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The search for macroscopic quantum phenomena is a fundamental pursuit in quantum mechanics.
It allows us to test the limits quantum physics and provides new avenues for exploring the interplay
between quantum mechanics and relativity. In this work, we introduce a novel approach to generate
macroscopic quantum systems by demonstrating that the creation process of a quantum system
can span a macroscopic distance. Specifically, we generate photon pairs in a coherent superposition
of two origins separated by up to 70 meters. This new approach not only provides an exciting
opportunity for foundational experiments in quantum physics, but also has practical applications
for high-precision measurements of distributed properties such as pressure and humidity of air or
gases.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum mechanics, if two alternatives cannot be
distinguished – even in principle – interference can oc-
cur. Feynman said that this property ”has in it the heart
of quantum mechanics” [1]. In 1994, Herzog et al. [2]
demonstrated that this phenomenon can not only be ob-
served for properties of individual or entangled photons,
but for the creation process of photons themselves. Ex-
panding an experiment by Zou, Wang and Mandel [3],
they have overlapped the paths of a photon pair gener-
ated by one creation process with the paths generated
by another creation process in such a way. The setup,
depicted in Fig. 1 has been aligned in such a way that
there is no information (not even in principle) to find out
in which of the two creation process the photon pair has
been generated. Therefore the photon pair is in a coher-
ent position of being created in the first or second process.
By adapting a phase between the two processes, con-
structive and destructive interference can be observed.
For constructive interference, the total number of gener-
ated photon pairs can be enhanced by a factor of four
compared to a single crystal, while for destructive inter-
ference, the number of generated photon pairs is zero. A
conceptual sketch of this experiment can be seen in Fig.
1.

This peculiar quantum phenomenon has been em-
ployed in recent years for numerous applications [4], rang-
ing from spectroscopy [5] to sensing [6] and entanglement
generation [7, 8]. So far, this process has only been ob-
served with very small spatial distance between the two
creation processes. Either, the two creation processes oc-
cur at the same location (for instance, by pumping the
same nonlinear crystal from two directions [2, 9]), or are
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separated at the millimeter scale (for instance, at an in-
tegrated photonic chip [10, 11]).

Here, we observe coherent quantum superposition be-
tween the origins of two macroscopically separated pho-
ton creation processes. Specifically, we use two nonlinear
crystal, spatially separated by up to 70 meters. Each
crystal can create photon pairs. Importantly, by over-
lapping the paths of the photons from the two crystals,
we create a scenario in which the generated photon pairs
cannot reveal any distinguishing information about their
origin.

Pushing the distance between two creation processes
has multiple motivations. First, on a technical side, one
can envision highly sensitive, quantum enhanced sensing
methods for large scale properties such as air pressure
or temperature fluctuations. Second, spatially separat-
ing the creation process is necessary for demonstrating
the nonlocal nature of a new multiphoton quantum in-
terference effects without explicit entanglement, which
has been theoretically proposed in [4, 12] and observed
at a local scale in [9, 11]. Third, at a fundamental physics
level, the unusual feature of our experiment is that the
entire generation process of the quantum state scales over
a macroscopic distance. Thus, our experiment is a first
step towards a new way of testing the limits of ever larger
and more complex quantum systems and the concept of
macroscopicity [13], complementary to quantum systems
with large masses [14], photon numbers [15], angular mo-
mentum [16] or large scale entanglement distribution [17].

II. METHODS

In our work, we choose two interfering quantum pro-
cesses as an experimental demonstration for macroscop-
ically large quantum systems. The idea is simple: In-
vestigate how much we can expand a seemingly coherent
quantum system without losing the associated quantum
effects. Our system is comprised of two quantum pro-
cesses that create pairs of photons in a nonlinear optical
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FIG. 1. A schematic picture of the simplified experimental
arrangement is depicted. A continuous-wave pump laser was
used to create a down-converted photon pair in a nonlinear
crystal in the modes s1 and i1. Within the same modes the
pump beam propagated collinearly to the second crystal so an
additional possibility for creating photon pairs indicated by s2
and i2 arises. Aligning both signal and idler beams such that
the which-crystal information is removed, interference fringes
can be observed while scanning the phase difference between
the pump and down-conversion beams. These effects shall
be observed with increased spatial separation of the crystals.
Taken from [18].

process called spontaneous parametric down-conversion
(SPDC). The reason for choosing such a system is mani-
fold. It can be used for long-distance experiments and
multi-photon experiments. Hence it is extendable in
terms of space, the number of photons, and the dimen-
sionality of information contained in the system. The
principle of path identity allows for a conceptually simple
implementation of the proposed idea. The SPDC process
can be approximated by a power series expansion [19]

Sab = 1 + gab(a
†b†) + g2ab/2(a†b†)2 +O(g3ab), (1)

where the generation rate g is proportional to the second-
order nonlinear coefficient and the pump power, and
a†, b† refer to the creation operator of photons in the
paths a and b. We neglect all higher orders (≥ O(g2))
for further discussions by operating our experiment at
low pump powers, see Supplementary for details.

Inserting another nonlinear crystal into the path of the
first according to the path identity principle with a gen-
eral phase Uφ between the two processes leads to

ScdUφSab = [1 + gcd(c
†d†)][1 + eiφgab(a

†b†)]

= 1 + gcdc
†d† + eiφgaba

†b† +O(g2),

with φ denoting a phase between the two nonlinear
processes. Finally, using the principle of path identity
(i.e. overlaying the paths of the single photons such that
c→ a and d→ b), we arrive at

ScdUφSab|vac〉 → [1 + gcdc
†d† + eiφgaba

†b†]|vac〉
→ |0, 0〉a,b + gab(1 + eiφ)|1, 1〉a,b,

where in the first step the quantum system ScdUφSab
acts on the vacuum mode |vac〉, with |1, 1〉a,b and |0, 0〉a,b

FIG. 2. A schematic picture of the experimental setup, which
contains the coherent pumping of two nonlinear crystals (NL I
at the sending station and NL II at the receiving station) with
pump and down-converted beams propagating collinearly, is
shown. The phase difference ∆φ was introduced via a trom-
bone system (TS) within a Mach-Zehnder interferometer af-
ter splitting up the pump and the down- converted beam and
combining them again with a dichroic mirror (DM). To avoid
chromatic aberration of the lenses between pump and SPDC
photons, two concave mirrors (CM I and II) for both sending
and receiving the signals were used. To filter out the unde-
sired pump signal as well as to narrow down the wavelength
distribution, bandpass filters (BPF) were implemented in the
detection system. The recorded detection events were labeled
with a timestamp provided by a time tagging module. Simul-
taneous clicks within a coincident timing window tc, which
was chosen to be 1.5ns, were identified as coincidences. Taken
from [18].

denoting one or no photon pair in the paths a and b,
respectively.

Therefore, the derived equation shows that our pro-
posed system either produces pairs of photons or not,
depending only on the relative phase φ between the two
processes. Most importantly, there is no theoretical ev-
idence that the spatial distance between the two pro-
cesses reduces the quantum behavior of the suppressed
or enhanced emission of photons. The suppressed and
enhanced photon pair emission also shows the fundamen-
tal difference between our system and other spatially ex-
tended interference or quantum experiments. Our entire
setup consists of two spatially distant quantum processes,
which, dependent on their relative phase, either produce
pairs of photons or not. In this case, it is not the prod-
uct of a process measured at a large distance from one
another, as is the case, for example, with loophole-free
bell experiments [20–23]. Instead, the processes are sep-
arated far from one another such that the quantum sys-
tem extends over a large distance. Theoretically, there is
no upper limit to the distance between the two creation
processes.

From an experimental perspective, the question arises
what does the coherence of the two processes depend on
physically? Here, two conditions must be met. The first
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FIG. 3. The results of the quantum-interference experiment are depicted. (a) The coincident count rates of down-conversion
photons while moving the trombone system and hence changing ∆L after a propagation distance of 70 m is shown. (b) The
scaling behavior of the system with increasing distance between nonlinear crystals are shown in terms of the visibility. The
red dots correspond to the peak value of the respective distribution and the red error bars equal the standard deviation of the
estimated distributions. (c) A summary of all distributions of visibilities over the respective propagation distances is shown.

condition, which is analogous to Eq. (6), is that the op-
tical pathlength difference between the pump beam and
the two down-converted photons must be smaller than
the coherence length of the pump laser,

|Lp − LaDC − LbDC | ≤ Lcoh−lenp , (2)

where Lp denotes the path length of the pump laser,

La,bDC describes the path length of the down-converted
photon from the process a or b, and Lcoh−lenp the coher-
ence length of the pump laser.

The second condition is given by the following opti-
cal pathlength difference of the down-conversion photons
and their coherence length:

|LaDC − LbDC | ≤ Lcoh−lenDC , (3)

with Lcoh−lenDC the coherence length of the down-converted
photons.

Additionally, all degrees of freedom of the down-
converted photons must be identical to achieve perfect in-
distinguishability. Hence, to ensure path indistinguisha-
bility, we overlay the down-converted photons from the
two processes and remove residual path information by

coupling them into single-mode optical fibers. To en-
sure identical spectral properties, we utilize narrow-band
optical band path filters. We use a quarter-half-quarter
(QHQ) waveplate combination to align the polarisations
of both down-converted photon pairs. Finally, we con-
trol the brightness of both photon creation processes by
altering the polarisation of the pump beam before the
second nonlinear crystal.

We split the down-conversion and pump beam using
dichroic mirrors and introduce path length differences
with a trombone system to change the phase between
the two quantum processes.

III. RESULTS

We confirm the quantumness of the system by mea-
suring the interference between the two distant quantum
pair creation processes. The visibility of the interference
is defined as V = (max − min)/(max + min), where
max describes the two-photon count rate at phase set-
ting φ = 0, and min the two-photon count rate φ = π.

For a classical, incoherent system, we would expect
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a vanishing visibility. For a perfect quantum system,
we expect to observe interference patterns in the two-
photon coincidence events by varying the relative phase
between the pump and down-converted photons, accord-
ing to equation (3). In principle, measuring 2 phase set-
tings (φ = 0 and φ = π) over a sufficiently long time
interval increases the statistical significance of the visi-
bility measurement. However, we chose to alternate the
relative phase φ at a speed of 180nm/second to minimize
phase fluctuations from turbulent air and ensure the ex-
periment’s proper functioning at all times. Proper func-
tioning here refers to a ”null result,” meaning no counts
detected, which would always yield perfect visibility and
could also occur if no photons were produced, as would
be the case for a malfunctioning experiment, for example.

Figure 3 shows the observed interference pattern of two
quantum processes separated by 70m. The visibility pat-
tern is visible, and we added a sinusoidal curve to guide
the eye. The visibility was calculated by extracting the
maximas and minimas over a total period of 70 seconds.
This resulted in approximately 70 measurement points
per minima and maxima setting. Calculating the aver-
age visibility from those measurement points results in
83%± 15%. This main result demonstrates the interfer-
ence of two spatially distant quantum processes.

In addition, we also show two visibility measurements
at shorter distances of 2m and 20 meters, respectively.
The average visibilities are 96% ± 3% for 2 meters and
92% ± 6% for a 20-meter distance. The apparent drop
in visibilities with increasing distance between the two
quantum processes can be explained in the following way.
Due to the atmospheric turbulences caused by the air
conditioning system in the laboratory, the pump beam
(at 400nm wavelength) experienced an angle of arriving
fluctuations at the second nonlinear crystal. These an-
gles of arriving fluctuations resulted in a high variance of
created photon pairs and hence different amplitudes of
the two-photon creation processes. The different ampli-
tudes effectively lead to decreasing visibility, analogously
to standard single photon interference experiments, see
Supplementary for details.

IV. DISCUSSION

A summary of the visibilities of the coincident count
rates in dependency of the distance between the crystals
is displayed in Fig. 3. While the width of distribution for
coincident counts was relatively narrow for 2m, for longer
distances the error bars increased, and the position of the
peak went to lower visibilities. Note that due to the high
number of evaluated statistics, i.e. high number of pho-
tons n, during measuring (70 s total measurement time
per measurement session) and the accumulated high sam-
pling number in post-processing, the error of the mean
value was negligibly small. The broadening of the er-
ror of the visibility distributions could be explained with
the fact that, as for the three measurements the mea-
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FIG. 4. Proposed experimental setup for observing a nonlocal
quantum interference phenomenon of the origins of a photon-
quatruple. Here, four photons are created either in crystal
I&III or II&IV, with a large distance L between the crystals
which could lead to the observation of the nonlocal features
of a multipartite quantum system. The experiment has been
proposed in [4, 12] and recently demonstrated for small L in
[9, 11].

surement times were equal, the count rates over 70 m
were lower in magnitude (few counts per integration time
tint = 70 ms, see Fig. 8) compared to the ones for the
other distances (∼ 102 counts per tint, see Fig. 6 and
Fig. 7). Obviously, higher statistical significance could
have been achieved by focusing on the single count rates,
which, however, proved to be more experimentally chal-
lenging, as the visibility of single count rates was highly
dependent on the information about the partner photon.
By definition, within the coincident count rates, no in-
formation was leaked to the environment and coherence
was conserved.

V. OUTLOOK

In our experiment we show that the birth place of a
quantum state can be spatially spread over a distance
of 70 meters. With linear interpolations, we expect that
visibility above 50% will be possible up to 250 meters
(10% for 500 meters), without additional control mech-
anisms. An interesting future research question is how
effects from special or general relativity affect the inter-
ference in these systems, for example by dephasing or
decoherence, as investigated in related proposals [24].

The results presented here are a crucial first step for
the observation of new non-local multi-photon interfer-
ence effects, proposed in [4, 12]. There – similar to the
experiment demonstrated here – a four-photon quantum
state is generated in a coherent superposition of two lo-
cations. At each location, two photon-pair creation can
lead to four photons, see Fig. 4. While the four-photon
interference has been observed experimentally [9, 11], the
observation of its non-local nature would require a spatial
separation of the four crystals. Our experiment therefore
can be seen as a pilot feasibility study for future studies
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of non-local multiphoton quantum phenomena.
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VI. SUPPLEMENTARY

The photon pairs were created via the SPDC interac-
tion within a nonlinear medium, which was pumped by
a coherent laser source. The pump light source was a
single-mode continuous-wave (cw) laser beam produced
in a compact laser diode module manufactured by Ondax
with a central wavelength (CWL) of around 405.5 nm.
The pump’s spectral distribution had a full-width at half-
maximum (FWHM) bandwidth of ∆ν=160 MHz accord-
ing to the manufacturer, resulting in a coherence time of
tpcoh = 2 ns and a coherence length of lpcoh = 596 mm.

The maximum power of the pump beam at the
location of the first nonlinear medium was mea-
sured with a powermeter (PM100A Thorlabs) and
yielded 15.40 mW±0.05 mW, resulting to an intensity of
7740.88 W/cm2±25.13 W/cm2 at the focal point. The
above laser intensity and the choice of the properties of
the nonlinear crystal (see below) led to a brightness of
B = 4.8× 105s−1, which indicates the photon pairs cre-
ated at the source per second1. The laser module was
operated at maximum output power, ensuring a strong
SPDC signal, but keeping in mind that the impact of
higher emission SPDC photons on the visibility is detri-
mental. The pump beam, which is assumed to have a
Gaussian beam intensity profile2, passed a quarter-wave
(QWP) and a half-wave plate (HWP) in order to increase
the conversion efficiency of the down-conversion beam, as
only the projection of linearly polarized light contributes
to the conversion efficiency. In the presented case, maxi-
mum efficiency was achieved for vertically polarized light
(s-polarized).

The outcoupling stage of the pump beam comprised
of a five-axis single-mode fiber aligner (Newport 9131-
M) and a plan achromat objective (Olympus RMS40X),
which leads with its optical parameters to a collimated
beam radius of 1.55 mm. Subsequently, the beam was fo-
cused into the nonlinear medium with a UV-coated f =

1 The brightness B was estimated with the single count rates CA,B

and coincident count rate Cc via B = CA·CB
Cc

, where preliminary

background induced counts ∆ and accidental coincident counts
Cacc are ignored. Note that these assumptions require measuring
the brightness with low ambient light and sufficiently low pump
power.

2 A Gaussian beam profile was ensured by coupling the laser beam
into a single-mode fiber (Thorlabs S405HP).

300 mm lens, with f being the focal length. The focusing
condition resulted in a beam waist of ωpfocus = 25µm,
in agreement to the focal parameter of ξp = 0.056, with
the crystal length L = 1 mm. Hence, the Rayleigh length
(zR= 2πλ

ω ), which determines the length across which the
beam can be regarded as a plane wave, was approxi-
mately 4.85 mm. Therefore, the assumption that the
pump beam was a plane wave throughout the 1 mm-
long medium, was valid. To avoid chromatic aberra-
tion3 between SPDC (λs/i = 810 nm) and pump (λp =
405 nm) photons, two dielectric concave mirrors (Thor-
labs CM750-500) with a diameter of 75 mm (one each on
the sending and receiving site) were implemented.

Regarding the propagation in free space, a focal length
of fCM =500 mm ensured a Rayleigh length of 51.6 m for
the pump beam, which suffices in terms of the divergence
angle with respect to the aperture diameter of the optical
elements (1

′′
= 25.4 mm ) used in the setup.

The focal lengths of the two concave mirrors were cho-
sen to be fCM = 500 mm throughout all propagation
distances. This ensured, with the pump waist at the po-
sition of the first nonlinear crystal being ωp = 25µm and
a resulting collimated beam radius of ωcollp = 2.58 mm, a
Rayleigh length of 51.6 m for the pump beam. Close-
to-optimal coupling efficiency for a given pump beam
waist ωp was found experimentally for the following re-
lationship between the pump and SPDC focal parame-
ters: ξs/i ≈

√
2.84ξp [25]. Hence, the theoretical SPDC

FIG. 5. A sketch of the experimental and important points
for the alignment is depicted. The pump beam is indicated
by the blue straight line, the SPDC photons (and the align-
ment laser) are illustrated in red. The three black dots in
the multi-reflection mirror system indicate that more mirrors
than depicted were used in the final experiment over longer
distances (< 20 m). Taken from [18].

3 Chromatic aberration describes shift of a lense’s focal length de-
pending on the impinging beam’s wavelength.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.77.021801
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beam waist with ξs/i = 0.40 was ωs/i = 13.6 µm, lead-

ing to a collimated beam radius of ωcolls/i = 9.48 mm, re-

sulting in a Rayleigh length of 348.6 m. In theory, af-
ter 70 m the beam radii reach ωcoll70p = 4.35 mm and

ωcoll70s/i = 9.67 mm, respectively. Hence, over a maximum

distance of 70 m, the diffraction limit for the Gaussian-
shaped beams does not exceed the diameter of 25.4 mm,
the maximum aperture diameter of the optical elements
used in the setup. In reality, the beam divergence exceeds
the diffraction limit, which, in combination with mis-
alignment and the used alignment technique for greater
distances, could lead to loss of the signal.

This maximum propagation distance of 70 m was cho-
sen in consideration of the finite length of the optical
table and the finite number of ultra-broadband coated
BK7 mirrors [Semrock MM2-311S-25.4] which were used
to let the beams propagate from the sender to receiver.
Multiple 25.4 mm ultra-broadband mirrors were placed
at both ends of the optical table in the lab to let the
beams travel from the sending station to the receiving
station, while the mirrors were arranged in such a way,
that the beam was reflected from one end to the other
multiple times. In fact, for the maximum propagation
distance (70 m), the mirrors were implemented such that
double reflections per mirror were possible. To exploit
the whole area of the mirror, double reflections per mir-
ror, which are located in two rows on either end of the
optical table, were implemented.

The requirement of the coherence length of the SPDC
photons lDC

coh being much smaller than ∆L is ensured au-
tomatically, as the idler and signal beams of the two dif-
ferent crystals are within the same mode and hence not
manipulated independently (see Fig. 1). Hence, under
the assumption of the degeneracy of the signal and idler
frequencies (hence kavg = 0) the coincident count rates
with the newly introduced quantities take the following
form:

Cc = |A|2Ipf̄sf̄i[1 + VpVc cos (kp∆L+ ∆Φ)]. (4)

The biphoton path length difference between down-
conversion and pump photons ∆L can be changed in the
presented experimental arrangement (see Fig. 2) by split-
ting the down-conversion fields from the pump field in be-
tween the two SPDC sources. Then, the path lengths can
be changed with an interferometer, where the photons are
combined again before propagating through the second
source. The non-dynamical phase difference ∆Φ includes
wavefront distortions acquired through free-space propa-
gation and considers the fact that the group velocities of
the pump and the SPDC photons are not equal, leading
to walk-off effects, caused by the difference in velocities
and directions of energy and phase propagation [26, 27].

A. Supplementary: Results

In the following section, the measurement results of the
single and coincident count rates for interfering SPDC
photon pairs created in the down-conversion crystals I &
II, with three different distances in between, namely 2 ,
20 and 70 m, are shown.

Eq. 4 predicts an oscillating behavior of the count
rates while scanning the phase difference between the
SPDC photons created in the first crystal and the pump
photons. However, the most crucial limitation was dis-
tinguishability between the interfering particles, which
leads to the fact that the expected visibility was lower
than 1. Any information that led to the exclusive knowl-
edge about one of the interfering particle’s state resulted
in a decrease in visibility. Limitations regarding the un-
certainty of the visibility were of technical and system-
atic nature such as shot noise4 and turbulences in the air
which introduced fluctuations to the signal.

The distributions of visibilities and hence the mean
values of V with respective errors were evaluated by con-
sidering the extrema of the overall coincident and sin-
gle count rates. Then, a high number sampling (∼105)
with their respective statistical distributions was per-
formed, which were expected to follow a Poissonian dis-
tribution. The mean values of the extrema gave the
mean value of the visibility V by simply calculating
(Max-Min)/(Max+Min), where Max (Min) denotes
the mean value of the maxima (minima) of the oscillat-
ing SPDC signal. The extrema for each data set were
evaluated by the FindPeaks-function of the mathemat-
ical processing software Wolfram Mathematica5, which
returned a list of values of local extrema. The expected
oscillation period of the interference fringes within the
count rates can be estimated by calculating the expected
coincidence count rate of overlapping SPDC signals [28]
and considering the motor velocity vm of the trombone
system. By performing a Monte Carlo simulation via
combining the sampled distributions of the extrema of
one data set, a high number of visibilities was calculated.

B. Data analysis for propagation distance of 2m

The error bars in the plot of the count rates correspond
to counting statistics assuming Poissonian distribution
given by ∆n = ±

√
n where n is the number of photons

being used in the process of measurement. Note that the
typical dark count rates for the APDs used in this ex-
periment were not exceeding 2 × 102 counts per second
(cps), which, compared to the single count rates yielded
here, were negligible (CA,B ∼ 104 cps). Moreover, acci-
dental coincident counts Cacc, which contributed to the

4 Shot noise can be equated to quantum noise and was caused by
the intrinsic discreteness and randomness of the SPDC process.

5 Wolfram Mathematica Version 11.0.1.0
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FIG. 6. The coincident count rates of SPDC photon pairs
created in two coherent nonlinear crystals while moving the
trombone system and hence changing ∆L after a propagation
distance of 2 m are shown. The red dots represent the exper-
imental results. The error bars assume Poissonian distribu-
tion. The inset shows the visibility distribution calculated by
a Monte-Carlo simulation. The dots indicate the data points,
and the straight lines are fitting curves to the cos-function,
consistent with the theoretical prediction following Eq. 4.

coincidence signal in the form of uncorrelated photon
pairs and therefore a non-zero background, could have
ultimately led to a decrease in visibility in the coinci-
dent count rates. The accidental coincident count rates
Cacc = CACBtc were around 0.5 cps and 0.036 counts per
integration time tint = 70 ms, which, compared to the
measurement counts in the order of 50 counts per 70 ms,
had negligible impact on the visibility.

Throughout the measurements with a propagation dis-
tance of 2 m, the velocity of the stepper motor had been
chosen to be 180nm/s and the measurements were taken
over a time window of 70 s. The measured visibilities for
the single and coincident count rates were

V2m
idler = 19.90%± 2.61%,

V2m
signal = 18.79%± 2.70%,

V2m
coincidences = 96.15%± 2.86%. (5)

As can be seen in the inset of Fig. 6, the visibility dis-
tribution of the coincident count rates is equipped with
an asymmetric error bar, as the value 1 represents the
maximum bound by definition.

Note that due to the high number of evaluated statis-
tics during measuring (70 s total measurement time per
measurement session) and the accumulated high sam-
pling number, the error of the mean value was negligi-
bly small. The effects from systematic influences such as
phase fluctuations and wavefront distortions due to prop-
agation in free space could be neglected over the distance
of 2 m. This could be extracted from the comparison of
the measured and the ideally expected error bars of the
visibilities. Assuming solely deviations arising from Pois-
sonian distributed shot noise effects (standard deviation
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FIG. 7. The coincident count rates of down-conversion pho-
tons while moving the trombone system and hence changing
∆L after a propagation distance of 20 m are depicted.

equal to ∆n = ±
√
n̄, with n̄ being the average number of

photons) within the count rates would result in following
visibility errors by performing Gaussian Error Propaga-
tion:

∆snV2m
idler = ±1.88%,

∆snV2m
signal = ±2.03%,

∆snV2m
coincidences = ±2.70%. (6)

As can be seen, these deviations in visibility compared
to the measured values differed only slightly (by the fac-
tors 1.39, 1.33, and 1.06) and were expectedly smaller
due to imperfections of the laser source and phase fluc-
tuations introduced by the Mach-Zehnder interferometer,
hence representing a lower bound of noise also for larger
propagation distances, where turbulences in the air will
have a significant impact. The phase fluctuations arose
through mechanical oscillations within the optical ele-
ments comprising the interferometer.

C. Data analysis for propagation distance of 20 &
70m

By further increasing the propagation distance of the
beams between the two nonlinear crystals, additional
challenges arose. As discussed in section II, multiple 1”
ultra-broadband BK7 mirrors were placed at both ends of
the optical table to let the beams travel from the sending
station to the receiving station.

For the measurements the velocity of the stepper mo-
tor vm had been chosen to be, again, 180 nm/s and the
integration time tint of the detection system 70 ms. The
measured visibilities for the single and coincident count
rates were

V20m
idler = 26.16%± 7.32%,
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V20m
signal = 35.62%± 7.08%,

V20m
coincidences = 92.05%± 5.65%. (7)

The post-processing approach for the shown results
(also for 70 m) was equal to the approach presented for
the measurements over 2 m. By comparing these results
of V20m with the ones over 2 m (V2m) one notices only a
slight decrease in visibility regarding the coincident count
rates, in combination with an increase in error bars in the
coincident count rates.

The decrease in visibility, however, was attributed to
the effects of beam wandering through the longer free-
space propagation in turbulent air, and hence intensity
matching turned out to be experimentally more challeng-
ing. The visibility therefore would be expected to de-
crease as the signal detectors “see” more non-interfering
background [2]. Apparently, this effects also explained
the deviations from the mean value of the visibility dis-
tribution, which was emphasized by comparing them to
the ”shot-noise” induced deviations:

∆snV20m
idler = ±1.97%,

∆snV20m
signal = ±1.99%,

∆snV20m
coincidences = ±4.97%. (8)

A significant increase of the deviation in visibility could
not be observed within the coincident count rates (factor
1.17). Moreover, in contrast to the 2 m measurements,
the errors within the coincident count rates were smaller
than the ones for single count rates. This fact came from
the intrinsic property of discrete event counting statis-
tics such as photons created in an intrinsically random
SPDC process. In quantum optics, counting photons en-
ables detecting and identifying quantum states. As ob-
served over 2 m, the low photon number of the coincident
count rates (∼102 per integration time tint) broadens the
error bar significantly. Further quantitative statements
regarding the impact of additional noise such as induced
by turbulences in the atmosphere can solely be done by
the number of photons n while comparing different mea-
surements (such as 2 with 20 m) with detecting equal
intensities.

Figure 8 depicts the results of the count rate measure-
ments over a traveling distance of 70 m between the two
down-conversion sources. The integration time tint and
the stepper motor velocity vm were chosen to be the same
as for the measurements for 2 m and 20 m. The results
reflect, that the visibilities decreased and reached the fol-
lowing values for coincident and for single count rates:

V70m
idler = 8.42%± 5.20%,

V70m
signal = 10.86%± 3.44%,

V70m
coincidences = 83.90%± 12.98%. (9)
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FIG. 8. The coincident count rates of down-conversion pho-
tons while moving the trombone system and hence changing
∆L after a propagation distance of 70 m are depicted.

The mean values of the visibilities V70m compared to
20 m further decreased but accompanied by decreasing
errors for the signal and idler count rates. The visibil-
ity distribution within the coincident count rates showed
a distribution around the mean value of 83.9%, as dur-
ing the alignment process the visibilities were optimized
for the coincidences only. Apparently, in contrast to the
single count rates, the errors of the visibility for the co-
incident count rates increased, significantly.

The expected errors arising solely from shot noise were
once more estimated via Gaussian error propagation:

∆snV70m
idler = ±2.41%,

∆snV70m
signal = ±3.17%,

∆snV70m
coincidences = ±14.20%. (10)

Unexpectedly, with respect to the measured errors and
comparing them to the results over 20 m, no further in-
crease of the errors could be observed (factors for sin-
gles: 2.16 and 1.09, coincidences: 0.91), as one would
have expected due to the larger propagation distance.
Note,that a value smaller than 1 signifies that the mea-
sured standard deviation is smaller than the expected
standard deviation arising from the shot noise. This ar-
tificial fact could solely be attributed to the imperfect
post-processing method and could be neglected as long
the value differs only slightly from 1. The reason could
be found in the photon count rates n, as within discrete
events following Poissonian distribution, the relative er-
ror decreased for high n. The mean photon number over
the 70 m measurements for the coincident count rates
(few counts per integration time tint) as well as the sin-
gle count rates (< 103 counts per tint) were significantly
lower than compared to 2 and 20 m (coincidences: ∼102

counts per tint, singles ∼1.5× 103 counts per tint).
Compared to the errors in the measured visibility dis-

tributions over 20 m, the decrease in error could be ex-
plained by the dominant shot noise error due to the low
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photon number. Finally, these significant fluctuations in
intensity due to the small photon number n resulted in

an experimentally challenging matching of the SPDC in-
tensities, which in the end represented the main cause for
the low visibilities.
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