Figure 7

shows the rms closure phase errors in presence of 0.5 ra-

dians rms error in each Zernike aberration modes. The

errors are averaged over all 20 closure phases. We use

the same input binary separation and contrast as in Fig-

ure 6. The closure phase errors of fibered AMI are rel-

atively flat across the Zernike modes. The d = 3m case

has about factor of 9 larger errors than the d = 1m. PL

interferometry shows larger closure phase errors in low-

order Zernike modes regime (<20). This is because PL

effective apertures are sensitive to low-order aberrations.

Instead of spatially filtering the input wavefront with

a flat wavefront, PLs filter the wavefront with unique

phase structures, coupling low-order WFEs. We defer

the exploration of practical calibration methods to fu-

ture work. For high-order aberrations, PL closure phase

errors have comparable errors with the d = 3m fibered

AMI case. Comparing the PL interferometry with tra-

ditional AMI technique, the errors are still smaller due

to spatial filtering.

3.3. WFE effects over an exposure

We next consider stacking fringes (for traditional

AMI) or ABCD outputs (for fibered AMI and PL inter-

ferometry) over a 1-second integration time. The mid-

dle panels of Figure 6 show the simulated closure phases

extracted from one of the 1-second mock observations.

The error bars are calculated from 1σ range of the 240

realizations of 1-second mock observations. Incoherently

summing the fringes/outputs, closure phases are cor-

rupted. The fibered AMI with d = 3m case has smaller

errors than the d = 1m case, which can be attributed to

enhanced atmospheric decorrelation time (∼ d/v, where

v is the wind speed). Larger subaperture sizes help in

the long-exposure regime, with spatial filtering. The

closure phases of the PL interferometry case (d) are of
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Figure 7. The closure phase errors in presence of random
0.5 radians rms jitter in each Zernike aberration mode. The
errors averaged over all closure triangles are shown. Larger
subapertures are more susceptible to redundancy errors. PLs
have pronounced errors for low-order aberrations.

similar order compared to the fibered AMI with d = 1m

(b).

In the bottom panels of Figure 6 illustrate the closure

phases averaged over 240 frames each consisting of 1

second integration. The error bars are the estimated

1σ range of the mean. Averaging closure phases over

multiple frames, the closure phases can be accurately

recovered. The error range of the PL interferometry is

comparable to that of the fibered AMI with d = 1m.

In summary, PL interferometry suffers from large re-

dundancy errors due to the extended aperture and sen-

sitivity to low-order aberrations, but is relatively stable

in the long exposure regime due to the spatial filtering

and the extended effective aperture. Therefore, PL in-

terferometry may provide better efficiency for observing

faint targets where sufficient integration time is needed.

Practical calibration strategies for low-order aberrations

and consideration of closure phase covariances are left

for future work. Moreover, PLs are expected to have

better throughput than AMI techniques because the en-

tire telescope pupil is used. In the following section, we

perform simulated observations including photon noise

and characterize the regime in which PL interferometry

is powerful.

4. POTENTIAL OF PL INTERFEROMETRY

In the previous sections, we have defined PL visibil-

ities, compared them to conventional visibilities, and

studied the sensitivity of closure phases to WFEs. In

this section, we explore the potential of PL interferome-
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try using all the observables (relative intensities, squared

visibilities, and closure phases) and introducing pho-

ton noise. We describe the methodology of generating

mock data in §4.1. Then we investigate the potential

of PL interferometry using the mock data for two ap-

proaches: model fitting (§4.2) and nonparametric image

reconstruction (§4.3).

4.1. Mock data generation

We generate mock data for three cases, PL interferom-

etry, fibered AMI with d = 1m, and fibered AMI with

d = 3m as described in §3.1. To simulate wavefront er-

rors, as discussed in the aforementioned section, we use

the 240 1-second AO-corrected phase screens that give

average Strehl ratio of 0.54. In a real observation, the

observed quantities need to be calibrated against an ob-

servation of an unresolved source. Therefore, we assign

120 exposures to the science target observation and the

other 120 exposures to the calibrator star observation.

The visibility and intensity information are extracted

from each ABCD frame and then are converted to fol-

lowing observables: relative intensities, squared visibili-

ties, and closure phases. The extracted observables are

averaged over 120 exposures both for the science target

and the calibrator star.

Relative intensities—For PL interferometry, relative in-

tensities depend on the input scene which can be used

to constrain the input scene in addition to visibility in-

formation. We calibrate the relative intensities simply

by subtracting by the difference between the observed

relative intensities of the calibrator star and the rela-

tive intensities for an unaberrated point source (Kim

et al. 2022). This eliminates biases introduced by jitter

effects independent of the input scene, but the system-

atic error term that depend on the input scene remains

uncalibrated. Practical calibration methods are left for

future work. The errors in relative intensity estimates

are dominated by the calibration error, originating from

using different phase screens for the science target and

the calibrator star.

Squared visibilities—Dividing the observed squared vis-

ibilities by those of the calibrator star’s, accounting for

the instrument transfer function, gives unbiased esti-

mate of the squared visibilities. The squared visibility

errors are also dominated by calibration errors.

Closure phases—Closure phases need not be calibrated

because we did not introduce instrumental closure phase

errors nor quasi-static WFEs in the simulation. Thus,

we do not attempt to calibrate closure phases against

those of the calibrator star’s. The closure phase errors

are dominated by incoherent ABCD output intensity in-

tegration over an exposure (§3.3).
In the WFE-limited regime, the squared visibility and

closure phase errors of the PL interferometry and the

fibered AMI with d = 1m are comparable. Fibered AMI

with d = 3m has slightly smaller errors than the d = 1m

case (see §3). Figure 8 shows example mock observa-

tions of binary point sources with four different binary

separations and contrasts, with no photon noise added.

The red circles and blue squares display the mock data

for PL interferometry and fibered AMI (d = 1m case),

respectively. See §4.2 for more details.

To simulate photon noise-limited case, we add photon

noise in each ABCD frame. The throughput of PL and

fibered AMI depends mainly on the coupling efficiency,

the ratio of the light that gets coupled into the fiber to

the light incident on the telescope pupil, which correlates

with the Strehl ratio (Jovanovic et al. 2017; Lin et al.

2022a,b). For the simulated phase screens, we compute

the average coupling efficiency of the 6-port PL as 54%

and the fibered AMI as 3% and 27% for d = 1m and

d = 3m, respectively. Once the light is coupled into the

fiber entrance, the transition losses are assumed to be

negligible. We do not account for the throughput of the

integrated optics beam combiner.

4.2. Parametric Modeling — A case for the Binary

Model

Once observations are complete and visibilities are

computed, a straightforward way to interpret the sig-

nals is to fit a model to the observed quantities and

evaluate the significance. Models of interferometric ob-

servables can be constructed from a model mutual inten-

sity function Jp(u, v) and information on pupil functions

(Equation 9). In this subsection, we show an example

for binary models. The parameters of binary models

include separation, flux ratio, and position angle. We

compute significances and posterior distributions for a

range of binary separations and flux ratios and discuss

how PL interferometry observables are useful for con-

straining the parameters.

Figure 8 displays mock data of binary systems in

WFE-limited regime. Four binary separation regimes

are explored, 5 mas (0.16λ/D), 15 mas (0.47λ/D), 25

mas (0.78λ/D), and 50 mas (1.56λ/D), with flux ratios

of 0.2, 0.07, 0.04, and 0.02, respectively. The separation

and flux ratio parameters are chosen to have (separation

× flux ratio) constant. For the small separation cases

(5mas and 15mas), the closure phases for the PLs and

for the fibered AMI (d = 1m) are similar, as suggested

from Figure 5. As increasing the separation, PL closure

phase signals become smaller. The relative intensity sig-
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Figure 8. Simulated observables for binary point sources calibrated against mock observation of an unresolved star, which
include (a) relative intensities (total intensity normalized to 1), (b) squared visibilities, and (c) closure phases. The mock
observation consists of 120 1-second exposures and no photon noise is added, assuming the WFE-limited case. Red circles show
the case for PL interferometry and blue squares show the case for the fibered AMI (d =1m) analog. The models are shown as
solid lines.
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nals may provide more constraints on the source at very

small separations (e.g., 5 mas case) because the relative

intensity signals depend linearly on binary separation in

this regime (Kim et al. 2022), where visibility signals

have nearly quadratic dependence (Figure 5).

The panels (a) and (c) in Figure 9 display the esti-

mated posterior distributions for the mock data shown

in the second row of Figure 8: separation of 15 mas

(0.47λ/D) and flux ratio of 0.07. The posterior dis-

tributions are calculated as ∝ exp (−χ2/2) on a grid of

separation and flux ratio. χ2 is the chi-squared, the sum

of squared differences between the mock data and the

true model, divided by the variance. We assume inde-

pendent Gaussian uncertainties for the interferometric

observables. The star symbol shows the true value for

separation and flux ratio. The position angle is fixed to

60 deg in this map. There is a degeneracy between the

separation and contrast for binary models with separa-

tions within the classical diffraction limit.

The panels (b) and (d) in Figure 9 depict the signifi-

cances calculated on the same grid, which are estimated

as

σ =
√

χ2
null − χ2 (11)

as in Willson et al. (2016) and Sallum & Skemer (2019).

χ2
null represents the chi-squared assuming the true model

as an unresolved point source. The black solid contour

line corresponds to the level where σ2 drops by 0.5. We

find a slightly higher level of significance for the PL than

for the aperture mask in this case and the size of param-

eter space within the contour is similar.

In the right panels of Figure 9, we repeat the same

procedure but with photon noise, assuming a 13th-

magnitude point source in the J-band (bandwidth of

λ/∆λ = 300). The significance levels are lower than in

the previous case. The posterior distributions and signif-

icances reflect the differences in throughput, indicating

better performance for the PL than for the AMI.

Figure 10 shows the posterior distributions of the com-

panion location for the mock data shown in the first row

of Figure 8: separation of 5 mas (0.16λ/D) and flux ra-

tio of 0.2. The contrast is fixed to the true value in this

map, 0.2. The mock observations include (a) PL ob-

servables, (b) PL observables but without information

on relative intensities, and (c) fibered AMI (d = 3m)

observables. In this small separation regime, the closure

phase signals are very small, thus there is a significant

degeneracy in the position angle. For PLs the distinct

squared visibilities upon 180 degrees rotation help break

the degeneracy but the squared visibility signals are also

small. The information from relative intensities further

helps break the degeneracy, resulting in a single peak in

the posterior distribution.

Figure 11 shows contours of constant significance level

(3σ) calculated on a grid of binary separation and con-

trast, for both the PL and the fibered AMI with d = 1m

and d = 3m. The significances are averaged over ran-

dom values of position angles. The top and bottom

panels show the WFE-limited case (assuming no photon

noise) and the photon noise-limited case (J =15mag),

respectively. In the WFE-limited regime, the fibered

AMI with d = 3m reaches a deeper contrast limit than

the fibered AMI with d = 1m due to the enhanced effec-

tive atmospheric coherence time (see §3.3). In the pho-

ton noise-limited regime, the differences are more pro-

nounced, due to the differences in the throughput. The

significance level of the PL interferometry in the WFE-

limited case is nearly in between the fibered AMI with

d = 1m and d = 3m at separations smaller than λ/D.

PL significance reaches a deeper contrast limit at very

small separations, due to larger closure phase signals at

small flux ratio regime and larger relative intensity sig-

nals at small separation regime. At separations larger

than λ/D, the contrast limit decreases for PLs, reflect-

ing decreased sensitivity due to the physical dimension

of the FMF entrance at the focal plane. PLs can reach

greater contrast in the photon noise-limited regime due

to the better throughput than fibered AMI techniques.

4.3. Nonparametric Image Reconstruction

Interferometric methods in the near-infrared enable

spatially resolving the inner regions (< few au) of cir-

cumstellar environments of nearest star forming re-

gions (Willson et al. 2016; GRAVITY Collaboration

et al. 2019). To test the potential of image recon-

struction when using PL-measured visibilities, we run

monochromatic image reconstruction simulations using

the Markov Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) algorithm.

MCMC with simulated annealing image reconstruction

techniques have been successfully used in optical infer-

ometry, by the Markov Chain Imager (MACIM; Ireland

et al. 2006) and SQUEEZE (Baron et al. 2010).

Panel (d) in Figure 12 shows an example scene we aim

to recover. The image includes an unresolved star at the

center (indicated by star symbol) surrounded by a thin

circumstellar disk. The model disk has a radius of 25

mas (= 0.78λ/D), larger than the interferometric reso-

lution limit, and a skewness of 0.5. The flux of the star

constitutes 50% of the total flux. The top panels present

the interferometric observables without noise. Note that

PL closure phases have larger signals than those of the

fibered AMI. This is because of some degree of symmetry

in the input scene. The asymmetric ring is qualitatively

similar to a central source with collection of two com-

panions positioned at equal distances along +x and -x.



16 Kim et al.

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

lo
g(

Co
nt

ra
st

)

(a)

PL

separation = 15mas
flux ratio = 0.07
PA = 60 deg
1sec x 120, Strehl=0.5

exp(- 2/2)
(b)

PL

Significance map
(e)

PL

exp(- 2/2)
(f)

PL

Significance map

10 20 30
Separation (mas)

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

lo
g(

Co
nt

ra
st

)

(c)

AM (d=1m)
10 20 30

Separation (mas)

(d)

AM (d=1m)
10 20 30

Separation (mas)

(g)

AM (d=1m)
10 20 30

Separation (mas)

(h)

AM (d=1m)

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

WFE-limited J = 13 mag (photon noise-limited)

Figure 9. Posterior distributions ((a), (c), (e), (g)) on separation and contrast and significance maps ((b), (d), (f), (h)) of the
mock observation shown in the second row of Figure 8. The top and bottom rows display those calculated for PLs and aperture
masks, respectively. The left panels show the WFE-limited regime, and the right panels show the photon noise-limited regime,
observing 13th-magnitude binaries. The position angle is fixed to the true value, 60 deg. The star symbol shows the true binary
parameters. The plots are on the same color scale.

20 15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20
20

15

10

5

0

5

10

15

20

Y 
(m

as
)

PL

(a)

separation = 5mas
flux ratio = 0.2
PA = 60 deg, WFE-limited
1sec x 120, Strehl=0.5

20 15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20
X (mas)

20

15

10

5

0

5

10

15

20

PL w/o relative intensity

(b)

20 15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20
20

15

10

5

0

5

10

15

20

AM (d=3m)

(c)
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The skewness determines the relative flux between the

companions. If the flux contrast between the central star

and the ring is moderate, the situation becomes similar

to binary stars with a moderate contrast case (§2.3.2).
Therefore PL closure phases are greater than classical

closure phases as can be inferred from Figure 5(f). We

generate mock data using the same turbulence phase

screens as in §4.1 and the same calibration method. We

do not include photon noise in this mock observation.

For the fibered AMI, we use the d = 1m case.

We then run MCMC with simulated annealing algo-

rithm to recover the circumstellar disk. To effectively

image the environment of the central unresolved star, a

point source model is used as in Kluska et al. (2014).

An M × M pixel image is described by a collection of

elements, which may be pixel fluxes or the fraction of
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the central star’s flux to the total flux. On each step,

the flux elements move their location across the image

grid or change central star’s flux based on the Metropo-

lis acceptance probability. We use M = 65 and 1.6mas

pixel scale. We adopt the temperature schedule used in

MACIM and SQUEEZE. We use a uniform circular prior

with smooth edges that restricts the field of view to

47mas in radius. It is important to limit the field of

view because PL visibilities are insensitive to the fluxes

outside the PL entrance, which may result in lingering

fluxes in the edges of reconstructed images. We do not

include other regularizations than the positivity, which

is inherently sufficient. The target reduced χ2 is set to

1 and the parameters of the temperature schedules are

adjusted for convergence.

Panels (e) and (f) of Figure 12 display reconstructed

images of environments of the central source, for PL and

fibered AMI (d = 1m), respectively. Both the PL and

the AMI recovers the morphology of the circumstellar

component which is extended beyond the interferomet-

ric resolution limit, although the fraction of the central

star’s flux is slightly underestimated.

Figure 13 shows another example of image reconstruc-

tion. In this case, the disk has a smooth intensity dis-

tribution, with a semi-major axis of 25 mas and an axis

ratio of 1:1.5 (panel (d)). The flux of the star constitutes

70% of the total flux. The top panels show the interfero-

metric observables. The signals are smaller than the for-

mer case in Figure 12 because of the decreased relative

flux of the circumstellar component. Thus, the effects of

WFEs are more prominent, as seen from distortions and

the brightened edge in reconstructed images, panels (e)

and (f). While the PL recovers the bright component

along the semi-minor axis, the AMI only recovers the

extended emission along the semi-major axis (beyond

the interferometric resolution). The mutual intensity

variation along the y-axis resembles that of a moderate

contrast binary with a small separation, which classi-

cal closure phases are insensitive to. Further increasing

the flux fraction of the central star to greater than 90%,

the mutual intensity function exhibits more nonlinear

behavior (similar to higher contrast binary), resulting

in sensitivity to structures of < λ/2D of PLs and AMI

becoming comparable.

5. DISCUSSION

We presented a concept of using photonic lanterns for

interferometric imaging in §2. Interpreting pupil plane

lantern principal modes (pupil plane PLPMs) as effec-

tive apertures, the visibilities measured from interfer-

ing SMF outputs are mutual intensities weighted by

cross-correlation of pupil functions, integrated over u−v

plane. We showed that the PL visibilities are similar to

separated-aperture visibilities in angular scales < λ/2D.

PL squared visibilities break phase angle degeneracy and

closure phases have signals for symmetric structures due

to unique effective apertures of PLs. We examined the

effects of WFEs on measurement of PL closure phases in

§3. PL closure phases are sensitive to low-order aberra-

tions but are relatively immune to effects of time-varying

WFEs over an exposure thanks to spatial filtering. In

§4, we presented simulated observations and showed the

potential of model fitting and non-parametric interfer-

ometric image reconstruction with PL visibilities. We
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Figure 12. An example image reconstruction of circumstellar environment. The model, depicted in (d), comprises a central
unresolved star contributing half of the total flux and an asymmetric circular ring-shaped disk with a radius of 25 mas. The
top row displays the interferometric observables computed for this model using both the PL and fibered AMI (d = 1m). The
resulting images, obtained through the MCMC algorithm, are shown in (e) for PL interferometric observables and in (f) for
fibered AMI. Both the PL and the AMI recover the asymmetric ring which is more extended than the interferometric resolution
(λ/2D).

found two main benefits of PL interferometry from sim-

ulated observations. First, the high throughput of PLs

makes them particularly efficient in the photon noise-
limited regime (Figure 11). PL interferometry would

require a shorter integration time than aperture mask-

ing interferometry allowing efficient observation of faint

targets and high resolution spectroscopy. Second, PL

closure phases’ sensitivity to symmetric scenes may be

beneficial for resolving small scale structures (∼ λ/2D)

when the flux ratio between the central star and the cir-

cumstellar component is moderate. This is the regime

where PL interferometry can access scales that are too

small for sufficient aperture masking interferometry con-

straints. Standard aperture masking interferometry can

fill a gap between the regime PL interferometry is insen-

sitive due to the limited field of view and where tradi-

tional imaging techniques have deep contrast.

Furthermore, the single-moded beams from the beam

combiner outputs can be fed into a high-resolution

spectrometer. This would enable high spectral reso-

lution interferometric data and expand the detection

limit to even smaller angular scales, using spectro-

interferometry (Domiciano de Souza et al. 2007). This

may be cost-effective as it can be integrated with ex-

isting SMF-based spectrometers. Moreover, the spatial

selectivity of the PL is a major advantage in the case of

crowded fields as well as with reducing the background

noise.

While this study is based on a simulated standard 6-

port PL, one can consider PL interferometry with vari-

ous lantern designs. The PLPMs and thus the rb value

are functions of the lantern geometry, such as core sizes,

core spacings, and taper length (Lin et al. 2023a). De-

sign of the lantern may be optimized for desired Fourier

coverage and better sensitivity at high spatial frequen-

cies. In addition, a PL with a larger mode count may

provide increased Fourier coverage, a larger field of view,

and a higher throughput. However, there are several

challenges to be taken into account. As light splits into

a greater number of ports, the intensity in each port will
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Figure 13. Same as in Figure 12 but with another model, a smooth asymmetric disk with a bright rim along the semi-minor
axis. The bright rim is recovered in PL reconstructed images but not in AMI reconstructed images.

decrease, increasing the photon noise in each output.

In addition, if considering a pairwise beam combination

scheme, the required number of ABCD beam combiners

and outputs scales with the number of SMF outputs N

as ∝ N2, increasing complexity.

There is much more design space one can explore. Po-

tentially the PL may be simultaneously used for both

science and focal-plane wavefront sensing (Norris et al.

2020; Lin et al. 2022a). By adjusting field amplitudes

and phases, nulling interferometry of our beam combiner

outputs may be performed to achieve a higher contrast,

which is an addition to the concept of using a mode-

selective PL for nulling on-axis starlight (Xin et al. 2022,

2023) or using a hybrid PL with a vortex mask (Lin

et al. 2023a). Also, the input electric field may be mod-

ulated using a deformable mirror to decompose coherent

light (starlight) and incoherent light (pairwise probing

approach; Give’on et al. (2011)) to achieve a higher con-

trast. If using an oversampled lantern of which the num-

ber of SMF outputs is larger than the number of sup-

ported modes, the SMF output intensities may contain

interferometric information on the source and PL inter-

ferometry may be performed directly from SMF output

intensities without a beam combiner. One can envision

more advanced or more practical beam combiner de-

signs, but a comprehensive study is outside the scope

of this paper.

There are several complications to be addressed in fu-

ture studies. The complex PL mode structures need

to be accurately determined in the laboratory for pre-

cise model fitting and image reconstruction. The effects

of obstruction in the telescope pupils need to be con-

sidered. Additionally, the potential correlations in un-

certainties in PL visibilities, caused by overlapping PL

modes structures, should be examined to ensure accu-

rate model fitting. Practical complications include ac-

counting for the variation in throughput of different PL

outputs, balancing the intensities in beam combination,

and dealing with chromaticity and polarization.
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Software: astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.

2013, 2018, 2022), NumPy (Harris et al. 2020), SciPy

(Virtanen et al. 2020), Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), HCIPy

(Por et al. 2018), lightbeam (Lin 2021)

APPENDIX

A. PL VISIBILITIES FOR BINARY MODEL

All the simulated 15 squared visibilities (top) and 20 closure phases (bottom) for binary models of position angles

0 deg and 180 deg are shown in Figure 14. The general behaviors are similar with the Figure 5.
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