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We show that many-body interference (MBI) phenomena are exponentially suppressed in the
particle number, if only the identical quantum objects brought to interference acquire a finite level
of distinguishability through statistical mixing of some internal, unobserved degrees of freedom. We
discuss consequences for cold atom and photonic circuitry experiments.

Wave-particle duality, the modulation of the statistics
of particle-like detection events by wave-like interference
patterns, is the essential feature which distinguishes the
quantum from the classical realm. It hinges on a suffi-
cient degree of purity of the interfering quantum object’s
state [1–14], as the precondition to witness interference in
a suitably chosen measurement set-up which probes the
quantum state’s coherences in the associated basis. On
the many-body level, coherent superpositions of many-
body states give rise to multi-partite entanglement [15–
18], and to many-body interference (MBI) phenomena
[19–38] when the involved elementary constituents are
identical and at least partially indistinguishable. Entan-
glement (i.e., non-separability) between those degrees of
freedom (dof) which are interrogated by the experimen-
tal measurement set-up and other, unobserved (“envi-
ronmental”, “bath”, “internal” or “ancilla”) dof – which
are traced over when sampling the measurement record
– reduces the purity of the quantum object’s state in its
observed dof, and thus its ability to exhibit interference
phenomena, by reducing the strength of the associated
coherences [14, 39–41]. It is intuitively plausible that the
larger the number of involved dof and of constituents,
it becomes ever more difficult to warrant separability of
observed and unobserved dof (by preventing the former
from any type of interactions with the latter). This is the
fundamental impediment to push the quantum-classical
demarcation line to meso- if not macroscopic scales.

Notwithstanding, stunning progress has been achieved
in preparing coherent superposition states of collective
degrees of freedom of many-body compounds of ever in-
creasing size, from bucky balls [7, 9, 42] to supercur-
rents [4, 10], micromechanical oscillators [43, 44], and
Bose Einstein Condensates [45, 46]. Furthermore, be-
yond such experiments, which probe effective single-body
coherences, experimental progress in the manipulation of
controlled many-body quantum systems on the level of
single constituents [24–26, 28, 29, 47–53] now allows to
assess bona fide MBI phenomena. While on the single-
body level the quantum object’s effective size or mass
defines the scale on which interference phenomena are to

be observed [10], it is suggestive that the relevant scale
is defined by the number N of interfering constituents
on the MBI level. Our present purpose is to make this
quantitative. We derive a scaling law which shows that
distinguishability due to a finite degree of mixedness in
the quantum objects’ internal, ancilla degrees of free-
dom – easily brought about by some residual environment
coupling – induces the exponential suppression of many-
body coherences and hence of MBI phenomena with in-
creasing N . We examine and discuss the consequences of
our scaling law for MBI of cold atoms or of photons in
optical lattices or in photonic circuits, respectively.
Consider a quantum many-body system composed of

N identical bosons or fermions localized in mutually or-
thogonal external states (e.g., think of atoms in a Mott
state [47, 48], or of photons in distinct optical modes
[24, 25]). To describe the particles’ distribution across
their individual external states, we make use of the first
quantization formalism and denote the N -particle ba-
sis states by |E⃗⟩ = |E1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |EN ⟩, where |Eα⟩ is
the external state occupied by the αth particle, with
⟨Eα|E′

α⟩ = δEα,E′
α
and ⟨E⃗|E⃗′⟩ = ∏N

α=1 δEα,E′
α
[14]. Fur-

ther suppose that the particles are equipped with internal
degrees of freedom (e.g., the arrival time and polarization
state of photons, or the atoms’ electronic energy levels),
prepared in potentially mixed internal many-body states
ρ, which are neither acted upon nor measured.
Given N identical bosons (fermions), we must (anti-)

symmetrize |E⃗⟩⟨E⃗| ⊗ ρ with respect to all particle per-
mutations of the symmetric group SN of N elements.
Since MBI is to be observed by interrogation of the exter-
nal degrees of freedom alone, we subsequently trace over
the internal degrees of freedom. This yields the external
many-body state ρE =

∑
π,π′∈SN

[ρE]π,π′ |E⃗π⟩⟨E⃗π′ |,

[ρE]π,π′ = (−1)ππ
′

B(F)

1

N !
Tr
(
ΠπρΠ

†
π′

)
, (1)

which has N ! × N ! matrix elements [14, 34, 54]. The

many-particle basis states |E⃗π⟩ = |Eπ(1)⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |Eπ(N)⟩
of ρE result from |E⃗⟩ by permuting the particles accord-
ing to π−1 ∈ SN , much as the operator Ππ in (1) performs
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a particle permutation π−1 in the internal degrees of free-
dom. (−1)ππ

′

B = 1 for bosons, with ππ′ a composition of

π and π′, and (−1)ππ
′

F = sgn(ππ′) for fermions.

Many-body coherences [ρE]π,π′ , π ̸= π′ in (1), thus
result from the (anti-) symmetrization and are associ-
ated with different orderings of the particles in the ten-
sor product structure. By virtue of the trace in (1), these
coherences are governed by the particles’ mutual indis-
tinguishability [14, 27, 54] with respect to their internal
degrees of freedom. In the limiting case of pure states
of separable, perfectly indistinguishable bosons (B) or
fermions (F), i.e., ρ = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| with |ϕ⟩ = |φ⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |φ⟩,
the trace in (1) yields unity for all π, π′ ∈ SN , such that
the corresponding reduced external state is fully coherent

and described by a pure state, ρ
B(F)
E = |ψB(F)⟩⟨ψB(F)|,

with |ψB(F)⟩ =
∑

π∈SN
(−1)πB(F) |E⃗π⟩ /

√
N ! the usual

Fock state of indistinguishable particles. On the other
hand, pure states of separable, fully distinguishable (D)
particles feature internal states with orthogonal sup-
port, i.e., ρ = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| with |ϕ⟩ = |φ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |φN ⟩ and
⟨φj |φk⟩ = δj,k, and thus give rise to a fully incoherent

many-body state, ρDE =
∑

π∈SN
|E⃗π⟩⟨E⃗π|/N !. The nor-

malized many-body coherence [14, 34] of ρE is thus given
by

WC =
1

N !− 1

∑
π,π′∈SN

π ̸=π′

|[ρE]π,π′ | , 0 ≤ WC ≤ 1 , (2)

with pure states of separable, fully distinguishable (in-
distinguishable) particles saturating the lower (upper)
bound. Since the modulus in Eq. (2) erases the sign of
the coherences (1), the results presented hereafter apply
for bosons as well as for fermions.

Another source of distinguishability is due to mixed-
ness of the particles’ internal degrees of freedom, which
typically arises through decoherence on the single-
particle level [6, 8, 12]: Suppose that each particle is well
described by the same single-particle state ρ1p [55, 56],
such that ρ = ρ1p ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ1p in Eq. (1). In Sec. II
of [57] we show that in this case the normalized coher-
ence WC of many bosons (fermions), N ! ≫ 1, can be
identified with the expectation value of the projector
ΠS(A) onto the N -particle (anti-) symmetric subspace,

WC ≈ Tr
(
ΠS(A)ρE

)
[58], which, as we further show,

is equivalent to the support of the unsymmetrized N -
particle internal state ρ on the N -particle symmetric sub-
space, i.e., WC ≈ Tr

(
ΠS(A)ρE

)
= Tr (ΠSρ). Although

the internal states of all particles are described by the
same density operator, the particles are indistinguishable
if and only if ρ1p is pure. To make this explicit, suppose
that ρ1p has a discrete spectrum of m eigenvalues λj ≥ 0
with corresponding eigenvectors |j⟩, such that its eigen-
decomposition reads ρ1p =

∑m
j=1 λj |j⟩⟨j|. As we show in

Sec. III of [57], the normalized coherence (2) can then be

written, for N ! ≫ 1, as

WC ≈
∑

J1+J2+···+Jm=N

λJ1
1 λ

J2
2 · · ·λJm

m , (3)

with the sum running over all non-negative integers
J1, J2, . . . , Jm summing to N . Equation (3) explicitly
shows how the spectrum of ρ1p controls many-body co-
herence, with WC = 1 for pure ρ1p, and

WC ≈ 1

mN

(
N +m− 1

m− 1

)
, (4)

for ρ1p maximally mixed. Since WC ≈ Tr (ΠSρ), the
finite residual coherence quantified by (4) is given by the
relative dimension of the symmetric component SN(HI)
with respect to that of the total internal Hilbert space
HI. In the limit of an infinite number m of single-particle
internal states, SN(HI) tends to zero, and so does the
residual coherence in (4).
With WC from Eq. (2) at hand, we have a quantifier of

many-body coherence, i.e., a quantifier of the very source
of MBI, independently of the exact experimental proto-
col [14, 34]. Any such experiment, however, can only
unfold the complexity seeded by MBI for large system
sizes. We therefore focus on the scaling behavior of WC

in the thermodynamic limit, N → ∞ (at fixed particle
density N/L, with L the dimension of the external single-
particle Hilbert space, i.e., here, the number of external
single-particle modes), and further examine the scaling
behavior in the special case of faint particle distinguisha-
bility, i.e., for very weakly mixed internal states ρ1p.
Let λmax = maxj λj be the maximum eigenvalue of

ρ1p, and suppose that λmax is non-degenerate. Unless all
particles are perfectly indistinguishable (i.e., λmax = 1),
it then follows from Eq. (3) (see Sec. IV of [57]) that, in
the thermodynamic limit,

WC ≈ λNmax

m∏
j=1

j ̸=max

(
1− λj

λmax

)−1

, (5)

i.e., WC from Eq. (3) vanishes exponentially in the num-
ber N of constituents [59]. Alternatively, we decompose
the internal single-particle state into a dominating pure
and a faint mixed component, ρ1p = (1− ϵ)|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ ϵρ̃1p,
with ϵ ≪ 1/2, and ρ̃1p a valid density operator. Again
(Sec. V in [57]), for N ! ≫ 1, WC exhibits exponential
scaling:

WC ≈ (1− ϵ)N . (6)

To asses the scaling behavior of the entire hierarchy
from two- to N-body coherences, we consider the reduced

k-particle state ρ
(k)
E = TrN−k (ρE) [36, 54, 60] obtained

from ρE by tracing out all but k particles. As compared

to ρE, the reduced k-particle state ρ
(k)
E carries no infor-

mation about collective many-body properties of subsets
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FIG. 1. Many-body decoherence induced by the thermal population of energy levels of (ultra-) cold atoms in individual
optical lattice sites. (a) N atoms (green filled circles) occupy one lattice site (blue parabolic wells, representing the atoms’
external states) each, and exhibit a Boltzmann population distribution (gray blurring) at temperature T over the (internal)
states, modeled by four energy levels (with energy difference ∆E = Ej+1 − Ej). (b) Normalized many-body coherence WC

vs. temperature kBT/∆E, for N = 2 . . . 100. Dashed lines represent the infinite temperature limit (4). (c) Admissible thermal
excitation kBT/∆E given by (7), as a function of N , at different target coherences WC. (d) Zoom into (b), together with a
comparison to the approximation WC ≈ (1−e−β∆E)N (dashed lines), valid in the limit kBT/∆E ≪ 1/ ln(2) ≃ 1.44 and N ! ≫ 1,
for N = 2, 10, 50, 100. (e) WC as a function of the particle number N (solid lines), for different temperatures kBT/∆E. Black
dashed lines indicate the exponential asymptotics (5) (with the eigenvalues of the four dimensional thermal state obtained by
diagonalisation) in the thermodynamic limit N → ∞, N/L = const.

of more than k particles [60]. The normalized coherence

W(k)
C of ρ

(k)
E (see Sec. VI of [57]) thus quantifies k-particle

coherence of order k < N . Since we consider the particles
to be localized in distinct external states, with equal, in-
dependent internal states ρ1p, it is intuitively clear that,

for k! ≫ 1, W(k)
C takes a similar form as Eq. (3) (see

Sec. VI of [57]): W(k)
C ≈∑J1+J2+···+Jm=k λ

J1
1 λ

J2
2 · · ·λJm

m .

Consequently, Eqs. (5) and (6) also apply to W(k)
C , but

with an exponential scaling in k instead of N , such that
k(< N)-body coherences fade away slower than those

of order N . Note that W(k)
C is, by the very purpose

of its construction, undefined for k = 1, and that the
constituent particles interference with themselves is con-
trolled by the coherence of the reduced single-particle
state, as in standard single-body interference.

We now discuss the consequences of the above for
specific experimental scenarios. First consider cold
atoms in distinct optical lattice sites (external states)
[47, 48, 50, 51] which we model as harmonic poten-
tials each with m = 4 equidistant energy levels (inter-
nal states) with energy differences Ej+1 − Ej = ∆E
[see Fig 1(a)]. The atoms’ population distribution over
the oscillator levels be given by a Boltzmann distri-
bution at equilibrium temperature T [see Fig. 1(a)].
Their single-particle internal states ρ1p are then given
as ρ1p =

∑m
j=1 e

−βEjZ(β)−1|j⟩⟨j|, with β = 1/kBT
the inverse temperature, kB the Boltzmann constant,
Z(β) =

∑m
j=1 e

−βEj the partition function, and {|j⟩}mj=1

a set ofm orthonormal oscillator energy states, with asso-
ciated eigenvalues λj = e−βEjZ(β)−1. For particle num-
bers up to N = 100, Figs. 1(b,d) show a monotonous
decrease of WC with increasing T , from a fully coherent
[kBT/∆E ⪅ 0.1, see Fig. 1(c)] to an almost incoher-
ent (kBT/∆E ⪆ 1) external many-body state with finite

residual coherence as described by Eq. (4). The comple-
mentary, asymptotically exponential decrease of WC as
a function of the particle number N , at fixed tempera-
ture, is shown in Fig. 1(e) – in perfect agreement with
(5) [dashed lines in Fig. 1(e)].
Close to the critical temperature, 0.1 ⪅ kBT/∆ ⪅ 1, at

which external decoherence sets in in Fig. 1(d), we can
apply Eq. (6): With e−β∆E ≪ 1/2, i.e., kBT/∆E ≪
1/ ln(2), the internal ground state (i.e., lowest energy
level of the local oscillator potential) dominates, lead-
ing to (see Sec. VII of [57]) WC ≈ (1− e−β∆E)N [dashed
lines in Fig. 1(d)], such that

kBT

∆E
≈ −1

ln
(
1−W1/N

C

) . (7)

If e−β∆E ≪ 1/N , i.e., kBT/∆E ≪ 1/ ln(N), fur-
ther approximation yields WC ≈ 1 − Ne−β∆E and
kBT/∆E ≈ 1/ ln[N/(1 − WC)]. For our example illus-
trated in Fig. 1(a), Eq. (7) is plotted in Fig. 1(c), for fixed
coherencesWC, as a function of N . We see that kBT/∆E
only gradually decreases for increasing N . This explains
why the onset of decoherence, manifest in the drop ofWC

in Figs. 1(b,d), only marginally shifts towards smaller
critical temperatures with increasing N . In particular,
this observation suggests that MBI remains observable,
with high visibilities, in experiments with large particle
numbers, at temperatures kBT not much below ∆E.

As a second example, let us assess the case of N pho-
tons propagating along distinct, possibly coupled optical
modes (external degrees of freedom) [24–26, 29]. Dif-
ferent injection times (internal degrees of freedom) – a
typical error source in photonic experiments – render the
photons mutually partially distinguishable [19, 61, 62].
As above, we describe the internal state of every photon
by the same mixed single-particle internal state ρ1p =
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FIG. 2. Many-body decoherence induced by random arrival
times of photons in optical modes. (a) N photons (green
filled circles) in distinct optical modes (blue arrows, repre-
senting the photons’ external states) each have a Gaussian
frequency spectrum with spectral width ∆. Their random ar-
rival times (green envelope, internal states) have a Gaussian
probability distribution P (t) (red envelope), with standard
deviation σ. (b) Normalised many-body coherence WC (solid
lines) vs. σ∆, for different particle numbers N = 2 . . . 10.
Dashed lines indicate the approximation WC ≈ (1−∆2σ2)N ,
valid in the limit σ∆ ≪ 1/

√
2 and N ! ≫ 1, for N = 2, 10, 100.

(c) Acceptable scatter σ∆ of the photons’ arrival time given
a desired coherence level WC, as a function of N , in the
limit σ∆ ≪ 1/

√
2 ≃ 0.7 and N ! ≫ 1 [see Eq. (8)]. For

σ∆ ≪ 1/
√
N (black dashed line), σ∆ ≈

√
(1−WC)/N . (d)

WC as a function of N for various values of σ∆, indicating the
convergence into an exponential decay in the limit of large N .

∫∞
−∞ dt P (t)|t⟩⟨t|, with arrival time probability distribu-

tion P (t), and |t⟩ = (2π∆2)−1/4
∫∞
−∞ dω eiωte−

(ω−Ω)2

4∆2 |ω⟩
a single photon’s (internal) state with arrival time t,
Gaussian frequency spectrum of spectral width ∆ around
the central frequency Ω, and ⟨ω|ω′⟩ = δ(ω − ω′). Fig-
ure 2 provides an example of normally distributed arrival
times, P (t) = exp(−(t − t0)

2/(2σ2))/
√
2πσ2, with mean

⟨t⟩ = t0 and standard deviation σ = (⟨t2⟩ − ⟨t⟩2)1/2, for
which we calculate the behavior of WC as a function of
σ∆ and N via Eqs. (1) and (2) in the following.

The finite width of the photonic arrival time distribu-
tion in terms of the temporal width of a photonic wave
packet, σ∆, now reduces, similar to the finite temper-
ature distribution over atomic energy bands above, the
normalized coherence WC of the N -photon state, plotted
in Fig. 2(b). We observe a qualitatively similar transition
from a fully coherent to a fully incoherent many-body
state, as a function of σ∆. However, since the here con-
sidered internal degrees of freedom – the arrival times –
are continuous, WC truly vanishes in the limit of large
σ∆, since m→ ∞ in Eq. (4). While a direct application
of Eq. (5) requires the spectral decomposition of ρ1p, we
here restrict to a qualitative observation, with Fig. 2(d)
indicating a convergence into an exponential decay ofWC

in the limit of large N . For N ! ≫ 1 and small distin-

guishabilities σ∆ ≪ 1/
√
2, we show in Sec. VIII of [57]

that Eq. (6) can be reformulated as WC ≈ (1− σ2∆2)N

(dashed lines in Fig. 2(b); compare to the average mutual
fidelity in [55]). Accordingly, we have

σ∆ ≈
√
1−W1/N

C . (8)

For very faint distinguishabilities σ∆ ≪ 1/
√
N , this sim-

plifies to σ∆ ≈
√

(1−WC)/N . In Fig. 2(c) we plot
Eq. (8) for our example of normally distributed arrival
times. In particular, for σ∆ ≪ 1/

√
N , it confirms the

power law σ∆ ∝ N−1/2 for a targeted level of coherence
WC, with σ∆ sharply decreasing with increasing parti-
cle number N . Thus, the photons’ arrival times must be
increasingly well controlled (with respect to their inverse
spectral width) in order to harvest the interference of an
increasing number of particles.
We have thus quantified the challenge to witness mu-

tual interference of a large number of identical particles,
given that, the larger this number, the more difficult to
prevent the system constituents from interactions with
environmental degrees of freedom. Our present analysis
relies on the “static” description of a given many-body
state with finite mixedness of its individual constituents,
and thereby sets limits to the acceptable level of noise if
a certain level of many-body coherence is to be guaran-
teed. What is not resolved in this analysis is the time
dependence of the decoherence process, and a dynamical
description of many-body decoherence appears an attrac-
tive topic for future theoretical research – much as the
development of distillation [56] or error correction proto-
cols to stabilize many-body coherences in actual experi-
ments.
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ner, Measures and dynamics of entangled states, Physics
Reports 415, 207 (2005).

[16] M. Tichy, F. de Melo, M. Kuś, F. Mintert, and A. Buch-
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Hill, A. Krause, S. Gröblacher, M. Aspelmeyer, and
O. Painter, Laser cooling of a nanomechanical oscillator
into its quantum ground state, Nature 478, 89 (2011).

[45] M. R. Andrews, C. G. Townsend, H.-J. Miesner, D. S.
Durfee, D. M. Kurn, and W. Ketterle, Observation of
interference between two Bose condensates, Science 275,
637 (1997).

[46] H. Wallis and H. Steck, Inseparable time evolution of
anisotropic Bose-Einstein condensates, Europhysics Let-
ters 41, 477 (1998).

[47] W. S. Bakr, J. I. Gillen, A. Peng, S. Fölling, and
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servation of many-body dynamics in long-range tunneling
after a quantum quench, Science 344, 1259 (2014).

[51] P. M. Preiss, R. Ma, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli,
P. Zupancic, Y. Lahini, R. Islam, and M. Greiner,
Strongly correlated quantum walks in optical lattices,
Science 347, 1229 (2015).

[52] C. F. Roos, A. Alberti, D. Meschede, P. Hauke, and
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SIMPLIFIED EXPRESSIONS OF WC

In the following we provide a simplified expression for WC from Eq. (2) of the main text, assuming many-body
internal states of the form ρ = ρ1p ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ1p. To this end, we plug the matrix elements from Eq. (1) of the main
text into the definition of the many-body coherence from Eq. (2) and use the cyclic property of the trace,

WC =
1

N !(N !− 1)

∑
π,π′∈SN

π ̸=π′

∣∣∣Tr(ΠπρΠ
†
π′

)∣∣∣

=
1

N !− 1

 1

N !

∑
π,π′∈SN

∣∣∣Tr(Π†
π′Ππρ

)∣∣∣− 1

 .

(S.1)

Since SN forms a group, the summation can be reduced to

WC =
1

N !− 1

( ∑
π∈SN

|Tr (Ππρ)| − 1

)
. (S.2)

As detailed in the main text, we now assume that all particles are in the same internal single-particle state ρ1p such
that ρ = ρ1p⊗· · ·⊗ρ1p. Following our considerations from the main text, we assume that ρ1p has a discrete spectrum
with m eigenvalues λj ≥ 0 and corresponding eigenvectors |j⟩. Hence, its eigendecomposition reads

ρ1p =

m∑
j=1

λj |j⟩⟨j| (S.3)

and the many-body internal state ρ becomes

ρ =
∑

I⃗∈{1,...,m}N

λI⃗ |I⃗⟩⟨I⃗|, (S.4)

where I⃗ = (I1, . . . , IN ) is the internal assignment list with N elements Iα ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, |I⃗⟩ = |I1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |IN ⟩, and
λI⃗ =

∏N
α=1 λIα

. Using this, the traces in Eq. (S.2) become

Tr (Ππρ) =
∑

I⃗∈{1,...,m}N

λI⃗ Tr
(
Ππ|I⃗⟩⟨I⃗|

)
=

∑
I⃗∈{1,...,m}N

λI⃗ ⟨I⃗|I⃗π⟩,
(S.5)

where Ππ |I⃗⟩ = |I⃗π⟩ = |Iπ(1)⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |Iπ(N)⟩. Thus, since ⟨I⃗|I⃗π⟩ =
∏N

α=1 δIα,Iπ(α)
≥ 0 and λI⃗ ≥ 0, we have

Tr (Ππρ) ≥ 0. Accordingly, we can drop the modulus in (S.2), yielding the simplified expression

WC =
1

N !− 1

( ∑
π∈SN

Tr (Ππρ)− 1

)
. (S.6)
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With the help of the projector ΠS = 1/N !
∑

π∈SN
Ππ onto the symmetric N -particle subspace, this can further be

written as

WC =
N !

N !− 1
Tr (ΠSρ)−

1

N !− 1
, (S.7)

which, in the limit N ! ≫ 1, simplifies to

WC ≈ Tr (ΠSρ) . (S.8)

RELATION BETWEEN WC AND THE EXPECTATION VALUES Tr
(
ΠS(A)ρE

)
AND Tr (ΠSρ)

To calculate the expectation value of the projector ΠS(A) = 1/N !
∑

τ∈SN
(−1)τB(F)Πτ onto the (anti)symmetric

N -particle subspace with respect to the particles’ external degrees of freedom, we use the matrix elements of ρE as
provided in Eq. (1) of the main text,

Tr
(
ΠS(A)ρE

)
=

1

N !2

∑
τ,π,π′∈SN

(−1)τππ
′

B(F)Tr
(
ΠπρΠ

†
π′

)
⟨E⃗π′ |Πτ |E⃗π⟩

=
1

N !2

∑
τ,π,π′∈SN

(−1)τππ
′

B(F)Tr
(
Ππ(π′)−1ρ

)
⟨E⃗|E⃗πτ(π′)−1⟩

=
1

N !2

∑
π,π′∈SN

Tr
(
Ππ(π′)−1ρ

)
=

1

N !

∑
π∈SN

Tr (Ππρ)

= Tr (ΠSρ) .

(S.9)

That is, we just showed that Tr
(
ΠS(A)ρE

)
= Tr (ΠSρ). Using this in Eq. (S.8) finally yields

WC ≈ Tr
(
ΠS(A)

)
= Tr (ΠSρ) , (S.10)

as stated in the main text.

PROOF OF EQ. (3)

In the following we prove Eq. (3) of the main text. We start wit plugging Eq. (S.5) into Eq. (S.6),

WC =
1

N !− 1

 ∑
I⃗∈{1,...,m}N

λI⃗
∑
π∈SN

⟨I⃗|I⃗π⟩ − 1

 . (S.11)

Now, let us introduce the internal occupation list J⃗ = (J1, . . . , Jm), with Jj the number of particles in the internal

state |j⟩ such that
∑m

j=1 Jj = N . Note that an internal occupation J⃗ can give rise to several assignment lists

I⃗ [see below Eq. (S.4)], which differ by permutations of their elements. In particular, for the internal occupation

J⃗ , let I⃗ be the corresponding assignment list whose elements are listed in ascending order. Using the notation
|I⃗π⟩ = |Iπ(1)⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |Iπ(N)⟩ for π ∈ SN , we see that |I⃗ξ⟩ = |I⃗⟩ if and only if ξ ∈ SJ⃗ = SJ1

⊗ · · · ⊗ SJm
, which is a

Young subgroup of SN . Hence, for π ∈ SN all permutations of the right coset SJ⃗π = {ξπ|ξ ∈ SJ⃗} result in the same

state, i.e., |I⃗π⟩ = |I⃗π′⟩ for all π′ ∈ SJ⃗π. Therefore, let us construct the transversal Σ(J⃗) of the set of right cosets of

SJ⃗ in SN containing one permutation of each distinct right coset such that ⟨I⃗µ|I⃗ν⟩ = δµ,ν for µ, ν ∈ Σ(J⃗) [34]. Note

that Σ(J⃗) has cardinality J ≡ |Σ(J⃗)| = N !/
∏m

j=1 Jj !. Using this, we can rewrite the sum over all assignment lists I⃗
in Eq. (S.11), resulting in

WC =
1

N !− 1

∑
J⃗

∑
µ∈Σ(J⃗)

λI⃗µ

∑
π∈SN

⟨I⃗µ|I⃗µπ⟩ − 1

 . (S.12)
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Using
∑

π∈SN
⟨I⃗µ|I⃗µπ⟩ = N !/J , λI⃗µ = λI⃗ ≡ λJ⃗ , with λJ⃗ =

∏m
j=1 λ

Jj

j , this simplifies to

WC =
1

N !− 1

∑
J⃗

∑
µ∈Σ(J⃗)

N !

J
λJ⃗ − 1


=

1

N !− 1

N !
∑
J⃗

λJ⃗ − 1


=

N !

N !− 1

∑
J⃗

λJ⃗ − 1

N !− 1
.

(S.13)

Accordingly, with the help of Eq. (S.7) we find Tr (ΠSρ) =
∑

J⃗ λJ⃗ such that for N ! ≫ 1, we get

WC ≈
∑
J⃗

λJ⃗ . (S.14)

Using λJ⃗ =
∏m

j=1 λ
Jj

j and
∑m

j=1 Jj = N , this can also be written as

WC ≈
∑

J1+J2+···+Jm=N

λJ1
1 λ

J2
2 · · ·λJm

m , (S.15)

which coincides with Eq. (3) of the main text.

PROOF OF EQ. (5)

We start our proof of Eq. (5) of the main text by considering WC from Eq. (3) of the main text [see also Eq. (S.15)].
Without loss of generality we can assume that the eigenvalues of ρ1p satisfy λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λm. That is, λmax = λm
is the maximal eigenvalue of ρ1p. We further suppose that λm is d-fold degenerate, i.e., λm = λm−1 = · · · = λm+1−d.
With this in mind, let us rewrite WC from Eq. (S.14),

WC ≈
∑

J1+J2+···+Jm=N

λJ1
1 λ

J2
2 · · ·λJm

m

=

N∑
J1=0

λJ1
1

N∑
J2=0

λJ2
2 · · ·

N∑
Jm−1=0

λ
Jm−1

m−1 λN−J1−J2−···−Jm−1
m Θ(N − J1 − J2 − · · · − Jm−1)

= λNm

N∑
J1=0

(
λ1
λm

)J1 N∑
J2=0

(
λ2
λm

)J2

· · ·
N∑

Jm−1=0

(
λm−1

λm

)Jm−1

Θ(N − J1 − J2 − · · · − Jm−1),

(S.16)

where

Θ(N − J1 − J2 − · · · − Jm−1) =

{
1 for J1 + J2 + · · ·+ Jm−1 ≤ N

0 otherwise
(S.17)

is the Heaviside function. By the degeneracy of the maximum eigenvalue, λm = λm−1 = · · · = λm+1−d, this becomes

WC ≈ λNm

N∑
J1=0

(
λ1
λm

)J1

· · ·
N∑

Jm−d=0

(
λm−d

λm

)Jm−d N∑
Jm+1−d=0

· · ·
N∑

Jm−1=0

Θ(N − J1 − J2 − · · · − Jm−1). (S.18)

Now note that in the limit N → ∞, the Heaviside function (S.17) can be approximated by unity. Hence, in the limit
N → ∞ the many-body coherence is well approximated by

WC ≈ λNm

N∑
J1=0

(
λ1
λm

)J1

· · ·
N∑

Jm−d=0

(
λm−d

λm

)Jm−d N∑
Jm+1−d=0

· · ·
N∑

Jm−1=0

(S.19)
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Next, we use the geometric series

N∑
Jj=0

(
λj
λm

)Jj

=

(
1− λj

λm

)−1

−
(
λj
λm

)N+1(
1− λj

λm

)−1

(S.20)

such that WC from Eq. (S.19) becomes

WC ≈ (N + 1)d−1 λNm

m−d∏
j=1

[(
1− λj

λm

)−1

−
(
λj
λm

)N+1(
1− λj

λm

)−1
]
. (S.21)

After performing the product, we see that there are factors of the form λNm, λNm(λj/λm)N+1,
λNm(λj/λm)N+1(λk/λm)N+1, etc. However, since λj/λm < 1 for all j = 1, . . . ,m − d, in the limit N → ∞
the dominant factors are those of the form λNm. That is, the approximation of WC simplifies to

WC ≈ (N + 1)d−1 λNm

m−d∏
j=1

(
1− λj

λm

)−1

. (S.22)

Note that one arrives at the same result faster by setting the upper limit of the first m− d sums in (S.19) to infinity.
Equation (S.22) describes the behaviour of WC in the thermodynamic limit. In the case of a non-degenerate maximum
eigenvalue λm, i.e., d = 1, the approximation simplifies to

WC ≈ λNm

m−1∏
j=1

(
1− λj

λm

)−1

(S.23)

as stated in Eq. (5) of the main text.

PROOF OF EQ. (6)

In the following we prove Eq. (6) of the main text. As stated in the main text, in the case of small deviations from
perfectly indistinguishable particles, ρ1p can be written as ρ1p = (1− ϵ)|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ ϵρ̃1p, with ϵ≪ 1/2. Note that ρ̃1p is
Hermitian and has unit trace. Using this decomposition of ρ1p, the many-body internal state ρ becomes

ρ = [(1− ϵ)|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ ϵρ̃1p]⊗ · · · ⊗ [(1− ϵ)|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ ϵρ̃1p]

= (1− ϵ)N |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
+ (1− ϵ)N−1ϵ (ρ̃1p ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ · · ·+ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ ρ̃1p)

+ (1− ϵ)N−2ϵ2 (ρ̃1p ⊗ ρ̃1p ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ · · ·+ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ ρ̃1p ⊗ ρ̃1p)

+ . . .

(S.24)

Now note that for ϵ≪ 1/2, we have (1− ϵ)N−jϵj ≫ (1− ϵ)N−j−1ϵj+1. Accordingly, the first term of the sum in (S.24)
dominates. Therefore we can approximate WC from Eq. (S.6) as

WC ≈ 1

N !− 1

(
(1− ϵ)N

∑
π∈SN

Tr (Ππ|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|)− 1

)

=
N !

N !− 1
(1− ϵ)N − 1

N !− 1
.

(S.25)

In the limit N ! ≫ 1 this simplifies to

WC ≈ (1− ϵ)N , (S.26)

as stated in Eq. (6) in the main text.
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LOWER ORDER COHERENCES

Let us consider the reduced external state [see Eq. (1) in the main text]

ρE =
∑

π,π′∈SN

[ρE]π,π′ |E⃗π⟩⟨E⃗π′ | (S.27)

with

[ρE]π,π′ = (−1)ππ
′

B(F)

1

N !
Tr
(
ΠπρΠ

†
π′

)
. (S.28)

By tracing out a particle, we obtain the reduced external N − 1-particle state

ρ
(N−1)
E =

∑
π,π′∈SN

[ρE]π,π′⟨Eπ′(N)|Eπ(N)⟩ |E⃗(N−1)
π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)

π′ |

=
∑

π,π′∈SN

π(N)=π′(N)

[ρE]π,π′ |E⃗(N−1)
π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)

π′ |, (S.29)

where |E⃗(N−1)
π ⟩ = |Eπ(1)⟩⊗ · · ·⊗ |Eπ(N−1)⟩. With the help of the Young subgroup SN−1;α = S{1,...,N}\{α}⊗S{α}, this

can be written as

ρ
(N−1)
E =

N∑
α=1

∑
π,π′∈SN−1;α

[ρE]π,π′ |E⃗(N−1)
π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)

π′ |

=
1

N

N∑
α=1

∑
π,π′∈SN−1;α

[ρ
(N−1)
E ]π,π′ |E⃗(N−1)

π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)
π′ |

=
1

N

N∑
α=1

ρ
(N−1;α)
E ,

(S.30)

where [ρ
(N−1)
E ]π,π′ = N [ρE]π,π′ , and

ρ
(N−1;α)
E =

∑
π,π′∈SN−1;α

[ρ
(N−1)
E ]π,π′ |E⃗(N−1)

π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)
π′ |. (S.31)

We recognize that ρ
(N−1;α)
E corresponds to the reduced external state with the αth particle excluded. Since we consider

the internal product state ρ = ρ1p ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ1p in Eq. (S.28), for different α, the states ρ
(N−1;α)
E only differ by the

labeling of the external states, and, thus, must have equal many-body coherences. Accordingly, by Eq. (S.30), and

the linearity of W(N−1)
C with respect to ρ

(N−1)
E , the states ρ

(N−1)
E and ρ

(N−1;N)
E have equal many-body coherences.

Thus, since

ρ
(N−1;N)
E =

∑
π,π′∈SN−1

[ρ
(N−1)
E ]π,π′ |E⃗(N−1)

π ⟩⟨E⃗(N−1)
π′ | (S.32)

coincides with the reduced external state ρE from Eq. (S.27) with N − 1 instead of N particles, we can conclude that

the normalized many-body coherence W(N−1)
C of the reduced N−1-particle state ρ

(N−1)
E coincides with the normalized

many-body coherence WC [see Eq. (2) in the main text] in the case of N − 1 instead of N particles. Similarly, by

tracing out further particles, the same reasoning lets us conclude that the many-body coherence W(k)
C of the reduced

k-particle state ρ
(k)
E = TrN−k (ρE) coincides with WC in the case of k instead of N particles.

The same conclusion can be drawn faster by considering the expression of WC from Eq. (S.7): Since each term of

the reduced k-particle state ρ
(k)
E is associated with the unsymmetrized internal state ρ(k) = ρ⊗k

1p , by Eq. (S.7), we
must have

W(k)
C =

k!

k!− 1
Tr
(
Π

(k)
S ρ(k)

)
− 1

k!− 1
, (S.33)

with Π
(k)
S = 1/k!

∑
π∈Sk

Ππ.
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ATOMS IN THE SMALL TEMPERATURE LIMIT

In the small temperature limit kBT ≪ ∆E/ ln(2) the atoms are with hight probability (e−βE1Z(β)−1) in the internal
ground state |1⟩. Hence, by rewriting the single-particle internal state ρ1p =

∑m
j=1 e

−βEjZ(β)−1|j⟩⟨j| as

ρ1p =
e−βE1

Z(β)
|1⟩⟨1|+

m∑
j=2

e−βEj

Z(β)
|j⟩⟨j|

= (1− ϵ)|1⟩⟨1|+ ϵ ρ̃1p,

(S.34)

we can identify

1− ϵ =
e−βE1

Z(β)
≈ e−βE1

e−βE1 + e−βE2
=

1

1 + e−β∆E
≈ 1− e−β∆E , (S.35)

i.e., we have ϵ ≈ e−β∆E . For particle numbers N ! ≫ 1 we can then apply Eq. (6) [see also Eq. (S.26)], resulting in

WC ≈ (1− e−β∆E)N (S.36)

as stated in the main text.

FAINT DISTINGUISHABILITIES OF PHOTONS WITH RANDOM ARRIVAL TIMES

Let us consider the single-particle internal state ρ1p =
∫
dt P (t)|t⟩⟨t| for any probability distribution P (t), i.e., P (t)

is not necessarily a normal distribution. Without loss of generality we suppose that ⟨t⟩ =
∫
dt tP (t) = 0 such that, in

the case of faint distingiushabilities σ∆ ≪ 1/
√
2, the photons arrive at time t ≈ ⟨t⟩ = 0 with high probability. Hence,

we can write the single-particle internal state as

ρ1p = ⟨0| ρ1p |0⟩ |0⟩⟨0|+ (1− ⟨0| ρ1p |0⟩)ρ̃1p
= (1− ϵ)|0⟩⟨0|+ ϵ ρ̃1p,

(S.37)

and identify 1− ϵ = ⟨0| ρ1p |0⟩. Calculating the expectation value yields

⟨0| ρ1p |0⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt P (t) |⟨0|t⟩|2

=

∫ ∞

−∞
dt P (t)e−∆2t2 ,

(S.38)

where we used |t⟩ = (2π∆2)−1/4
∫∞
−∞ dω eiωte−

(ω−Ω)2

4∆2 |ω⟩ to obtain the overlap |⟨0|t⟩|2 = e−∆2t2 . Since P (t) in (S.38)

must be small for times |t| > 1/∆ [recall that we consider faint disinguishabilities σ∆ ≪ 1/
√
2, i.e., σ ≪ 1/

√
2∆], we

can expand the exponential function in (S.38), resulting in

⟨0| ρ1p |0⟩ ≈
∫ ∞

−∞
dt P (t)

(
1−∆2t2

)
= 1−∆2σ2,

(S.39)

where we used ⟨t2⟩ = σ2, since ⟨t⟩ = 0. Hence, we find 1 − ϵ ≈ 1 −∆2σ2 (compare to the average mutual fidelity in
[55]). By Eq. (6) [see also Eq. (S.26)], for N ! ≫ 1, we then have WC ≈ (1−∆2σ2)N as provided in the main text.
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