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We experimentally demonstrate a testing strategy for boson samplers that is based on efficiently computable
expressions for the output photon counting distributions binned over multiple optical modes. We apply this
method to validate boson sampling experiments with three photons on a reconfigurable photonic chip, which
implements a four-mode interferometer, analyzing 50 Haar-random unitary transformations while tuning photon
distinguishability via controlled delays. We show that for high values of indistinguishability, the experiment
accurately reproduces the ideal boson sampling binned-mode distributions, which exhibit variations that depend
both on the specific interferometer implemented as well as the choice of bin, confirming the usefulness of
the method to diagnose imperfections such as partial distinguishability or imperfect chip control. Finally, we
analyze the behavior of Haar-averaged binned-mode distributions with partial distinguishability and demonstrate
analytically that its variance is proportional to the average of the square of the photons’ indistinguishability
parameter. These findings highlight the central role of binning in boson sampling validation, offering a scalable
and efficient framework for assessing multiphoton interference and experimental performance.

I. INTRODUCTION

An intermediate goal in building a full-scale quantum com-
puter is the demonstration that certain well-defined computa-
tional tasks can be efficiently carried out by quantum hard-
ware while being out of reach for even the best classical su-
percomputers. Recent experimental breakthrough works have
claimed that this major goal has been achieved, both in quan-
tum optical devices [1–4] as well as other platforms [5–7].

A seminal work that inspired many of these develop-
ments was the introduction of the boson sampling problem
by Aaronson and Arkhipov [8]. This work laid out the theo-
retical foundations used to support claims of quantum compu-
tational advantage for sampling problems. The problem con-
sists of sending non-interacting bosons (usually single pho-
tons) through a linear multimode interferometer which are
then detected at the output of the device (see Fig. 1). At the
heart of the computational complexity of the boson sampling
problem lies the fact that the different outcome probabilities
are proportional to matrix permanents, which take exponential
time to compute with classical computers. While simple in its
formulation, boson sampling provides an accessible platform
to disprove the extended Church-Turing thesis.

As boson sampling experiments grow in size, it is of impor-
tance that scalable methods exist for checking that the device
is working correctly, in order to substantiate claims of a quan-
tum advantage. It is known that, if we only have access to the
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output data from the device and the specifications of the sam-
pling problem, it is impossible to efficiently certify without
any loopholes that the device is indeed approximately sam-
pling from the desired distribution [9–11]. However, a large
amount of work has been devoted to the development of val-
idation tests, where the aim is to distinguish an ideal boson
sampling experiment from a noisy one or else from certain
mock-up samplers that can be efficiently implemented using
classical computers [12–17].

In the context of validation, methods based on binning
the outcome distribution, by jointly counting the photons
in groups of detectors, have been recently developed, both
for single-photon boson sampling [18] and Gaussian boson
sampling [19–23]. Some advantages of these methods are
that they naturally generalize previous validation tests based
on marginal distributions [11] (or equivalently, multimode
correlators [24, 25]) and generalized bunching probabilities
[26, 27], which can be recovered as special cases of this
framework. At the same time, it has been shown that there
are efficient ways to approximately predict the binned distri-
bution resulting from an ideal boson sampler independently of
the size of the bins, as long as the total number of bins is fixed
[18]. Hence, a comparison between the theoretically predicted
binned distribution and the experimentally measured one for
random bin choices, provides a simple way to obtain a lower
bound of the distance between the ideal and experimental bo-
son sampling outcome distribution. This is in contrast with
other ideas for validation based on heavy output generation
[28–30] or Bayesian tests, which require exponentially hard
classical computations [31, 32]. To our knowledge, no effi-
cient classical algorithm exists that is able to pass the valida-
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tion test based on binned-mode photon number distributions.
The difficulty of spoofing binned-mode distributions plays a
central role in the recently proposed application of boson sam-
pling as a quantum proof-of-work scheme for blockchain con-
sensus [33]. In this scheme, binned-mode distributions are
used for validation purposes, whereas other binning strategies
of the state space – for which there is currently no efficient
classical simulation scheme – are used to implement crypto-
graphic one-way functions [34–36].

In this work, we apply binned-mode photon number dis-
tributions to experimentally validate three-photon boson sam-
pling experiments on a reconfigurable photonic chip. We im-
plement 50 Haar random interferometers and analyze the out-
put data according to several different bin choices, obtaining
good agreement with the theoretically predicted values. To
test the sensitivity of the method to common sources of ex-
perimental errors, we tune the distinguishability between the
input photons via controlled time delays, showing that binned
distributions are highly sensitive to partial distinguishability.

Moreover, we extend the theory by deriving an analytic ex-
pression for the variance of the Haar-averaged binned-mode
distribution of a single bin, showing that it is directly pro-
portional to the average Hong-Ou-Mandel visibilities of the
input photons. This explains the behavior that was numer-
ically predicted in [18] and experimentally observed in the
present work: Haar-averaged binned photon number distribu-
tions tend to get wider as photons become more and more in-
distinguishable, a clear signature of the tendency for photons
to bunch. Hence, the experimental estimation of the variance
of the binned-mode distribution yields a practical scheme to
obtain guarantees on photonic indistinguishability by a sim-
ple postprocessing of boson sampling data, extending previ-
ous work connecting single-mode photon number variances
to photonic indistinguishability [37].

Overall, these results provide an experimental demonstra-
tion of the centrality of binned distributions to boson sam-
pling, from the point of view of potential applications, valida-
tion, and the theory of multiphoton interference.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we provide an overview of the methodology
used to compute binned distributions of noisy and ideal boson
samplers from [18]. At first, we discuss the primary imper-
fections affecting boson sampling experiments, focusing on
the modeling of partial distinguishability (Sec. II A). Next, we
introduce the concept of binned-mode photon-number distri-
butions. The binning approach consists of grouping into bins
the photon number resolving detectors present at the output
of each mode of the interferometer, as shown in Fig. 1. In
Sec II B, we summarize how to efficiently compute the proba-
bility of finding a given number of photons in each bin, when
the number of bins is fixed, which can be used for comparison
with experimental data for validation purposes.

A. Noisy Boson Sampling

The main imperfections affecting boson sampling exper-
iments are losses and partial distinguishability between the
photons. The latter can be due to small time delays between
the photons arriving in different input modes, or differences
in internal degrees of freedom such as spectral distribution or
polarization. Although the effects of photon losses can be par-
tially corrected by postselecting on outcomes where the num-
ber of photons at the output matches the input, this does cre-
ate second order errors whose impact is negligible and can be
reasonably disregarded. In contrast, as photon detectors are
usually insensitive to degrees of freedom like arrival time or
spectral shape, it is generally not possible to correct for partial
distinguishability via postselection. In this work, we confine
our study to distinguishability, as this imperfection dampens
multiphoton interference effects, which can be exploited by
classical simulation algorithms, and thus lead to an experi-
ment that is efficient to simulate classically [12, 38, 39].

Following previous works [27, 40–42], we model partial
distinguishability by describing each photon through its spa-
tial input mode i as well as other degrees of freedom encom-
passed in an internal wave function |ϕi⟩. We denote the cre-
ation operator of the photon at the ith spatial input mode as
â†i,ϕi

. The operator Û , representing the linear interferometer,
can be fully described in terms of an m×m unitary matrix U ,
via its action on the creation operators

Û â†j,ϕj
Û† =

m∑
k=1

Uk,j â
†
k,ϕj

, (1)

which acts on spatial degrees of freedom while leaving inter-
nal degrees of freedom invariant. Assuming that the detectors
count the number of photons in a given spatial output mode
(independently of the internal state), the probability of observ-
ing a given output photo-counting distribution depends only
on the matrix U and on the Gram matrix X , whose entries are
defined by the overlaps between the internal wavefunctions of
the different input photons

xij = ⟨ϕi|ϕj⟩ . (2)

The general expression to compute the probabilitiy of a given
outcome pattern (s1, ..., sm), where sj denotes the number
of photons detected by the jth detector, involves the evalua-
tion of a tensor permanent, which reduces to a simple matrix
permanent in the ideal case of fully indistinguishable photons
[40]. In this work, however, we do not focus on individual
outcome probabilities, but instead on binned distributions ob-
tained by jointly counting the total number of photos in differ-
ent groups of detectors.

B. Binned-mode photon-number distributions

Consider a boson sampling experiment with n photons in
m > n modes. There are exponentially many possible out-
comes, each one happening with a probability that is typically
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FIG. 1. A boson sampling experiment where n single photons at
the input, with possibly different internal wave-functions |ϕi⟩, are
sent through the first n input modes of a linear interferometer U .
The validation test discussed in this work is based on coarse-graining
the boson sampling distribution by grouping the output modes into
a few bins. In the figure, we represent in red the detectors that have
detected one photon and in gray the detectors that did not click. In
this example, we have 4 bins and the binned outcome observed is
k = (2, 1, 0, 1).

exponentially small in n. This implies that a good approxima-
tion of individual outcome probabilities cannot be done with
a polynomial number of samples. For this reason it is inter-
esting to coarse-grain the space of possible outcomes. The
approach we adopt in this work is to group together the out-
put modes into different bins, and jointly count the number of
photons arriving in each bin. For a constant number of bins K,
the binned photo-counting distribution has only polynomially
many outcomes, and so a meaningful approximation of this
probability distribution can be done with polynomially many
samples.

In this section, we summarize an efficient method for com-
puting such binned-mode outcome distributions proposed in
[18] and introduce the notations and terminology used in
the rest of the article. Let us consider the partition K =
{K1, . . . ,KK} of the output modes M = {1, 2, . . . ,m} of
the interferometer into K nonempty and mutually disjoint
subsets Kz ⊂ M, with z ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, which define the
different bins. If the photons’ configuration at the output of
the boson sampler is s = (s1, s2, . . . , sm), the outcome after
the binning is defined by a vector k of dimension K, whose
components are given by

kz =
∑
j∈Kz

sj . (3)

The set of possible binned outcomes is defined as

ΩK = {(k1, k2, . . . , kK) | kz ∈ Ω,∀z ∈ {1, . . . ,K}}, (4)

with Ω = {0, 1, . . . , n}. Moreover, the number of photons in
a given bin is associated to the observable

N̂Kz =
∑
j∈Kz

n̂j , (5)

where n̂j is the photon number operator of a given spatial
mode.

We are interested in computing the probabilities P (k) of
observing the different possible photon number configurations
in this partition. It is clear that computing each probabil-
ity P (k) by summing the individual probabilities of events
(s1, ...., sm) that contribute to a binned outcome k is ineffi-
cient, as there are in general exponentially many outcomes
contributing to this probability. A more efficient method is to
compute the distribution via its characteristic function

x(η) = E
k
[exp (iη · k)] (6)

=
∑

k∈ΩK

P (k) exp (iη · k) , (7)

with η ∈ RK . For a given initial state of partially distin-
guishable photons |Ψin⟩, it can be shown that the characteris-
tic function x(η) can be computed as the quantum expectation
value

x(η) = ⟨Ψout| eiη·N̂K |Ψout⟩ (8)

= ⟨Ψin| Û†eiη·N̂KÛ |Ψin⟩ , (9)

where we have used the notation

η · N̂K =

K∑
z=1

ηzN̂Kz
. (10)

This can be seen as a particular transition amplitude of
an interferometric process with interferometer V̂ (η) =

Û†eiη·N̂KÛ , which is given in terms of a matrix permanent
(see Appendix A). This matrix permanent can either be eval-
uated exactly in time O(n2n) or up to an additive error ϵ
in time O(n2/ϵ2) via Gurvits’ randomized algorithm for the
approximation of matrix permanents. This way, the binned-
mode outcome probability distribution P (k) can be retrieved
by evaluating x(η) at (n + 1)K points on a K-dimensional
grid, namely,

νl =
2πl

n+ 1
, with lz ∈ Ω,∀z ∈ {1, . . . ,K} (11)

and taking the multidimensional Fourier transform

P (k) =
1

(n+ 1)K

∑
l∈ΩK

x(νl) exp (−iνl · k) . (12)

It is shown in [18] that this method allows for the distribution
P (k) to be computed exactly in time

Texact = O
(
Kn(n+ 1)K log(n+ 1)2n

)
. (13)

for any given interferometric scenario. Moreover, it is possi-
ble to approximate the probabilities P (k), up to total variation
distance β, in polynomial time

Tapprox = O
(
n2K+2 log(n)β−2

)
(14)

given some theoretical model for the experiment which may
include partial distinguishability between the photons as well



4

as losses. In summary, independently of the size of each bin,
as long as the number of bins is constant, i.e. it does not grow
with the number of photons, it is possible to efficiently esti-
mate binned-mode distributions, even for large experiments.
A similar outcome was obtained for Gaussian Boson Sam-
pling in [19], although in this scenario the scaling of the ap-
proximation algorithm is in terms of the additive error is ex-
ponentially better. Alternative techniques to compute binned-
mode outcome distributions of Gaussian or Fock state boson
samplers can be found in Refs. [20–23].

Finally, it is interesting to note that binned-mode probabil-
ity distributions encompass, as a particular case, marginal dis-
tributions over K modes – in this case, each bin would con-
tain a single mode – which have often been used in the con-
text of boson sampling validation [11, 43, 44]. Moreover, a
generalized bunching probability (GBP), defined as the prob-
ability that all n photons are observed in a given subset of
the output modes, is simply a particular outcome of a binned-
mode distribution with a single bin. These probabilities are
also interesting in the context of boson sampling validation
[17–22, 26, 27, 45]. Indeed, it was argued that generalized
bunching phenomena are sensitive to genuine multiphoton in-
terference [27], contrary to few-mode marginals. Hence, in
most scenarios, partial distinguishability will decrease these
probabilities. We discuss this method in more detail in Section
III A 1, as we also build a test for our experimental apparatus
by measuring GBPs.

III. BOSON SAMPLING VALIDATION WITH
BINNED-MODE DISTRIBUTIONS

In this section, we delve into the validation of boson sam-
pling experiments using binned-mode distributions. This
method generalises and expands a variety of statistical valida-
tion tests for boson samplers, capturing bunching phenomena
and providing a robust framework for validating experimental
data.

Finally, we explore the Haar-averaged behaviour of binned-
mode photon number distributions over all possible interfer-
ometers, showing that its variance can be used as a good indi-
cator of photonic indistinguishability.

A. Binned-modes validation test

In the context of validation tests, the purpose is not to fully
certify that the experimental boson sampling device is sam-
pling from the ideal distribution, as this would not be possible
in an efficient manner [9]. Instead, the idea is to be able to
discard a ”bad” boson sampler, by showing that a noisy de-
vice samples from a distribution that is far from the ideal one.

The binned-mode validation test allows us to easily access a
lower bound on the Total Variation Distance (TVD) between
the probability distribution sampled via the experiment and
the one from an ideal boson sampler. Defining p(s) as the
probability of each photon’s configuration s at the detectors’
output, the TVD between experimental data pexp = {pexp(s)}

and the corresponding theoretical Boson Sampling distribu-
tion pth = {pth(s)} is given by

TV Dfull =
1

2

∑
s

∣∣pexp(s)− pth(s)
∣∣ (15)

As neither pth(s) can be efficiently calculated, nor pexp(s) can
be efficiently estimated experimentally, it is useful to look
at the binned distribution for some predefined choice of bins
P exp = {P exp(k)} and P th = {P th(k)}. It is possible to
see that the TVD between theoretical and experimental binned
distribution

TV Dbinned =
1

2

∑
k

∣∣P exp(k)− P th(k)
∣∣ , (16)

where the sum runs over all k = (k1, . . . , kK) such that∑
ki = n, gives a lower bound to the TVD between the full

distributions, i.e.

TV Dfull ≥ TV Dbinned. (17)

This is a direct consequence of the fact that many outcomes
s will contribute to the same binned-mode outcome k. Given
that this result holds for any partition choice, the same exper-
imental data can be analyzed through different partitions and
the worst-case TV Dbinned can be taken as the lower bound to
TV Dfull.

A few remarks are in order. The choice of the number
of bins K will depend on the classical computational power,
since the complexity of approximating the ideal boson sam-
pling distribution scales as n2K+2, but also on the number of
experimentally available samples, to accurately estimate the
values P exp(k). As shown numerically in [18] and experimen-
tally in this work (see Sec. V A), looking at the photon num-
ber distribution in a single bin seems to provide a good way
to distinguish an ideal boson sampler for one with sufficiently
partially distinguishable photons. This claim is also supported
by theoretical work arguing that generalized bunching proba-
bilities are sensitive to all orders of multiphoton interference
[26, 27].

It is also worth noting that if one has a theoretical model
that describes the experiment, for example a boson sampler
with partially distinguishable photons, one may use binned-
mode distribution to validate this theoretical modeling of the
experiment. If significant deviations are found, then one may
conclude that other noise sources are at play.

Finally we point out that, for a given number of bins K,
there exist

C =

(
m

K1, . . . ,KK

)
(18)

different ways of grouping detectors. The binned-mode distri-
bution varies for different choices (see Appendix C of [18]).
This makes it challenging for any efficient classical mock-up
sampler to pass binned-mode distribution tests without sam-
pling for the ideal boson sampling distribution. To our knowl-
edge, there is currently no classical algorithm that is able
to pass this test, contrary to other validation tests based on
marginals [11].
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1. Generalised bunching probabilities

In an ideal boson sampler with indistinguishable bosons,
bunching phenomena are expected be more prominent than
in an imperfect boson sampler with partially distinguish-
able particles [26, 46–48]. Binned-mode outcome probability
distribution capture such generalized bunching phenomena,
namely, the tendency for bosons to bunch in any given subset
of the output modes. Following Shchesnovich [26], we can
define the generalized bunching probability Pn(K), of finding
all n photons in a given subset K of the output modes, which
is a particular outcome probability of a binned-mode distribu-
tion. For a given distinguishability matrix X , this probability
is given by

Pn(X ) = Perm(H ⊙X ), (19)

where Perm(·) denotes the matrix permanent while ⊙ de-
notes the Hadamard (or element-wise) product, that is, (H ⊙
X )i,j = Hi,j Xi,j and where the matrix H is defined as

Hi,j =
∑
k∈K

U∗
k,iUk,j , i, j ∈ {1, ..., n}. (20)

For three-photon experiments, it can be proved that Pn(X ) is
always maximized if bosons are fully indistinguishable, i.e.
when xi,j = 1∀i, j, for any interferometer and any choice of
subset [26]. A few exceptions are known to this behavior for
larger photon numbers but they require specific choices of the
interferometer as well as of the Gram matrix characterizing
the distinguishability between the photons [47, 48]. Numeri-
cal evidence suggests that, in the vast majority of cases, partial
distinguishability decreases generalized bunching probabili-
ties, and so the estimation of generalized bunching probabil-
ities and respective comparison to the expected ones from an
ideal boson sampler, is a good method to validate whether the
device is working correctly [26, 47].

B. Signatures of indistinguishability in Haar-averaged
distributions

While so far we have focused on the validation of particular
boson sampling experiments, where it is assumed that the uni-
tary characterizing the interferometer is known a priori, it is
natural to ask whether signatures of multiphoton interference
are also present in the Haar-averaged binned distributions.

This question was tackled by Shchesnovich in [49, 50] in
the two extreme scenarios of fully distinguishable vs. fully
indistinguishable bosons, for an asymptotically large number
of particles. Under generic assumptions, the probability of
finding a configuration k is asymptotically given by a mul-
tivariate Gaussian distribution, with a larger standard devia-
tion in the case of indistinguishable bosons. Despite being
of fundamental interest, this result is of limited use for com-
parison with small-scale experiments boson sampling exper-
iments. We present a new expression for the Haar-averaged

variance of the photon-number distribution observed in a sin-
gle bin K

σ2
K(S) =

n∑
k=0

k2 · P (k)−

(
n∑

k=0

k · P (k)

)2

. (21)

When averaged over the Haar measure for interferometers of
m modes, we obtain

〈
σ2
K(X )

〉
U
=

|K|n(m− |K|)(m2 − n)

m2(m2 − 1)
+

+
m|K| − |K|2

m(m2 − 1)

∑
i̸=j

|xij |2, (22)

which naturally only depends on n, m, the size of the sub-
set |K|, and the sum over pairwise overlaps between internal
wavefunctions of the input photons |xij |2 = | ⟨ϕi|ϕj⟩ |2. For
detailed derivation we refer to Appendix B. The expression
is valid for any number of photons and confirms the behav-
ior observed numerically in [18], showing that binned-mode
photon number distributions become wider as the bosons be-
come more and more indistinguishable. This makes the vari-
ance of binned-mode distributions a good indicator of bosonic
indistinguishability, even for small-scale boson sampling ex-
periments. This behavior is also verified experimentally in
Sec. V B.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

The experimental setup outlined in Fig. 2 is designed to
enable high-precision experiments into multiphoton quantum
interference, specifically in the context of boson sampling
experiments targeted by the validation techniques introduced
in Sec. III. It comprises three main components. The first is a
photon source based on periodically poled potassium titanyl
phosphate (ppKTP) crystals which generates high-purity
single photons at telecom wavelengths, with the setup allow-
ing for tunable degrees of partial distinguishability. These
photons are then injected into a large-scale linear optical
interferometer, implemented within an integrated photonic
processor using silicon nitride waveguides. Finally, the inter-
ferometer’s outputs are detected by a bank of superconducting
nanowire single-photon detectors (SNSPDs), arranged to al-
low pseudo-photon number resolution for multiphoton events.

Our photon source consists of a pair of periodically poled
potassium titanyl phosphate (ppKTP) crystals configured in a
Type-II degenerate setup, down-converting light from pulses
of a titanium-sapphire (Ti:Sapph) pump laser centered at
775nm to pairs of single photons at 1550nm [51], with an out-
put bandwidth of approximately ∆λ = 20nm. To enhance the
purity of the two-photon state, the photons are filtered using
bandpass filters (BPF) with a bandwidth of ∆λ = 12nm. We
use a single external herald detector and, by conditioning on
the detection of three photons after the chip, we post-select
on observing outcome |⟩ [52], where the internal degrees of
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FIG. 2. Experimental Setup: A Ti:Sapph laser pumps two single-photon sources in parallel. The beam is focused onto a ppKTP crystal to
produce pairs of single photons (red wave-packets) via type-II SPDC, then filtered with a high-pass filter (HPF). The two photons are split at
a polarizing beam splitter (PBS), filtered with bandpass filters (BPF), and coupled into optical fibers. Linear stages control the path lengths
and thus the relative delays of the photons, to tune their partial distinguishability. The first three photons are sent to the photonic chip for the
experiments, while the fourth is used as a herald. A 4-mode Haar-random unitary transformation (U4×4

H ) is programmed in the top-left corner
of the chip, where the photons interfere. A picture of the photonic chip is included as an inset. The output state is detected using a bank of
pseudo-photon-number-resolving superconducting nanowire single-photon detectors (pPNR SNSPDs).

freedom are omitted in the notation for clarity. The photons
are then coupled into optical fibers and directed to the pho-
tonic processor. By adjusting the relative arrival times of the
photons using linear stages on the fiber couplers, we can con-
tinuously control their degree of distinguishability. On-chip
measurements using the Hong-Ou-Mandel (HOM) effect [53]
provide a set of calibration measurements to infer the wave
function overlap between photons xij = ⟨ϕi|ϕj⟩, where |ϕi⟩
represents the wave function of photon in input spatial-mode
i, as a function of the linear stage offset configuration (see
Appendix C). The maximum wave function overlap between
photons, related to the HOM dip visibility via V = x2 was
measured. After filtering, we measure visibilities of 98%,
95% and 90% for photons pairs 1&2, 1&3 and 2&3, respec-
tively (number refers to input spatial mode). It is important to
note that HOM tests only provide access to |xij |2. Therefore,
we make the additional assumption that xij is real. While this
assumption may not hold in general, it applies to cases where
partial distinguishability is introduced by time-delays, as ver-
ified in [54, 55].

Our photonic processor consists of an interferometer imple-
mented using silicon nitride waveguides [56, 57], with a total
of n = 12 modes and an optical insertion loss (coupling plus
propagation losses) of ≈ 5dB (68%), on average for the vari-
ous input channels. Reconfigurability is achieved through an
arrangement of unit cells, each consisting of pairwise mode
interactions realized as tunable Mach-Zehnder interferome-
ters [58]. Each unit cell is adjusted via the thermo-optic ef-
fect. For a complete 12-mode transformation, the average am-
plitude fidelity is F = n−1Tr(|U†

set||Uget|) = 90.4 ± 2.4%,
where Uset and Uget are the intended and achieved unitary
transformations, respectively. The processor also preserves
the second-order coherence of the photons [57]. While the
processor in principle allows for transformations between 12
modes, only a subsection of size 4 modes is used in these ex-
periments due to limitations in the number of detectors avail-

able.
Photon detection is accomplished using a bank of 13 super-

conducting single-photon detectors [59, 60], with readout via
standard correlation electronics. For each of the four modes
of interest, three detectors are multiplexed to achieve pseudo-
photon number resolution (pPNR) [61], with the thirteenth de-
tector serving as the herald. We postselect on triple detection
events, and correct our count rates for the reduction in effec-
tive efficiency due to the use of pPNR detectors [62]. Due
to this postselection, an additional source of noise arises: the
generation of an extra photon pair followed by two optical loss
events. The chosen photon generation probability represents a
compromise between maximizing the overall generation rate
and minimizing the impact of this noise, which we estimate
to contribute less than 1% to the relative error and therefore
consider insignificant.

V. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

In this section, we present the results of the boson sam-
pling experiments conducted on our integrated photonic plat-
form. These experiments involved estimating the photon num-
ber probability distributions at the output modes of the chip
through direct sampling. We performed measurements for 50
4 × 4 random unitary transformations drawn from the Haar
measure, denoted by the set of unitary matrices {U i

H}, where
i ∈ 1, . . . , 50. For each transformation, the photon distin-
guishability was systematically varied at 9 different settings,
ranging from as indistinguishable as possible in our setup to
perfectly distinguishable photons, resulting in a total of 450
experiments.

Each unitary transformation was sampled for approxi-
mately 15 minutes at an average rate of 1 Hz, yielding an
estimation error (standard deviation of the mean) of approx-
imately 10% per click pattern on average. The degree of
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FIG. 3. Binned-mode photon-number probability distributions for a single Haar-random unitary U1
H , analyzed across 7 different mode binnings

{Ki} with i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 10}. Black circles represent experimental data with minimal partial distinguishability (x̄q ≈ 0.93), and
error bars indicate statistical noise. Pink bars correspond to numerical simulations with identical partial distinguishability to the experiment
(x̄q = 0.93), while gray bars, shown to their left, depict simulations under perfectly bosonic conditions (x̄q = 1). Symmetrically equivalent
binnings are omitted for clarity.

distinguishability between photons for a given delay con-
figuration was characterized by the set of pairwise overlaps
xij = ⟨ϕi|ϕj⟩, from which the corresponding Gram matrix X
was constructed. To encapsulate the degree of distinguisha-
bility, which depends on the three pairwise overlaps, into a
single representative metric, we selected the quadratic mean,
defined as

x̄q =
√
x2
12 + x2

13 + x2
23. (23)

This metric provides an effective representation of the overall
distinguishability and is sensitive to inhomogeneities between
photon pairs, making it well-suited for analyzing these exper-
iments within our setup.

To validate our experimental results, we estimate the
binned-mode distributions from the experimentally measured
photon number probability distributions and compare with
their simulated counterparts (see Sec. III), which are gener-
ated using the Julia package BOSONSAMPLING [63]. Simu-
lations employed the same experimental configurations, par-
ticularly, the input of n = 3 photons into the first n modes
and the set of unitary matrices {U i

H} and used exact methods
to compute the binned-mode distributions. The partial distin-
guishability was varied accordingly, depending on the specific
plot or comparison of interest, leveraging the full control over
the pairwise overlaps between photons in the simulation.

A. Binned-modes validation test

Single-unitary validation - Figure 3 shows the binned-mode
probability distributions P (k) for three photons interfering

in the 4-mode interferometer, configured with a single Haar-
random unitary transformation. For this analysis, we se-
lected U1

H from the set {UH} of 50 sampled unitaries. The
dataset corresponds to the highest degree of indistinguishabil-
ity achieved experimentally, with x̄q ∼ 0.933. Black circles
indicate the experimentally estimated probabilities P (k) of
detecting k photons in the subset Kj , with error bars reflecting
statistical noise. Pink bars represent numerical simulations
under the same level of distinguishability as the experiment
(x̄q = 0.933), while gray bars show numerical simulations
for the ideal bosonic case (x̄q = 1). The distributions are
shown for various binning configurations of the interferome-
ter’s output modes. Given the small number of modes, we do
not consider joint distributions over multiple bins. Instead, we
measure the probability of detecting k photons in a given bin,
which implies n − k photons in the complementary bin due
to postselection on n-photon events. It is worth noting that
certain binnings are omitted due to symmetry considerations:
for example, the distribution for K7 = [1] is symmetric to
that of K14 = [2, 3, 4], and similar symmetries apply to other
binnings.

This validation technique demonstrates its effectiveness
even at the single-unitary level, where only one Haar-random
transformation is analyzed. The binned-mode probability dis-
tributions P (k) of an ideal boson sampler exhibit substantial
differences between different binning configurations [18, 33].
Consequently, from an adversarial perspective, as arises in
proof-of-work applications [33], it is challenging to spoof this
validation test, as the choice of the binning can be done only
after the data is received and the number of possible binning
configurations grows exponentially with the size of the sys-
tem.
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The experimental data reproduces well the fluctuations be-
tween different binning choices, expected to happen in an
ideal boson sampler. These fluctuations can be quantified by
looking at TVD over different binning choices,

TV D(Ki,Kj) =
1

2

∑
k

|P th
Kj

(k)− P th
Ki
(k)|, (24)

for subsets Ki and Kj of equal size. For our experiment of
three photons in four modes with unitary U1

H , average value of
TV D(Ki,Kj) over all possible choices of two-mode bins is
approximately 0.148. A naı̈ve cheating strategy which would
always generate the same binned probability distribution can
thus be easily identified. The experimental data does signifi-
cantly better than this naı̈ve cheating strategy, since the aver-
age value of

TV Dexp
Ki

=
1

2

∑
k

|P exp
Ki

(k, x̄q)− P th
Ki
(k)| (25)

over two-mode binnings is approximately 0.065.
It is also natural to ask whether the experiment performs

better than the uniform sampler with respect to this valida-
tion test. The uniform sampler would reproduce perfectly the
Haar-averaged behavior of any binned-mode probability dis-
tribution, since the Haar-averaged value of any outcome prob-
ability is the same [8]. However, the uniform sampler fails to
reproduce the dependency of the binned distributions on the
specific unitary implemented, as well as on the specific bin
choice. Focusing again on unitary U1

H and averaging over the
6 possible choices of two-mode bins, the expected value of the
TVD between the Haar-averaged binned-mode distributions
and the respective theoretically predicted distributions for uni-
tary U1

H is approximately 0.191. This value is significantly
larger than the previously reported value of 0.065, achieved
by the experimental data.

The choice of the matrix U1
H was made arbitrarily, and a

similar analysis can be done for the other 49 interferometers,
drawn from the Haar ensemble, that were experimentally im-
plemented. In Appendix D, we report on the distribution of the
measured values of the TVDs between the experimental and
simulated binned-mode probability distributions for all the 50
interferometers and different bin choices. The results gen-
erally show a good agreement between the experimental ob-
served behavior and that of an ideal boson sampler, with TVD
values ranging between a minimum of 0.003 and a maximum
of 0.195.

The analysis presented here serves as an important first step
towards the validation of boson sampling in more complex
schemes, such as those proposed for quantum proof-of-work
applications [33]. A necessary, though not sufficient, condi-
tion for passing these validation tests is the ability to accu-
rately reproduce the dependence of the binned-mode proba-
bility distributions on both the unitary transformation and the
choice of binning. The experimental results demonstrate that
our boson sampler successfully captures these fluctuations,
distinguishing it from naı̈ve cheating strategies, such as fixed-
output distributions, and from uniform sampling, which fail
to account for unitary-dependent correlations in the output.

These findings pave the way for further investigations into
more refined validation techniques, particularly those aimed
at distinguishing experimental boson samplers from increas-
ingly sophisticated classical mock-up samplers.

Sensitivity to partial distinguishability - Figure 4 serves
as experimental verification that the method is indeed sensi-
tive to partial distinguishability, hence being able to distin-
guish an ideal boson sampler from a partial distinguishable
one. Specifically, the circles in the plot represent the aver-
age TVD between the ideal bosonic binned-mode distribution
and the experimentally measured one for a given partial dis-
tinguishability value x̄q . The average is computed over the
set Û of the 50 Haar-random unitaries that were implemented
experimentally, according to:

⟨TV D(x̄q)⟩Û =
1

NU

∑
Û

1

2

∑
k

|P exp
x=x̄q

(k)− P th
x=1(k)|.

(26)
Moreover, the points shown correspond to two specific
choices of binnings K1 = [1, 2] and K7 = [1]. Error bars on
the x-axis indicate uncertainties in the HOM visibility mea-
surements (see Appendix C), while those on the y-axis re-
flect the propagated errors from experimental noise. The inset
histograms show the spread of the TVD values across the 50
Haar-random unitaries for the minimal partial distinguishabil-
ity case implemented, corresponding to a value of x̄q ∼ 0.933.
In turn, the solid and dashed curves are numerical simula-
tions of the theoretical behavior of the average TVD between
binned-mode distributions of ideal and partially distinguish-
able particles, using the same bin choices and the same set
of 50 Haar-random unitaries considered for the experimental
points (in analogy to Eq. (26)). To obtain these curves we used
a simple theoretical model of uniform partial distinguishabil-
ity, defined by a single parameter x, corresponding to a Gram
matrix X (x) such that Xij = ⟨ϕi|ϕj⟩ = x for all photon pairs
i, j, and Xii = 1. By incrementing the x-parameter in steps
of 10−4, the simulations continuously vary the state of the in-
put photons from fully distinguishable particles (x = 0) to
completely indistinguishable ones (x = 1).

When examining the plot, we observe good agreement be-
tween the experimental data and the simulations at the lowest
indistinguishability point (x̄q ∼ 0), where the experimental
TVD closely matches the theoretical predictions. In the high-
indistinguishability region (approximately the three rightmost
points), the curves level out and saturate. This behavior in-
dicates that in this regime, distinguishability ceases to be the
dominant source of error. This effect is more pronounced for
the bin of two modes K1, where the photon number distri-
bution explicitly depends on the phases of the unitary trans-
formation. In contrast, for the single-mode bin case K7, the
distribution depends solely on the magnitudes |Uij |. Further
justification of this distinction is provided in Appendix F. This
suggests that the primary source of error arises from the im-
perfect control of the photonic processor during the program-
ming of unitary transformations.

In the middle range of partial distinguishability, an interest-
ing anomaly emerges. The TVD, as a metric, is expected to in-
crease in the presence of any noise, meaning regions below the
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simulation curves should be inaccessible. However, the ex-
perimental data points fall below the theoretical curves in this
region. We attribute this to an underestimation of the visibil-
ities, which are determined through HOM dip measurements.
This discrepancy is most pronounced in the middle range of
partial distinguishability, where the HOM dip curves exhibit
their steepest slopes, making visibility measurements particu-
larly sensitive to drift and statistical noise (see Appendix C).

This observation suggests an alternative approach for
assessing distinguishability: directly comparing the exper-
imental results to the simulated curves [43]. This method
could provide a more robust lower bound on the partial
distinguishability, avoiding the sensitivities and potential
inaccuracies inherent in HOM dip measurements.

GBP measurements - Additionally, we analyze the behav-
ior of the generalized bunching probabilities P3(K) defined in
Eq. (19), which quantify the likelihood of all photons bunch-
ing together in any given partition K, comparing experimental
results to numerical simulations.

Figure 5 shows the difference between the ”ideal” GBPs,
PBOS
k=3 , obtained via numerical simulations with perfectly in-

distinguishable (bosonic) particles, and the GBP at a given
partial distinguishability, PX

k=3, derived from experimental or
simulated data. In this figure, we have chosen a fixed two-
mode subset K1 = [1, 2]. Moreover, we have chosen to plot
the data as a function of the value of Perm(X )/n!, which can
be seen as a quantifier of bosonic indistinguishability [40, 64].
The figure includes this difference for each of the 50 Haar-
random unitaries in the set Û , alongside the mean and one
standard deviation across Û .

This difference (PBOS − PX )k=3 is expected to remain
non-negative for three-photon experiments, for any choice of
interferometer and any choice of subset (see Sec. III A 1).
While this behavior is consistently observed in the simu-
lated data, the experimental data occasionally exhibit negative
values, indicating more bunching at partial distinguishability
than in the ideal case. Further analysis, detailed Appendix
G, shows that this effect arises due to noise in programming
the photonic chip, i.e., the dialed matrix on the device devi-
ates slightly from the target unitary. Simulations incorporating
this noise match the experimental data almost perfectly, pro-
viding strong evidence that the observed discrepancies stem
from this source. Moreover, in Appendix G, we show a sim-
ilar plot for the differences between GBPs for a single-mode
subset K7 = [1] (also referred to as full bunching probability
[37, 65]). In this case, the value of these probabilities should
not depend on the phases of matrix elements Uij and, indeed,
much fewer negative values are experimentally observed. This
further suggests that the mischaracterization of the phases of
Uij is responsible for the deviations between the theory and
experiment observed in Fig. 5.

B. Haar averaged behavior

We now turn to the analysis of results averaged over
the Haar ensemble. This approach provides a statistical

FIG. 4. Total variation distance (TVD) between probability dis-
tributions arising from partially distinguishable and fully indistin-
guishable photons on the binnings K1 = [1, 2] and K7 = [1], av-
eraged over 50 Haar random matrices, as a function of the partial
distinguishability, measured by the quadratic mean of the photon pair
wave-function overlaps x̄q . Circles represent experimental data, with
x-axis error coming from HOM visibility uncertainty and y-axis er-
ror given by error propagation. The black (solid and dashed) curves
is the theoretical curve (zero imperfections), obtained simulating 104

Gram matrices X (x), by changing the x parameter continuously. In-
set: histograms of TVD spread for the experiment with minimal par-
tial distinguishability.

FIG. 5. Difference between the generalized bunching probability
(g.b.p.) at full indistinguishability (P BOS, bosonic) and the g.b.p.
at a given partial distinguishability (PX ), plotted as a function of
partial distinguishability (Perm(X )/n!), for all 50 random unitaries
measured, for a fixed subset K1 = [1, 2]. Black markers represent
experimental data, while red markers correspond to numerical simu-
lations. The solid cicles/lines and shaded regions show the mean and
standard deviation, respectively, for each level of distinguishability.
The ×/+ crosses represent the data for each unitary U i

H .

perspective on multiphoton interference, revealing univer-
sal features that persist beyond the specifics of individual
unitaries. By averaging over a large set of Haar-random
unitaries, we can identify general trends while suppressing
noise associated with unitary-specific behaviors. One such
universal feature is the sensitivity of multiphoton interference
to partial distinguishability, which emerges as a particularly
visible and relevant aspect in our analysis. This sensitivity
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shapes the behavior of binned-mode probability distributions,
underscoring its fundamental role in validating boson sam-
pling experiments.

Figure 6 shows the averaged photon-number probability
distributions ⟨P (k)⟩Û for binnings K1 = [1, 2] and K7 = [1],
averaged over the set {UH} of 50 Haar-random unitaries. Cir-
cles correspond to experimental data, colored by the quadratic
mean of the photon pair wavefunction overlaps, x̄q , as indi-
cated by the colormap on the right. Bars represent numer-
ical simulations, with black bars corresponding to the ideal
bosonic case (x̄q = 1). Error bars representing one standard
deviation of the mean are plotted but are too small to be visi-
ble. Due to the symmetry of the Haar ensemble, all partitions
of identical size exhibit the same behavior after averaging,
making it sufficient to study only the two selected partitions,
K1 = [1, 2] and K7 = [1], to fully encapsulate the effects of
partial distinguishability on Haar-averaged distributions.

These results provide a clear example of how partial dis-
tinguishability affects the binned-mode photon number dis-
tributions. Specifically, we observe a clear trend where the
Haar-averaged frequency of full bunching events (k = 3) de-
creases monotonically as distinguishability increases. As a
consequence of photon-number conservation, this also implies
that the probability of observing vacuum - k = 0 - decreases,
since it is equal to the probability of bunching in the com-
plementary subset. This general tendency of boson to bunch
results in a gradually widening of the distribution throughout
this classical-to-quantum transition, governed by the tunable
parameter x̄q .

It is important to remark that this trend does not necessarily
arise when examining these distributions for single unitaries
rather than ensemble averages. In some cases, one observes
non-monotonic behavior, where the probability of detecting
k photons in a given partition does not peak at maximum
or minimum distinguishability but rather somewhere in be-
tween. While this phenomenon is not particularly relevant for
validation purposes, it is an interesting feature of multiphoton
interference and relates to a discussion initiated by Tichy et
al. [66]. Further details and examples of this behavior can be
found the Appendix E.

Figure 7 shows the variance of the photon-number proba-
bility distributions, σ2

Kx
over the Haar ensemble (set {Ui}),

as a function of the squared partial distinguishability param-
eter, x̄2

q , for two binning sizes: |K| = 1 and |K| = 2. Solid
and dashed lines represent the theoretical predictions for these
two binning sizes, computed from Eq. 22, while black mark-
ers (inverted triangles and squares) correspond to experimen-
tal data, and red markers (triangles and diamonds) represent
numerical simulations. The variance is computed for both the
experimental and simulated photon-number distributions, and
the results are compared to the theoretical curves.

The variance of the photon-number probability distribu-
tions, as shown in Fig. 7, serves as a strong indicator of photon
indistinguishability, which can be used to directly extract the
average HOM visibility between the photon pairs, given by
the parameter x̄2

q . The results accurately confirm the theoret-

ical prediction, which depends only on the number of binned
modes |K|, and is independent of the specific choice of the
partition. The simulation points (red markers) closely follow
the theoretical curves but consistently lie slightly below them.
This deviation is attributed to the finite size of the sampled
Haar-random unitaries set, |{Ui}| = 50, which introduces mi-
nor statistical effects.

Interestingly, the experimental points (black markers) lie
above the theoretical curves, a surprising observation. We be-
lieve this discrepancy can be attributed to an underestimation
of the distinguishabilities, as previously discussed. Notably,
the experimental points that deviate above the curves are con-
centrated in the middle range of distinguishability, where the
HOM visibility measurements are most sensitive to drift and
statistical noise. This region aligns with where the underesti-
mation of partial distinguishabilities has the greatest impact,
while the points at the extreme ends of distinguishability ex-
hibit a better agreement with the simulations and theory.

Our results show that measuring the variance of binned-
mode distributions provides a practical method to infer the
average pairwise visibilities of the input photons through sim-
ple post-processing of data coming from reconfigurable bo-
son sampling experiments with Haar-random interferometers.
Recently, measurement of photon-number variances of the
marginal state of a single output mode has been proposed as
a way to obtain guarantees on photonic indistinguishability
[55]. Our results show that this approach is equally valid in
the broader context of binned-mode distributions. This gen-
eralization is particularly significant for the scalability of this
method, as the variance of binned-mode distributions should
be easier to measure experimentally for larger boson sam-
plers, especially in the the low density (collision-free) regime
where m ≫ n2, which is needed to show classical hardness
of the boson sampling problem. In such a regime, examin-
ing a single output mode becomes challenging because it will
most often register no photons and, less frequently, a single
photon, leading to a highly sparse distribution. By contrast,
binned-mode distributions allow the use of larger bins, where
the probabilities P (k) are more evenly distributed and non-
negligible for higher photon numbers, resulting in a more re-
liable and less noisy variance measurement.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have experimentally tested a method for
assessing the performance of boson sampling experiments by
leveraging binned-mode photon-number distributions. Our re-
sults confirm that this approach provides a scalable and effi-
cient means to analyze multiphoton interference experiments,
as it is sensitive to the presence of experimental sources of
noise, such as partial distinguishability or imperfect control
of the processor.

First, we demonstrate this validation technique at the level
of a single unitary transformation, by direct comparison be-
tween experimental and simulated probability distributions
on binned outputs. We show that this approach provides a
straightforward yet stringent tool for evaluating the correct-
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FIG. 6. Averaged probability distribution on binnings K1 = [1, 2] and K7 = [1], arising from partially distinguishable photons. The average
is over 50 Haar-random unitaries. Circles represent the experimental data, ordered from left-to-right with increasing distinguishability, for
each k. The bars represent the corresponding simulated results, computed with the same sampled unitaries and Gram matrices. The partial
distinguishability is represented by the quadratic mean of the photon pair wave-function overlaps x̄q , indicated by the colorbar. Error bars too
small to be visible.

FIG. 7. Variance of the photon-number probability distributions σ2
Kz

,
for two binning sizes as a function of partial distinguishability (x̄q)

2.
Solid and dashed lines represent the theoretical predictions, while
black (inverted triangles/squares) and red (triangles/diamonds) mark-
ers correspond to experimental and numerical simulation data, re-
spectively, for |K| = 1 and |K| = 2.

ness of boson sampling experiments, since a good experimen-
tal implementation should correctly reproduce the variations
between the different possible binned-mode distributions ex-
pected of an ideal boson sampler. These variations depend
both on the specific interferometer as well as the choice of
bin and we show that the experiment reproduces the expected
behavior better than certain simple mock-up strategies.

In addition, we tested the sensitivity of this validation tech-
nique to partial distinguishability, by measuring binned-mode
distributions for a total of 50 unitary transformations while
tuning partial distinguishability via controlled delays. The
average total variation distance (TVD) was used to quantify
the deviation of the experimental data from the sampling be-
havior of the ideal bosonic case. The deviations between the
ideal distributions and the experiment became more and more

significant as the photons became more and more distinguish-
able, experimentally showing that the method can differentiate
an ideal boson sampler from one with partially distinguishable
particles.

This sensitivity to partial distinguishability is, in part, due to
the fact that a particular probability outcome of binned-mode
distributions are generalized bunching probabilities (GBP),
which were also measured in our experiments. Our data gen-
erally confirms that these probabilities decrease with distin-
guishability for any given unitary and different subset choices
[26]. However, we observed abnormalities in the experimen-
tal data, which we attribute to noise when programming the
unitary transformation on the processor.

Furthermore, we use the ensemble of the data collected
over 50 Haar-random interferometers to approximate Haar-
averaged binned-mode distributions. We experimentally ex-
plored the transition between the behavior of distinguishable
bosons, governed by classical statistics, and that of indistin-
guishable bosons showing the binned-mode distributions be-
come wider with particle indistinguishability. We also ob-
served a very good agreement to the theoretical prediction that
the Haar-averaged variance of the binned photon-number dis-
tributions on the average pairwise HOM visibilities of the in-
put photons.

In summary, the techniques applied provide a versatile
framework not only to validate the functionality of boson sam-
plers, but also to serve as diagnostic tools for identifying and
mitigating experimental imperfections. Future work can build
on these results to extend the validation framework to larger
photonic systems and more intricate experimental setups.

DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

The numerical simulations for this project were performed
with BOSONSAMPLING.JL [63].

https://github.com/benoitseron/BosonSampling.jl
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The experimental data and processing scripts can be found
in the repository ”Data underlying the publication ”Exper-
imental validation of boson sampling using detector bin-
ning”” at 4TU (DOI: 10.4121/1ad5f239-5c41-4870-890a-
91a2fa1b6653).
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Characteristic function of binned-mode
distributions

The (virtual) interferometer V̂ (η) = Û†eiη·N̂KÛ appear-
ing in the computation of the characteristic function from
Eq. (9) is characterized by a m × m unitary matrix V (η),
constructed as

V (η) = U†Λ(η)U, (A1)

where Λ(η) is a diagonal matrix given by a product of diago-
nal matrices

Λ(η) =

K∏
z=1

D(z)(ηz), (A2)

such that

D
(z)
ab (ηz) =


eiηz , if a = b and a ∈ Kz,

1, if a = b and a /∈ Kz,

0, if a ̸= b.

(A3)

In the case where the initial state is a set of partially dis-
tinguishable photons, with one photon in each of the first n
modes, given by

|Ψin⟩ =
m∏
j=1

â†j,ϕj
|0⟩ , (A4)

the expression for the characteristic function takes the form
[18]

x(η) = perm (X ⊙ Vn(η)) , (A5)

where ⊙ is the Hadamard (elementwise) product: (A⊙B)ij =
AijBij . Here, Vn(η) is a submatrix of V (η) obtained by se-
lecting its first n rows and columns.

Appendix B: Variance of binned distributions

In this section we derive the formula for the variance of
the distribution of the number of photons in a single bin K.
We first show how the Fourier transform of this probability
distribution can be expressed and then compute its statistical
moments. As proven in previous work [18], the Fourier trans-
form of P (k) takes the form

F (y) = 1 +

n∑
a=1

ca(e
iy − 1)a, (B1)

where the coefficients ca are given by

ca =
∑

ω∈Qa,n

perm ((H ⊙X )[ω]) . (B2)

Here, Qa,n denotes the set of all strictly ordered subsets of
ω ⊂ {1, ..., n} of a elements and (H ⊙ X )[ω] denoted the
submatrix of H ⊙X containing the rows and columns picked
according to ω. With a change of variables, we can obtain the
moment generating function as

M(y) = F (−iy) = 1 +

n∑
a=1

ca(e
y − 1)a, (B3)

such that

M(y) =
∑
k

P (k)eky =⇒ ∂m

∂ym
M(y)

∣∣∣∣
y=0

=
∑
k

kmP (k)

(B4)
Now it can be seen that

∂m

∂ym
(ey − 1)a

∣∣∣∣
y=0

= 0 for a > m. (B5)

To compute the variance of the distribution P (k), we therefore
only need to expand M(y) up to order two and compute the
corresponding statistical moments. Let us first note that the
terms appearing in the computation of c1 are given by

perm ((H ⊙X )[{i}]) = Hi,i =
∑
k∈K

U∗
k,iUk,i ∀i, (B6)



13

whereas the terms appearing in the computation of c2 are

perm ((H ⊙X )[{i, j}]) = Hi,iHj,j+|xi,j |2Hi,jHj,i ∀i ̸= j.
(B7)

The last step to obtain the Eq. (22) is to average over the Haar
measure. This can be done using the Weingarten function
[67]. In particular, given that U ∈ Cm×m,∫

dUUi,jU
∗
k,l =

δi,kδj,l
m

(B8)

∫
dUUi,jUk,lU

∗
i′,j′U

∗
k′,l′ =

δi,i′δj,j′δk,k′δl,l′ + δi,k′δj,l′δk,i′δl,j′

m2 − 1

−δi,i′δj,l′δk,k′δl,j′ + δi,k′δj,j′δk,i′δl,l′

m(m2 − 1)
(B9)

Using these last results, we obtain

〈
σ2
K(X )

〉
U
=

|K|n(m− |K|)(m2 − n)

m2(m2 − 1)
+

+
m|K| − |K|2

m(m2 − 1)

∑
i ̸=j

|xij |2. (B10)

We note that a dependency on the average pairwise HOM vis-
ibilites of the input photons also appears in the photon number
variances of single-mode output states after an unbiased inter-
ferometry process [37, 68].

Appendix C: Partial distinguishability tuning

To tune the partial distinguishability between our photons,
we use the temporal degree of photons. To control the tempo-
ral overlap between photons, we adjust their delays by mod-
ifying the optical path lengths, as illustrated in Fig. 8. Pho-
ton 2 serves as a fixed reference with an unchanged path
length, establishing the ”zero delay” baseline. Photons 1 and
3, placed on SmarAct SLC-2490 linear stages, have adjustable
path lengths, allowing precise delay control relative to photon
2. Photon 1’s delay is adjusted directly, while photon 3 is
offset in the opposite direction, enabling control over the rela-
tive delays between photon pairs within the constraints of the
system. This choice of delays ensures that while the partial
distinguishability between photon pairs 1&2 and 2&3 is of a
similar order, the delay offset for pair 1&3 is twice as large,
making it significantly more distinguishable. For this reason,
we use the quadratic mean as a metric to encapsulate the aver-
age partial distinguishability across the three photon pairs, as
it is more sensitive to larger deviations from the mean.

The coherence length of the photons, measured in a Hong-
Ou-Mandel (HOM) experiment, is approximately 300 µm,
while the SmarAct SLC-2490 stages have a resolution of
about 10 nm, giving a relative ”resolution to total length” con-
trol error of 0.003%. This high precision effectively provides

arbitrary control over the temporal distinguishability between
photon pairs. This setup, enabling precise control over rel-
ative delays, is essential for exploring the effects of partial
photon distinguishability and HOM visibility on the resulting
interference patterns.

The primary sources of error in estimating partial distin-
guishability are statistical noise in the measured HOM dip
curves and drift over time. The statistical noise is primarily
due to low coincidence counts, around 1 Hz, between photons
from different sources, as both photons must be heralded. Ad-
ditionally, gradual drifts in the alignment of photon sources,
the pump laser, and the optical path lengths introduce variabil-
ity. These drifts occurred over the course of the measurement
period, which ran from 22/08/2024 to 28/08/2024, with HOM
dips measured on 21/08/2024 and 29/08/2024 to track changes
(see Fig. 9). To estimate partial distinguishability, we measure
the full HOM dip curve, which contains information about all
partial distinguishabilities as a function of offsets. Given the
high accuracy of these offsets, we then retroactively infer par-
tial distinguishability based on the observed visibility across
the curve. Under the assumption that these drifts occur in a
linear fashion on average, we infer that the true partial distin-
guishability at any given offset lies between the two extreme
values observed in the HOM dips measured before and after
the experiment. This drift represents the dominant systematic
error; therefore, all x-axis errors in the quadratic mean values
presented in this paper are calculated by taking the midpoint
of these two partial distinguishability extremes, with the error
bars determined by the range between the extreme values.

Appendix D: Validation of 50 Haar-random interferometers

In this section we present complementary data regarding
the validation of the experimental implementation of boson
sampling with 50 different Haar random unitaries. We fo-
cus on the implementation with the highest indistinguishabil-
ity achieved in the experiment, corresponding to a parame-
ter x̄q ∼ 0.993 (see Eq. (23)), and compare the experimen-
tally measured binned-mode distributions to the correspond-
ing ones predicted for an ideal boson sampler.

Fig. 10 shows for all possible choices of single-mode and
two-mode bins, an histogram of the TVDs between the ideal
and experimental scenario using data from the implemented
ensemble of 50 Haar-random interferometers. Analysing
these distributions can potentially be useful to achieve a bet-
ter understanding about which unitaries are implemented less
accurately. Such an analysis may help guide future improve-
ments at the hardware level.

Appendix E: Single unitary P (k) - non-monotonic behaviour

In this section we report the results for the binned-mode
photon-number probability distributions for all partial distin-
guishability configurations measured (as opposed to only the
highest indistinguishability shown in the main text).
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photon 1 (linear stage)

photon 3 (linear stage)
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t

photon 2
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FIG. 8. Schematic of the setup used to control photon delays by adjusting optical path lengths. Photon 1 serves as a fixed reference point with
zero delay, while photons 1 and 3 are positioned on linear stages to allow for precise path length adjustments. Photon 1 is delayed by offsetting
its path length in one direction, while photon 3 is offset by the same amount in the opposite direction. This configuration ensures comparable
partial distinguishability for pairs 1&2 and 2&3, while pair 1&3, subject to twice the offset, is significantly more distinguishable, as shown by
the temporal overlap on the right side of the figure.
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FIG. 9. Experimentally measured HOM dips between all three photon pairs before (blue) and after (orange) the boson sampling validation
measurements. The x-axis represents the offset in micrometers (µm), and the y-axis shows the coincidence count rate in Hz. From left to
right, the plots show HOM dips for the photon pairs Signal1-Idler1 (same source), Signal1-Signal2, and Idler1-Signal2 (across sources). The
figure highlights an example of the measured visibilities at a 50 µm offset configuration (indicated by the gold arrow and dashed lines), which
provides information to infer the partial distinguishability.

Fig. 11 shows the binned-mode photon-number probability
distributions P (k) for unitary U1

H , for all mode binning K.
Circles represent experimental data, while coloured bars
represent numerical simulations, which for each k group are
ordered from left-to-right with increasing partial distinguisha-
bility represented by the colour. Error bars correspond to
statistical noise in estimating the probability distributions via
sampling. These same probability distributions for all other
49 Haar-random unitaries can be produced upon request and
sent to anyone interested.

Non-monotonic behaviour - We would like to pay a spe-
cial attention to a rare behaviour which is when the proba-
bility of observing k photons in a mode (or more generally,
a set of modes) P (k), does not behave monotonically, that
is, either strictly increasing or decreasing with partial dis-
tinguishability. The conditions for such an event to occur
where first described by Tichy et al. [66] and have sparked
a conversation about the strict conditions necessary for these
phenomena , leading to further theoretical work [40, 69–72],

as well as experimental observations of non-monotonic be-
haviour [37, 54, 73]. In particular, it was debated whether
such effects only arise with particle numbers higher than
n = 5 photons, but we have found examples in our system
at n = 3.

In this work, non-monotic behaviour can be observed in
Fig. 11.(b) K = [1, 3] for k = 1 (and its symmetric counter-
part K = [2, 4] for k = 2), as well as fig. 11.(i) K = [3] for
k = 2 (and its symmetric counterpart K = [1, 2, 4] for k = 1).

Appendix F: Sensitivity phase errors in the interferometer

In this section we discuss how errors in the phases appear-
ing in the unitary U do not affect binned distributions for
single-mode bins, while for bins of size two or larger they
can contribute to deviations between theoretically computed
values and experimentally measured ones.

A simple argument to show the photon number distribu-
tion of a single output mode k can only depend on |Ukj | is
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

(g)

FIG. 10. Histogram of the Total Variation Distance (TVD) between binned-mode probability distributions for experimental data at a near-
bosonic case (x̄q ∼ 0.993) and fully bosonic (x̄q = 1) simulations, for the 50 sampled Haar-random unitaries. (a-g) all partitions shown
(symmetric partitions are shown together).

the following: any addition of local phase shifters at the input
or output of the interferometer U does not affect boson sam-
pling outcome probabilities. We can use this freedom to put
all the phases of the kth row of the unitary to zero, i.e. after
this transformation, the matrix elements of the kth row will be
given by |Ukj |.
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(a) (b) (c)
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(g) (h) (i)

(j) (k) (l)

(m) (n)

FIG. 11. Probability distributions P (k) for detecting k photons in a given subset of modes for the first sampled unitary U1
H , across all levels

of partial distinguishability studied. Black circles represent experimental data, while bars indicate the corresponding numerical simulations,
ordered from highest to lowest indistinguishability (left to right). Color saturation reflects the level of indistinguishability. (a-n) Results are
reported for all subsets.
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Let us now consider the case of a bin of two modes, labeled
as k1, k2. The H matrix, which appears in the characteristic
function of the binned distribution, takes the form:

Hij = U∗
k1iUk1j + U∗

k2iUk2j , (F1)

which, in general, are complex valued. The argument used
above cannot be applied to this instance of the problem, since
the complex part appears from relative complex phases be-
tween two rows, which cannot be always sistematically cor-
rected. As a consequence, it can be seen that the coefficients
cj (except for c1) will depend on the complex phases of the
unitary matrix.

To see this let us consider two different unitaries U and Ũ ,
such that |Ui,j | = |Ũi,j | but they may have different complex
phases, and let us denote respectively H and H̃ the matrix
appearing in the characteristic function. Let us suppose for
both the same distiguishability matrix xij = x, ∀i ̸= j, with
x ∈ [0, 1]. Let us focus our attention on the coefficients ca
appearing in Eq. (B2), and compute the difference between
the two cases.

c1(H)− c1(H̃) = 0 (F2)

c2(H)− c2(H̃) = x2
∑
i ̸=j

(
Hi,jHj,i − H̃i,jH̃j,i

)
≥ 0 (F3)

The terms cj can be written as complex polynomials in the
variable x. Given this we can use the Parseval–Plancherel
identity:∑

m

|P (m)−Q(m)|2 =

∫
dy|P̂ (y)− Q̂(y)|2 (F4)

where P,Q are two probability distribution and P̂ , Q̂ are their
Fourier transform. This implies that a two (and more) modes
bin has a signature of the errors in the phases of the elements
composing the unitary U . On top of that we can notice that
this effect is not present with fully distinguishable particles
x = 0, which suggests that the higher is the indistinguishabil-
ity the larger the distance between the two cases.

Appendix G: GBP with noisy matrices

In this section, we report the results of simulations involv-
ing noisy interferometers, aimed at accounting for discrep-
ancies between the experimental results and ”clean” simula-
tions (i.e., those considering only the controlled partial dis-
tinguishability error between photons). When dealing with
programmable linear interferometers, there is always some
error in dialing the targeted unitary transformation onto the
device. This discrepancy can be quantified using the Matrix
Amplitude Fidelity FA between the targeted (”set”) and actual
(”get”) unitary matrices that describe the interferometer:

FA =
1

M
Tr(|Uset|† · |Uget|), (G1)

where M is the number of modes in the interferometer, |Uset|
and |Uget| are the element-wise amplitude values of the tar-
geted and actual unitary matrices, respectively, and · denotes
standard matrix multiplication. Here, we test the hypothesis
that this noise in programming the unitary is responsible for
the experimental points in Fig. 5 dipping below 0.

Ideally, one could access the actual matrix implemented on
the chip during the experiments. Matrix characterization pro-
tocols, such as those described in [74], provide a method to
achieve this by directly characterizing the ”get” matrix and
then simulating its effects while excluding any other sources
of noise. However, in practice, these protocols require adap-
tive measurements and long integration times, which are in-
compatible with the experimental procedures used in this
work. As a result, we are compelled to adopt an alternative
approach to test the hypothesis.

FIG. 12. The Matrix Amplitude Fidelity, FA, between the noisy
matrix Uget and the targeted unitary Uset of size m = 12 as a func-
tion of the noise strength parameter ϵ. The noisy matrix is gener-
ated using the model Uget = eϵ log(Unoise) · Uset, where Unoise is a ran-
dom unitary drawn from the Haar measure. Two cases are shown:
one where the target interferometer Uset is the identity matrix (red
curve) and another where Uset is a Haar-random unitary (blue curve).
The Haar-random curves are generated by averaging the results of
NMatrix = 1000 Haar-random unitaries per ϵ value. The stars on the
curves mark the ϵ values corresponding to the amplitude fidelities
reported by QuiX Quantum. The inset equation defines the noisy
matrix model used in the simulations.

To test this hypothesis, we simulate noisy matrices by
adding random noise to the targeted unitary transformations,
with the noise strength controlled by a parameter ϵ. The noise
model is defined as:

U noisy
target(Utarget, ϵ) = U ϵ

H · Utarget = eϵ log(ŨH) · Utarget, (G2)

where ϵ ∈ [0, 1], ŨH is a random unitary matrix drawn from
the Haar measure that acts as the noise matrix, and · is the
standard matrix multiplication. The rationale behind this ap-
proach is that errors in programming the unitary transforma-
tions occur on average in an isotropic and homogenous man-
ner across the physical photonic chip, making this random
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noise model an appropriate approximation of the physical er-
ror process.

For each level of noise strength, we compute FA between
the noisy matrix and the targeted unitary. By varying ϵ, we
generate a range of amplitude fidelity values and identify the
ϵ value that most closely matches the amplitude fidelity values
reported by QuiX, the manufacturer of the photonic processor
used in the experiments. This ensures that our noisy matrix
simulations are consistent with the level of error expected in
the experimental device.

Fig. 12 shows the results of adjusting the noise strength pa-
rameter ϵ to match the specifications reported by QuiX, where
FA = 0.904 for Haar-random interferometers. The plot illus-
trates how the Matrix Amplitude Fidelity, FA, decreases as ϵ
increases for two cases: identity interferometers (red curve)
and Haar-random interferometers (blue curve). For Haar-
random interferometers, the noisy matrices are generated by
averaging over NMatrix = 1000 Haar-random unitary matrices
per ϵ value, providing a robust estimate of the fidelity decay.
The stars on the curves highlight the specific ϵ values that cor-
respond to the amplitude fidelities reported by QuiX. From
this point onwards, we will use ϵ = 0.424 for our noisy ma-
trix simulations.

FIG. 13. Difference between the generalized bunching probability
(g.b.p.) at full indistinguishability (P BOS, bosonic) and the g.b.p. at a
given partial distinguishability (PX ), plotted as a function of partial
distinguishability (Perm(X )/n!), for all 50 random unitaries mea-
sured. Black markers represent experimental data, while red mark-
ers correspond to numerical simulations performed using the noisy
matrices generated with the model described in the appendix. The
solid circles/lines and shaded regions show the mean and standard
deviation, respectively, for each level of distinguishability. The ×/+
crosses represent the data for each unitary U i

H .

We perform simulations with noisy matrices, now gener-
ated by adding noise according to this model to the same set
of 50 Haar-random unitaries studied in the main text and ex-
periments of this work. By applying the noise model consis-
tently across this set, we aim to directly compare the impact of
noise on the results and assess how well the simulated noisy
matrices replicate the experimental observations.

Fig. 13 shows the difference between the generalized
bunching probability (g.b.p.) at full indistinguishability, PBOS

(bosonic), and the g.b.p. at a given partial distinguishabil-
ity, PX , plotted as a function of the partial distinguishability
metric Perm(X )/n!. The data is presented for all 50 random
unitaries studied in this work. Black markers represent the
experimental results, while red markers correspond to numer-
ical simulations performed using the noisy matrices generated
with the noise model described in the appendix. These simu-
lations incorporate the same set of 50 Haar-random unitaries
as the main text, but now include additional noise to account
for potential experimental imperfections in programming the
unitary transformations. The solid circles and lines represent
the mean values of PBOS − PX across all unitaries for each
level of partial distinguishability, while the shaded regions in-
dicate the standard deviation. The individual data points for
each unitary U i

H are shown as × (experiment) and + (simula-
tion).

The addition of noise to the simulations allows for a closer
comparison with the experimental results, aiming to replicate
the observed behavior, particularly the deviations in the mid-
dle and high ranges of partial distinguishability where the ex-
perimental points often fall below the 0 line. This improve-
ment is especially apparent when compared to Fig. 5 in the
main text, where noiseless simulations were shown to fit the
experimental data much less closely, particularly in the middle
range of partial distinguishability. Remarkably, these noisy
simulations match the experimental data almost exactly, even
without further refinement of the noise model. This agree-
ment strongly supports the conclusion that noise in the pro-
grammed unitary transformations is the dominant source of
error in the analysis. Furthermore, this reinforces the hypoth-
esis that such noise is responsible for the observed increase
in bunching, causing the experimental results to exhibit more
bunching than would normally be allowed by the theoretical
predictions under clean conditions.

Finally, Fig.14 illustrates the differences between GBPs for
a single-mode subset K7 = [1], which corresponds to the full
bunching probability [37, 65]). In this particular case, the the-
oretical values of these probabilities are expected to be in-
dependent of the phases of the unitary matrix elements Uij .
Experimentally, this expectation is reflected in the data, as
significantly fewer negative values are observed compared to
other cases. This observation provides further evidence that
phase mischaracterization in the elements of Uij is a key fac-
tor contributing to the discrepancies between the theoretical
predictions and the experimental results shown in Fig.5.
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FIG. 14. Difference between the generalized bunching probability
(g.b.p.) at full indistinguishability (P BOS, bosonic) and the g.b.p.
at a given partial distinguishability (PX ), plotted as a function of
partial distinguishability (Perm(X )/n!), for all 50 random unitaries
measured, for a fixed subset K7 = [1].
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[38] Alexandra E Moylett, Raúl Garcı́a-Patrón, Jelmer J Renema,
and Peter S Turner. Classically simulating near-term partially-
distinguishable and lossy boson sampling. Quantum Science
and Technology, 5(1):015001, nov 2019.

[39] S. N. van den Hoven, E. Kanis, and J. J. Renema. Efficient
classical algorithm for simulating boson sampling with inho-
mogeneous partial distinguishability, 2024.

[40] Malte C Tichy. Sampling of partially distinguishable bosons
and the relation to the multidimensional permanent. Physical
Review A, 91(2):022316, February 2015. Publisher: American
Physical Society.

[41] VS Shchesnovich. Partial indistinguishability theory for mul-
tiphoton experiments in multiport devices. Physical Review A,
91(1):013844, 2015.

[42] Valery Shchesnovich. Partial distinguishability and photon
counting probabilities in linear multiport devices. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1712.03191, 2017.

[43] Reinier van der Meer, Peter Hooijschuur, Franciscus HB
Somhorst, Pim Venderbosch, Michiel de Goede, Ben Kassen-
berg, Henk Snijders, Caterina Taballione, Jorn Epping, Hans
van den Vlekkert, et al. Experimental demonstration of an ef-
ficient, semi-device-independent photonic indistinguishability
witness. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.00067, 2021.

[44] Taira Giordani, Fulvio Flamini, Matteo Pompili, Niko Vig-
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