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Gaussian Boson Sampling (GBS) is the model of non-universal quantum computation that has
already demonstrated quantum supremacy in experiments. This model entails sampling photo-
counting events from a multimode Gaussian state at the outputs of a linear interferometer. In this
scheme, collision events—those with more than one photon for each mode—are infrequent. How-
ever, they are still used for validation purposes. Therefore, the limitation of realistic detectors to
perfectly resolve adjacent photon numbers becomes pivotal. We have derived the photocounting
probability distribution in the GBS schemes, which is applicable for use with general detectors
and photocounting techniques. This probability distribution is expressed in terms of functionals
of the field-quadrature covariance matrix—e.g., Hafnian and Torontonian in the well-known special
cases of photon-number resolving and on-off detectors, respectively. Based on our results, we have
considered a GBS validation technique involving detectors with realistic photon-number resolution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the time when Aaronson and Arkhipov proposed
the Boson Sampling (BS) model and demonstrated its
computational complexity [1], significant progress has
been made towards its experimental implementation. A
lead reason for this is the reformulation of the basic idea
to Gaussian Boson Sampling (GBS) proposed in Ref. [2].
A key distinction of GBS is that it uses nonclassical
Gaussian states instead of single-photon states at the in-
put of the linear inteferometer. This replacement sim-
plifies the experimental setup, making it feasible to cre-
ate large-scale quantum devices that demonstrate quan-
tum supremacy [3–5]. As experimental techniques have
evolved, the issue of certification has increased in promi-
nence. However, in the case of BS and GBS, the classical
data required for the direct comparison with the data
generated by the quantum device are not available. This
makes full certification impossible.

Consequently, the emphasis has shifted from full cer-
tification to validation, aiming to exclude possibilities
of replicating the generated data using various classical
models. Most validation methods were initially devel-
oped for BS but have since been extended to encompass
GBS. These include efficient algorithms capable for clas-
sical simulations of GBS [6–13]. Potential complications
in experiments, such as photon distinguishability [14–17]
and photon losses [18–23], have been explored. These
factors can affect the problem of complexity and might
even enable classical simulation of the experiment [24].

Beyond the question of what to validate lies the issue
of how to perform this validation. Until recently, GBS
experiments were conducted using a model proposed in
Ref. [25], which lacks photon-number resolution at the
output. This approach simplified experiments but, at
the same time, limited the validation methods available
to enhance our confidence in the experimental setup. Un-
der these conditions, a number of validation methods
have been proposed. For instance, these are tests based

on Bayesian methods [8, 26, 27], statistical properties
of two-point correlation functions [28–30] or higher-order
correlations [26], grouped [31, 32] and marginal [16, 33]
probabilities.
The use of photon-number resolving (PNR) detectors

in GBS experiments paves the way for an engaging class
of validation methods. For example, in Ref. [34], the au-
thors have raised questions about a validation of GBS
with ideal PNR detectors based on components of graph
feature vectors, known as orbits. In Ref. [5] the GBS
experiment has been performed with so-called click de-
tectors [35–41]. Although the photon-number resolution
for this detection technique is imperfect, see Ref. [42],
such experiments still provide an opportunity to explore
validation methods not accessible in the case of on-off
detectors.
Building ideal PNR detectors is a challenging task for

currently available technologies. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to consider the GBS model incorporating detectors
with realistic photon-number resolution, as is considered
for the BS model [43]. In addition, the appropriate vali-
dation techniques should be reformulated for such detec-
tors.
There are several widely-used experimental techniques

enabling an approximate resolution between adjacent
numbers of photons. The first one is related to the click
detectors mentioned above. In this case, the light beam
is demultiplexed in several spatial [35–38] or temporal
[39–41] modes and each of them is analyzed with an on-
off detector. The outcome of such detectors corresponds
to the number of triggered detectors (clicks). The theo-
retical description of such detectors has been developed
in Ref. [42].
Another technique is based on counting photocurrent

pulses within a measurement time window. In this case,
the dead time of the detection may significantly reduce
the ability to resolve between numbers of photons. A
theoretical description of this photodetection technique
has been presented in Refs. [44–50] and Ref. [51] for clas-
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sical and quantum light, respectively. When using super-
conducting nanowire single-photon detectors (SNSPDs)
[52–57], one should additionally account for the relax-
ation time; see Ref. [58] for a theoretical description of
photocounting measurements in this case.

In this paper we systematically consider the GBS
model, accounting for photon-number resolution of re-
alistic detectors. Firstly, we have shown that the photo-
counting distribution is expressed in terms of a matrix
functional specific to each type of detection. In partic-
ular, this functional reduces to well-known forms—e.g.,
Torontonian or Hafnian—for on-off and PNR detectors,
respectively. Secondly, we have considered the compu-
tational complexity of the GBS when realistic detectors
with negligible dark count rates are employed. Finally,
we have tailored validation methods for GBS to the case
of realistic photon-number resolution.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we introduce a universal formula for the photocount-
ing distribution in the GBS model with realistic photon-
number resolution. A validation method tailored to GBS
with realistic photon-number resolution is considered in
Sec. III. A summary and some concluding remarks are
given in Sec. IV.

II. PHOTOCOUNTING PROBABILITIES WITH
REALISTIC PHOTON-NUMBER RESOLUTION

In this Section we derive a formula for photocounting
distribution in GBS with an arbitrary type of detectors.
First, let us consider the standard GBS scheme. Gaus-
sian states with no coherent displacement (including the
vacuum states) are injected at the inputs of a linear in-
terferometer. The modes are analyzed by photocounters
at the output of this interferometer. Each measurement
event is represented by a click pattern n = (n1, . . . , nM ),
where M is the number of the interferometer outputs.
As it is shown in Ref. [2], the probability distribution of
this pattern reads

P (i)(n) =
1√
|σQ|

M∏
i=1

1

ni!

(
∂2

∂α∗
i ∂αi

)ni

(1)

× exp

(
1

2
ξ†Aξ

)∣∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

.

Here ξ = (α1, . . . , αM , α∗
1, . . . , α

∗
M )T is the vector of com-

plex amplitudes and their complex conjugations, A =
I − σ−1

Q , and σQ is the covariance matrix of the Q-
function for the state at the interferometer outputs, re-
lated to the covariance matrix σ of the Wigner function
as σQ = σ + I/2.

The photocounting distribution for detectors with re-
alistic photon-number resolution can be obtained from
the general form of the photocounting formula, which in

the considered case is given by

P (n) = Tr
(
Π̂(n)ρ̂

)
. (2)

Here ρ̂ is the density operator,

Π̂(n) =

M⊗
i=1

Π̂ni , (3)

and Π̂ni is the positive operator-valued measure (POVM)
for the detection process of a single mode. We will use
two representations for the POVM. The first is the Fock-
state representation,

Pni|mj
= ⟨mj | Π̂ni |mj⟩ . (4)

This expression can be interpreted as the probability dis-
tribution to get ni clicks of the detector givenmj photons
at its input. Here |mj⟩ is the Fock state. Another repre-
sentation is given by the Q-symbols of the POVM,

Πni(α
∗, α) = ⟨α| Π̂ni |α⟩ , (5)

where |α⟩ is a coherent state. Two representations are
related to each other as

Πni
(α∗, α) =

∞∑
mj=0

|α|2mj

mj !
e−|α|2Pni|mj

. (6)

Importantly, if the detection process does not involve
dark counts, afterpulses, and other clicks that are not
directly related to the detected photons, then Pni|mj

= 0
for mj < ni.
Similar to the case of BS, involving detectors with real-

istic photon-number resolution [43], the probability dis-
tribution for GBS can be expressed as

P (n) =

∞∑
m1=0

...

∞∑
mM=0

Pn1|m1
...PnM |mM

P (i)(m). (7)

Substituting Eq. (1) into Eq. (7) and taking into account
Eq. (6), we can derive a general expression for the prob-
ability distribution for the click pattern n in the case of
GBS with an arbitrary photodetector,

P (n) =
1√
|σQ|

FΠ
n [A] . (8)

Here

FΠ
n [A] =

M∏
i=1

Πni

(
∂

∂α∗
i

,
∂

∂αi

)
exp

(
∂2

∂α∗
i ∂αi

)
(9)

× exp

(
1

2
ξ†Aξ

)∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

is a functional of the matrix A, whose form depends on
the POVM for the given detection scheme. Examples of
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the POVMs for common detection techniques are given
in Appendix A.

The matrix functional FΠ
n [A] reduces to the already

known forms for GBS with the detection methods con-
sidered in literature. Firstly, let us consider the original
variant of GBS [2]. The corresponding POVM is given
by Eq. (A1) assuming η = 1. In this case, the functional
FΠ

n [A] is expressed in terms of the Hafnian as

FΠ
n [A] =

1

n!
Haf [XAn] . (10)

Here n! =
∏M

i=1 ni!, X =

(
0 I
I 0

)
, I is the n× n identity

matrix and n =
∑M

i=1 ni is the total number of clicks.
The 2n× 2n matrix An is derived from matrix A by re-
taining solely the rows and columns associated with trig-
gered detectors. Each of these selected rows and columns
is repeated until their number matches the number of
photons at the corresponding output.

Secondly, let us consider GBS with on-off detectors
[25]. In this case, the POVM is given by Eq. (A3) with
K = 1. The functional FΠ

n [A] is then reduced to

FΠ
n [A] = Tor

[
AS(n)

]
, (11)

where TorA is the Torontonian of the matrix A, and the
matrix AS(n) is defined similarly to the matrix An in the
previous case but without repeating rows and columns.
In a more general case of click detectors, the POVM is
again given by Eq. (A3) but with K ≥ 1. For such a sce-
nario, experimentally implemented in Ref. [5], the above
functional is given by

FΠ
n [A] = Ken

[
AS(n)

]
. (12)

Here the matrix functional reads, cf. Ref. [59],

Ken
[
AS(n)

]
=

N∏
i=1

(
K

ci

)
(13)

×
c1−1∑
k1=0

· · ·
cN−1∑
kN=0

N∏
i=1

(
ci
ki

)
(−1)kiTor(BS(n)),

where

BS(n) = diag

(√
ci − ki
K

)
AS(n) diag

(√
ci − ki
K

)
.

(14)

In these expressions, the numbers ci are ci = nli ̸= 0.
That is, they are non-zero numbers of clicks. The indices
li belong to the set S(n) = {l1, . . . , lN} and N is the
total number of triggered detectors. Here and in the
following the elements of the 2N × 2N matrix diag(bi)
are defined as [diag(bi)]k,l = [diag(bi)]k+N,l+N = bkδk,l
for k, l = 1, . . . , N . For details see Appendix B.
Let us consider another scenario when photocurrent

pulses are counted within a measurement time window

duration of τm. The corresponding POVM in the most
general form is given by Eq. (A4). When using avalanche
photodiodes (APD), i.e. ηr = 0 in Eq. (A8), limita-
tions in photon-number resolution are mainly caused by
the dead time of detection. Assuming that the quan-
tum states of light are prepared for a non-monochromatic
mode with a rectangular envelope [cf. Eq. (A9)], the cor-
responding POVM, cf. Ref. [51], is given by Eqs. (A10),
(A11), and (A12). For other envelopes, related to the
intensity function I(t) in Eq. (A4) with ηr = 0, this
POVM should be modified; see Ref. [43] for an exam-
ple. When using this counting technique with SPNSDs,
one should also consider the relaxation time, see Ref. [58]
and Eq. (A7) for an analytical model.

The direct application of the POVM (A4) to Eq. (9)
results the expression

FΠ
n [A] =

∫
Tc1

dc1t1 . . .

∫
TcN

dcN tN

N∏
j=1

Icj (tj) (15)

× Haf
(
XΩS(n),n

)√
|I− diag

√
1− Ξci(ti)AS(n) diag

√
1− Ξci(ti)|

,

where In(t) and Ξn(tj) are given by Eqs. (A5) and (A6),
respectively. The 2n×2n matrix ΩS(n),n is derived form
the matrix

ΩS(n) = diag(Ξci(ti)) (16)

−
(
(1−AS(n))

−1 + diag

(
1

Ξci(ti)
− 1

))−1

by repeating each ith rows and columns until their num-
ber matches the corresponding number of clicks (pulses),
ci.

For the case of APDs, τr = 0, and the rectangular
envelope [cf. Eq. (A9)], the integrals in Eq. (15) can
be evaluated analytically for ni = {0, 1}, i.e. for the
colission-free subspace,

FΠ
n [A] =

∑
Z∈P [N ]

(−1)|Z| Haf(DS(n),Z)√∣∣I− (1− η1)AS(n),Z

∣∣ (17)

where

DS(n),Z = X|Z| (18)(
2I−

[
η1(I−AS(n),Z)

−1 + (1− η1)I
]−1
)
.

Here P ([N ]) is the power set (the set of all subsets) of
[N ] := {1, 2, . . . , N}, Z denotes its elements, and |Z| is
the number of these elements, i.e. its cardinality. The
2|Z| × 2|Z| matrix AS(n),Z is obtained from the matrix
AS(n) by retaining solely the rows and columns related
to each element of the set Z.
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III. VALIDATION OF GBS WITH REALISTIC
PHOTON-NUMBER RESOLUTION

As mentioned in Introduction, full certification is in-
feasible in the GBS scenario. Obviously, any sampling for
detectors with realistic photon-number resolution can be
used to derive a sampling for on-off detectors. Since the
latter can be computationally hard, cf. Ref. [25], the
same can be stated for the former. Therefore, for valida-
tion purposes we need to consider marginal or grouped
probabilities that can be reconstructed in experiments
and compare them with classically modeled distributions.
An example of such coarse-grained events is given by or-
bits considered in Refs. [34, 60, 61].

In the most general case, the orbit O[n1,...,nM ] is a
group of click patterns that can be obtained from a given
pattern n = {n1, . . . , nM} by permutations of its compo-
nents. The probability of the orbit can be obtained as
the sum of the probabilities for each click pattern. Typi-
cally, such a coarse-grained probability can be estimated
from the sampling data, while the same is impossible
for the probability of an individual click pattern. In the
case of ideal PNR detectors, the probabilities of orbits
are related to the feature vectors of graphs encoded in
the device; see, e.g., [61–63]. In the GBS scenarios with
realistic GBS, such a connection with graph theory is
generally unclear.

Following the idea of Ref. [34], we will use the orbits
with almost all collision-free events and a few events with
two clicks. For such orbits we will use the notation On

l ,
where l is the number of outputs with detected two clicks
and n is the total number of clicks. We have tailored two
methods presented in Ref. [61] and in Ref. [32, 64] to
detectors with realistic photon-number resolution to es-
timate the probability of such orbits on a classical device.

A. Orbit probability estimation

The first method to evaluate the probability of orbits,
cf. Ref. [61], consists of the following steps. Firstly, we
randomly select NS click patterns ni ∈ On

l . Secondly, we
compute the corresponding probabilities P (ni). Notably,
we still have a way to efficiently compute the Torontonian
[65] and Hafnian for a small number of photons, in our
case up to n = 16. Finally, we approximate the orbit
probability as

P(On
l ) ≈

|On
l |

NS

NS∑
i=1

P (ni), (19)

where |On
l | is the number of click patterns in the orbit.

The accuracy of such a procedure has been considered in
Ref. [61] based on a result presented in Ref. [66]. This
method is efficiently used to estimate the orbit probabil-
ities in the case of ideal PNR, on-off, and click detectors
for small n. We use it to control our results obtained
with the second method.

The second method [32, 64] is based on the technique
of phase-space simulation from the positive P -function
[67, 68]. We have tailored this method to estimate the
orbit probabilities P(On

l ) in the case of GBS with real-
istic photon-number resolution. In contrast to the first
method, this simulation technique shows high scalability
and computational speed, making it applicable to larger
numbers of photons.

Let m1 and m2 be a number of outputs with one and
two clicks, respectively, i.e., l = m2 and n = m1 + 2m2.
This means that On

l = Om1+2m2
m2

. As it follows from
Eq. (2), the orbit probability in this case is given by

P(Om1+2m2
m2

) = Tr

ρ̂
∑

n∈Om1+2m2
m2

Π̂(n)

 . (20)

Formally we also assume that P(Om1+2m2
m2

) = 0 for m1+
m2 > M . Next we consider the discrete characteristic
function of this probability distribution, by providing the
corresponding Discrete Fourier Transform with respect to
the variables m1 and m2,

C (k1, k2) =

M∑
m1,m2=0

P(Om1+2m2
m2

)e−i(k1m1+k2m2)θ.

(21)

Combining this expression with Eqs. (3) and (20) we get

C (k1, k2) = (22)

Tr

[
ρ̂
(
Π̂0 + Π̂1e

−ik1θ + Π̂2e
−ik2θ

)⊗M
]
,

where θ = 2π
M+1 , k1,2 = 0, . . .M .

Equation (22) can be rewritten in the generalized P -
representation as

C (k1, k2) =

〈
M∏
i=1

[
πi(0|αi, βi) (23)

+ πi(1|αi, βi)e
−ik1θ + πi(2|αi, βi)e

−ik2θ
]〉

P

.

Here

πi(l|αi, βi) = ⟨β∗
i | Π̂l |αi⟩ , (24)

|α⟩ is the coherent state. The averaging is taken over the
positive P -function, P (α,β), where α = (α1, . . . , αM )T

and β = (β1, . . . , βM )T. Based on this expression, the
method can be summarized as follows: (i) sampling com-
plex amplitudes α and β from the positive P -function
(see Refs. [32, 64] and Appendix C for details); (ii) es-
timating the characteristic function (23) from the gener-
ated sample set; (iii) using the Inverse Discrete Fourier
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Transform,

P
(
Om1+2m2

m2

)
=

1

(M + 1)
2 (25)

×
M∑

k1=0

M∑
k2=0

C(k1, k2)e
i(k1m1+k2m2)θ,

to reconstruct the probabilities of the orbits
P
(
Om1+2m2

m2

)
.

B. Validation procedure

In order to demonstrate the significance of realistic
photon-number resolution for validation procedures, we
provide simulations of orbit probabilities for an inter-
ferometer with M = 400 output ports. Thermalized
squeezed vacuum states, characterized by the covariance
matrix

σ =
1

2

(
cosh 2r (1− ϵ) sinh 2r

(1− ϵ) sinh 2r cosh 2r

)
, (26)

where r is the squeezing parameter and ϵ = 0.1 is the
thermalization factor, are supposed to be injected into
200 input ports. The overall efficiency, which includes
both interferometer and detector losses, is η = 0.8. The
squeezing parameter is chosen such that the expectation
value of the total number of photons in all ports after all
losses is 20.

The probabilities of orbits On
l for different detection

techniques are shown in Fig. 1 for different number of
clicks n. As intuitively expected, the probabilities of the
orbits On

2 are highest for the ideal PNR detectors. It
is significantly smaller for click detectors with K = 2
and K = 3 on-off detectors in the array. We also con-
sider counting photocurrent pulses for an APD within the
measurement-time window of duration τm with the dead
time τd = 0.05τm. This results in a curve that is relatively
close to the curve associated with ideal PNR detectors.
However, when using an SNSPD with the same dead time
and relaxation time τr = 0.2τm, the corresponding curve
is characterized by significantly smaller probabilities of
orbits On

2 . Therefore, for validation techniques based on
estimations of the probabilities P (On

l ), it is crucial to
consider the effect of imperfect photon-number resolu-
tion.

For validation, we compare the orbit probabilities
P (On

l ) for the thermalized squeezed vacuum states with
the same probabilities obtained for classical states char-
acterized by non-negative P -functions. For the latter
states, we provide direct classical simulations of the click
patterns n using the method of Ref. [24]. In particular,
we use inputs with thermal and squashed states, charac-
terized by the covariance matrices

σ =
1

2

(
1 + 2nth 0

0 1 + 2nth

)
(27)

0.00
0.02

0.04
Probability of O n

0

0.00

0.01

0.02

Pro
ba

bi
lit

y
of
O
n

1

0.000

0.003

0.006

0.009

P
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

of
O
n 2

n = 14

n = 26

FIG. 1. The probabilities for the orbits {On
0 ,On

1 ,On
2 } for

different numbers of clicks, n, are shown for thermalized
squeezed vacuum states at input ports. See the main text
for parameters characterizing the states, losses and interfer-
ometer. Circles correspond to the ideal PNR detector. Trian-
gles correspond to counting pulses within a measurement-time
window with an APD and τd = 0.05τm. Stars correspond to
the same technique and dead time with an SNSPD with the
relaxation time τr = 0.2τm. Crosses and squares correspond
to click detectors with K = 2 and K = 3 on-off detectors in
the array, respectively.

and

σ =
1

2

(
1 0
0 1 + 4nth

)
, (28)

respectively. Here nth is the number of thermal photons,
chosen such that the expectation number of photons in
all ports after all losses is 20.
Unlike the validation method proposed in [34], the

phase-space simulation technique is more efficient in us-
ing direct statistical comparisons, similar to the group
probabilities in [32]. In particular, it enables us to es-
timate the orbit probabilities P (On

l ) for large numbers
of n. In Fig. 2 we show the orbit probabilities for ther-
mal, squashed and thermalized squeezed vacuum states
as a function of the number of clicks, n, for counting
photocurrent pulses by an APD within a measurement
time window and for the on-off detectors. The plots for
the thermal state are strongly different from the plots
for the thermalized squeezed vacuum states in all cases.
This difference is small when using squashed states and
on-off detectors. However, even an imperfect ability to
distinguish between numbers of photons improves this
difference.
In order to quantitatively characterize the difference

between classical and quantum statistics, we use the
Pearson chi-squared method, similar to that done in
Ref. [32] for grouped probabilities. For this purpose, we
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0.08

P
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O
n 0

(d)

FIG. 2. The probabilities for the orbit set {On
0 ,On

1 ,On
2 } for different numbers of clicks, n, are shown. The plots (a-c) correspond

to counting photocurrent pulses within a measurement time window with an APD and dead time τd = 0.05τm. The plot (d)
corresponds to on-off detectors. Circles, crosses, and squares correspond to the thermalized squeezed vacuum state, thermal
states, and squashed states, respectively. See the main text for parameters characterizing the states, losses, and interferometer.

first generate click patterns n[i] for classical states and es-

timate the corresponding orbit probabilities Pcl
(
On[i]

l

)
.

In particular, we generate 108 click patterns for the
considered types of detectors and detection techniques,
except counting photocurrent pulses within a measure-
ment time window with SNSPDs, for which we generate
106 patterns. Next, we select only orbits with patterns
recorded more than 10 times. The probabilities for the
remaining orbits are estimated based on the obtained fre-
quencies and normalized. The chi-squared statistics is
evaluated as

χ2
s(l) = Nl

k∑
i=1

[
P
(
On[i]

l

)
− Pcl

(
On[i]

l

)]2
P
(
On[i]

l

) , (29)

where k is the number of orbits used for its estimation
and Nl is the number of the corresponding click patterns.

Results from the similar statistics should have
χ2
s(l)/k ≈ 1. In the case of significant discrepancy,

χ2
s(l)/k ≫ 1 should hold. The test results for various

detection techniques are presented in Table I. From these
data we can conclude that the presented chi-squared test
enables to distinguish between classical and quantum
statistics with a high confidence.

IV. CONCLUSION

Registrations of collision events in GBS are character-
ized by a low probability in a reason of preserving clas-
sical computational hardness. Nevertheless, these events
are used for validation purposes. Therefore, the ability
of detectors to discriminate between numbers of photons
can play a crucial role.

We have derived a general expression for the photo-
counting probability distribution at the output of the
GBS device, assuming general realistic detectors charac-
terized by the POVMs. The result depends on a matrix
functional of the covariance matrix of the output state.
It is reduced to known forms, e.g., Hafnian or Toronto-
nian, in the special cases of ideal PNR or on-off detec-
tors. We have extended these sets of functionals to the
photocounting techniques, which are based on counting
pulses of photocurrent within a measurement time win-
dow. The general equation includes the shapes of the
output mode and the time-dependent recovery efficiency
of the detectors and generally requires numerical inte-
gration. However, it is reduced to an analytical form for
collision-free events in the case of rectangular mode and
use of APD, which are usually characterized by negligible
relaxation time.

We have tailored validation protocols for GBS to the
case of detectors with realistic photon-number resolution.
This protocol assumes the estimation of probabilities of
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TABLE I. The chi-squared statistics χ2
s/k for different types of detection techniques are shown. See the main text for parameters

characterizing the states, losses, and interferometer.

Detector/Detection technique
Thermal states Squashed states

On
0 On

1 On
2 On

0 On
1 On

2

ideal PNR detector 5.8×104 1.9×105 2.8×105 8.5×104 3.6×104 1.8×104

on-off detector 3.1×105 1.7×105

click detector,K = 2 1.8×105 3.2×105 2.7×105 8.6×104 7.7×104 3.6×104

click detector,K = 3 1.3×105 2.9×105 3×105 6.7×104 7.2×104 4.5×104

counting pulses with APD 7.4×104 2.2×105 3×105 8.7×104 3.7×104 1.9×104

counting pulses with SNSPD 5×103 1×104 1×104 3.5×103 4×103 2×103

orbits—group events that contain click patterns obtained
from each other by mutual permutations. In particular,
we focused on three types of orbits characterized by zero,
one, and two outputs registering collision events. The
corresponding coarse-grained probabilities can be esti-
mated from experimental data, in contrast to the proba-
bilities of individual click patterns.

The method of phase-space simulations based on the
positive P -function showed a high applicability to esti-
mate orbit probabilities for a high number of output pho-
tons. This task is computationally hard with other sim-
ulation techniques. We have estimated the orbit proba-
bilities for an interferometer with 400 input and output
ports, assuming that light is injected in 200 ports and the
expectation number of output photons is 20. These prob-
abilities are shown to be highly dependent on a type of
detection technique. However, a proper consideration of
a realistic photon-number resolution enables one to dis-
tinguish between the statistics of quantum and classical
fields at the output.

Therefore, our results have shown that detailed infor-
mation about the POVM of detectors is crucial for a
proper analysis of the output statistics. In particular, it
could be important for validation techniques. However,
even the statistics of collision-free events are modified by
the imperfect ability of detectors to distinguish between
the number of photons. In our opinion, this factor should
be taken into account in relevant theoretical and experi-
mental studies of GBS.

I.S.Ye. and A.A.S. apreciate support from the National
Research Foundation of Ukraine through the Project
Nr. 2020.02/0111, Nonclassical and hybrid correlations
of quantum systems under realistic conditions.

Appendix A: POVM for detection techniques with
realistic photon-number resolution

In this appendix, we list POVMs for various detec-
tion techniques that enable an approximate resolution
between photon numbers. We start with the ideal PNR

detectors [69, 70], the POVM for which is given by

Π̂k = F̂k (1) = |k⟩ ⟨k| , (A1)

where |k⟩ is the Fock state,

F̂k (η) =:
(ηn̂)k

k!
e−ηn̂ : (A2)

is the POVM for PNR detectors with losses character-
ized by the efficiency η ∈ [0, 1], n̂ is the photon-number
operator, and : . . . : denotes normal ordering.
The counting technique for click detectors is based on

a spatial [35–38] or temporal [39–41] splitting of a light
mode into K modes and detecting each of them sepa-
rately with an on-off detector. The corresponding POVM
was derived in [42],

Π̂k =

(
K

k

)
:
(
1− e−

n̂
K

)k
e−n̂

(K−k)
K : . (A3)

For K = 1 we get the POVM for the on-off detector.
Consider a detection technique based on counting pho-

tocurrent pulses within a measurement time window of
duration τm. In this case, dead time (for APDs) and re-
laxation of the detector to a previous state (for APDs
and SNSPDs) result in missing detection losses. In the
general case, the corresponding POVM is given by, cf.
Ref. [58],

Π̂n =: n̂n

∫
Tn

dntIn(t) exp [−n̂Ξn(t)] :, (A4)

where integration is performed over the time-ordering do-
main Tn such that 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ . . . tn ≤ τm,

In(t) = I(t1)

n∏
i=2

I(ti)ξ (ti − ti−1) , (A5)

Ξn(t) =

∫ t1

0

dtI(t) +

n−1∑
i=1

∫ ti+1

ti

dtI(t)ξ (t− ti) (A6)

+

∫ τm

tn

dtI(t)ξ (t− tn)



8

In these expressions, I(t) is the normalized intensity
shape and ξ(t) is the time-dependent efficiency, describ-
ing the relaxation of the SNSPDs after registering a pho-
ton.

For the SNSPDs one could use a model for the time-
dependent efficiency

ξ(t) = θ (t− τd) ηr (t− τd) . (A7)

Here τd is the dead time, θ (t− τd) is the Heaviside step-
function, and ηr(t) is the recovering efficiency. The latter
can be modeled as

ηr(t) = 1− exp

(
− t

τr

)
, (A8)

where τr is the relaxation time.
Let us consider this detection technique with the

APDs. In this case the relaxation time is negligible, i.e.
ηr = 0. We also assume that the quantum state is pre-
pared for a rectangular mode, i.e.

I(t) =
1

τm
. (A9)

This scenario has been considered for classical light in
Ref. [44–50] and for quantum light in Ref. [51]. The cor-
responding POVM reads

Π̂0 = F̂0(η) (A10)

for n = 0,

Π̂k =

k∑
l=0

F̂l (ηk)−
k−1∑
l=0

F̂l (ηk−1) (A11)

for k = 1, . . .K, and

Π̂K+1 = 1−
K∑
l=0

F̂l (ηK) . (A12)

Here

ηk =
τm − kτd

τm
(A13)

is the adjustment efficiency.

It is worth noting that all equations in this appendix
are given for detectors with no losses, i.e. η = 1. This
is a consequence of the fact that we attribute all losses,
including the detection losses, to the prepared quantum
state. In order to explicitly include the detection losses
in the POVM, one needs to replace n̂ with ηn̂ under the
sign of the normal ordering.

Appendix B: Photocounting probabilities with
realistic photon-number resolution

In this appendix, we present the derivation of
Eqs. (12), (15), and (17), representing the matrix func-
tional (9) for different detection schemes. First, we con-
sider the functional,

F (W,m,a) =

L∏
i=1

(
∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)mi

exp

(
ai

∂2

∂αi∂αi

)
exp

(
1

2
ξ†(I−W )ξ

)∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

, (B1)

which is used for further analysis. Here, m = (m1, . . . ,mL), a = (a1, . . . , aL), ai = [0, 1], ξ =
(α1, . . . , αL, α

∗
1, . . . , α

∗
L)

T , and W ∈ C2L×2L is a positive semi-definite matrix, for example (I − An). Applying
the Weierstrass transform,

exp

(
ai

∂2

∂αi∂αi

)
exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi + |αi|2
)
=

1

1− ai
exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi + |αi|2
1− ai

)
, (B2)

we obtain

F (W,m,a) =
1

πL
√
|W |

∫
C2L

d2Lβ (B3)

exp

(
−1

2
β†
[
W−1 + diag

(
ai

1− ai

)]
β

) L∏
i=1

1

1− ai

(
∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)mi

exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi + |αi|2
1− ai

)∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

.
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Changing the variables, βi = γi
√
1− ai, αi = µi

√
1− ai, and integration, we arrive at the expression

F (W,m,a) =

L∏
i=1

(1− ai)
mi

(
∂2

∂µi∂µ∗
i

)mi

exp
(
µ†
[
I−

(
diag

√
1− aiW

−1 diag
√
1− ai + diag (ai)

)−1
]
µ
)∣∣∣∣∣

µ=0

,

(B4)

which can also be given in terms of the Hafnian as

F (W,m,a) =
1√

|I− diag
√
ai(I−W ) diag

√
ai|

Haf

(
X

[
diag(1− ai)−

(
W−1 + diag

(
ai

1− ai

))−1
]
m

)
. (B5)

Here the subscript m indicates that the matrix Am is derived from matrix A by retaining solely the rows and columns
with indexes i and i+ L for which mi ̸= 0 and repeating each of them mi times.

1. Click detectors

Let us consider the derivation of Eq. (12) for click detectors. The Q-symbol of the POVM, Πn(α), can be obtained
from the POVM (A3) via replacing n̂ by |α|2 under the sign of the normal order.
Substituting it into Eq. (9) yields

FΠ
n [A] =

N∏
i=1

(
K

ci

) c1∑
k1=0

· · ·
cN∑

kN=0

N∏
i=1

(
ci
ki

)
(−1)ki exp

(
ci − ki
K

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
1

2
ξ†AS(n)ξ

)∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

. (B6)

Then we use Eq. (B5) with m = c, ai =
ci−ki

K , W = (I−AS(n)), which gives

FΠ
n [A] = Ken[An] =

N∏
i=1

(
K

ci

) c1∑
k1=0

· · ·
cN∑

kN=0

N∏
i=1

(
ci
ki

)
(−1)ki

1√∣∣∣I−Bk
S(c)

∣∣∣ (B7)

where Bk
S(c) is given by Eq. (14)

It is also useful to consider the relation between two matrix functionals: Ken and Tor. Equation (B7), can be
rewritten as

Ken[AS(n)] =

N∏
i=1

(
K

ci

) c1−1∑
k1=0

· · ·
cN−1∑
kN=0

N∏
i=1

(
ci
ki

)
(−1)ki

∑
Z∈P ([N ])

(−1)|z|√∣∣∣I− (Bk
S(c)

)
Z

∣∣∣ . (B8)

Applying here the definition of Tor, cf. [25], we can obtain the Eq. (13). Substituting K = 1 into Eq. (B8), we arrive
at Eq. (11).

2. Photocounting with SPNSDs

Consider the scenario of photocounting with SPNSDs, describing by the POVM (A4). Similar to the previous case,
the Q-symbol of the POVM, Πn(α), is obtained via replacing n̂ by |α|2 under the sign of the normal order. Applying
it in Eq. (9), we get

FΠ
n [A] =

∫
Tc1

dc1t1 . . .

∫
TcN

dcN tN

N∏
j=1

Icj (tj) (B9)

×
(

∂2

∂αj∂α∗
j

)cj

exp

(
[1− Ξcj (tj)]

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
1

2
ξ†AS(n)ξ

)∣∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

.

Then we use the Eq. (B5) with m = c, ai = [1− Ξcj (tj)], W = (1−AS(n)), which leads to Eq. (15).
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3. Photocounting with APDs

Photocounting with the APDs can be considered as a particular case of photocounting with the SNSPDs, for which
τr = 0. We also suppose that the nonmonochromatic light mode has a rectangular envelop, see Eq. (A9). Our
consideration is restricted by ni = {0, 1}, i.e. by the collision-free events. The required POVM elements are given by
Eq. (A10) and Eq. (A11). The corresponding Q-symbols are obtained in the standard way via replacing n̂ by |α|2
under the sign of the normal order. Applying them in Eq. (9) yields

FΠ
n [A] =

N∏
i=1

[(
1 + η1

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
[1− η1]

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
− 1

]
exp

(
1

2
ξ†AS(n)ξ

)∣∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

(B10)

=
∑

Z∈P [N ]

(−1)|Z|
|Z|∏
i=1

(
1 + η1

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
[1− η1]

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
1

2
ξ†AS(n),Zξ

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

,

where P [N ] is explained after Eq. (18). Utilizing Eq. (B4), we get

FΠ
n [A] =

∑
Z∈P [N ]

(−1)|Z|

πN
√
|(I−AS(n),Z)|

∫
C2N

d2Nβ exp

(
−1

2
β†
[
(I−AS(n),Z)

−1 + I
(

1

η1
− 1

)]
β

)
(B11)

×
|Z|∏
i=1

1

η1

(
1 + η1

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi + |αi|2
η1

)∣∣∣∣
ξ=0

.

Next, we use the equality(
1 + η1

∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

)
exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi + |αi|2
η1

)∣∣∣∣
αi=0

= 2
∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

exp

(
α∗
i βi − β∗

i αi√
2η1

+ |αi|2
)∣∣∣∣

αi=0

(B12)

and change variables as β = γ
√
2η1. This give us the expression

FΠ
n [A] =

∑
Z∈P [N ]

(−1)|Z|

πN
√
|(I−AS(n),Z)|

∫
C2N

d2Nγ exp

(
−1

2
γ† [2η1(I−AS(n),Z)

−1 + 2 (1− η1) I
]
γ

)
(B13)

×
N∏
i=1

4
∂2

∂αi∂α∗
i

exp
(
α∗
i γi − γ∗

i αi + |αi|2
)∣∣∣∣

ξ=0

Finally, we can see that this expression has a structure similar to Eq. (B3), which is transformed into Eq. (B5). This
leads to Eq. (17).

Appendix C: Phase-space simulation

In this appendix we briefly sketch the evaluation proce-
dure of the characteristic function C(k1, k2), cf. Eq. (22),
using the methods presented in Refs. [31, 32, 64, 71].
First, one generates samples α̃l = {α̃l

1, . . . , α̃
l
M} and

β̃l = {β̃l
1, . . . , β̃

l
M} for the interferometer inputs, where

l = 1, . . . , ES . As discussed in Ref. [32], in the case of
the thermalized squeezed states with the thermalization
factor ϵj and the squeezing parameter rj , the amplitudes

α̃l
j and β̃l

j for the jth input mode and the lth sampling
can be obtained as

α̃l
j = δj+ω

l
j + iδj−ω

l
j+M , (C1)

β̃l
j = δj+ω

l
j − iδj−ω

l
j+M , (C2)

where ωl
i are sampled as real Gaussian variables with〈

ωl
iω

l
j

〉
P
= δij , and

δj± =

√
sinh2(rj)± (1− ϵj) sinh(rj) cosh(rj)

2
.

The samples for the output amplitudes are obtained as
αl = Uα̃l and βl = U∗β̃l, where U is a unitary matrix,
describing the transformation of the coherent amplitudes
of the electromagnetic field at the interferometer. The
characteristic function can be estimated as

C(k1, k2) ≈
1

ES

ES∑
l=1

[
M∏
i=1

[
πi(0|αl

i, β
l
i) (C3)

+ πi(1|αl
i, β

l
i)e

−ik1θ + πi(2|αl
i, β

l
i)e

−ik2θ
]]
,
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where πi(l|αl
i, β

l
i) is given by Eq. (24).
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