arXiv:1504.05480v2 [quant-ph] 2 Nov 2015

Quantum leap: how to complete a quantum walk in a single step

Magdalena Stobińska,^{1, 2, ∗} Peter P. Rohde,^{3, 4} and Paweł Kurzyński^{5, 6} 1Institute of Theoretical Physics and Astrophysics, University of Gdańsk, ul. Wita Stwosza 57, 80-952 Gdańsk, Poland & National Quantum Information Center of Gdańsk, 81-824 Sopot, Poland 2Institute of Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences, Al. Lotników 32/46, 02-668 Warsaw, Poland 3Centre for Engineered Quantum Systems, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Macquarie University, Sydney NSW 2113, Australia 4Centre for Quantum Computation and Intelligent Systems (QCIS), Faculty of Engineering & Information Technology, University of Technology, Sydney, NSW 2007, Australia 5Centre for Quantum Technologies, National University of Singapore, 3 Science Drive 2, 117543 Singapore, Singapore 6Faculty of Physics, Adam Mickiewicz University, Umultowska 85, 61-614 Poznań, Poland

Quantum walks provide simple models of various fundamental processes. It is pivotal to know when the dynamics underlying a walk lead to quantum advantages just by examining its statistics. A walk with many indistinguishable particles and measurements of non-classical multi-particle correlations is likely to reveal the quantum nature. The number of elements O(n) in a setup realizing walks grows with their length or spread n. We introduce the concept of a quantum leap, a process which can be achieved with fewer or complementary resources and which in a single step simulates another long process. The process and its leap are described by the same Hamiltonian but, the latter parametrizes the evolution with a tunable parameter of a setup. In the case of walks, a leap immediately gives a probability distribution which results only after many steps. This may be appealing for simulation of processes which are lengthy or require dynamical control. We discuss a leap based on the multi-particle Hong–Ou–Mandel interference, an inherently quantum phenomenon. It reproduces a quantum walk enabling perfect state transfer through spin chains. It requires a beam splitter, two detectors and n particles to mimic a walk on a chain of size O(n), for time fixed by beam-splitter’s reflectivity. Our results apply to a broad class of systems where the HOM-like effects can be observed, and may constitute a new approach to simulation of complex Hamiltonians with passive interferometers.

Introduction. Quantum optics offers precise control and manipulation of low-energy quantum light and matter. This is the first step towards efficient simulation of processes that are beyond the reach of present-day experiments and implementation of quantum-enhanced technologies. Here quantum walks (QWs) are receiving much attention since they provide simple models of various fundamental processes in nature ranging from chaos [1], topological phases [2, 3] or photosynthesis [4– 7] to universal quantum computation [8] and quantum search algorithms [9–11]. Recently, numerous elementary QWs have been performed with photons [12–21], trapped ions [22, 23], neutral atoms [24–26] and interacting atoms in optical lattices [27]. However, verification of the quantum nature of QWs is challenging. Also the number of elements in a setup realizing QWs grows with their length or spread. These facts are unfavorable especially for long walks, where decoherence plays a detrimental role. To circumvent these limitations, an alternative way to the future technological advances in QWs implementation is asking: are there genuinely quantum processes which accelerate QWs’ evolution, and which can be achieved with fewer or complementary resources? Here we examine one such example.

QWs are the quantum analogy of the classical random walk in which an initially localized particle (a walker) evolves into a superposition over many positions

FIG. 1. Multiphoton Hong–Ou–Mandel interference implements a quantum leap. The probability distribution of the photon population difference Δ in the exit modes of a beam splitter simulates a continuous time quantum walk obtained after longer evolution.

in space [28–30]. Usually, the space is discrete and can be represented as a graph. The distinctive property of a QW is U-shaped statistics of the walker’s positions in a graph with variance scaling quadratically in time (ballistic spread). This is in stark contrast to a classical random walk where the probability distribution is Gaussian. However, there exist both, classical processes which mimic the QW statistics (e.g. classical waves explain the QW of a particle on a line [31, 32]) and QWs characterized by the binomial distribution (e.g. QW with inhomogeneous time-dependent coin [33]). Thus, it is crucial to know when the dynamics underlying a walk is useful for quantum tasks, just by examining its statistics. QWs involving many indistinguishable particles are likely to reveal quantum nature, possible to verify by non-classical multi-particle correlations.

QWs with two particles were demonstrated with photons [15, 20, 21, 34] and atoms in optical lattices [27], where generalized Hong–Ou–Mandel correlations were used for testing classical inequalities. Nonclassicality of a multi-mode two-photon qutrit was inferred from selected two-mode intensity correlations. Certification of multipartite correlations solely based on one- and two-body ones is a difficult task, and is proven only for specific qubit cases [35]. Photonic implementation of QWs on a graph of size O(n) used arrays of O(n^2) beam splitters (BSs) and O(n) detectors allowing t = n steps [20]. Alternatively, arrays of O(n) coupled waveguides and detectors were considered [15, 34] however, the current technology allowed a detector behind every second waveguide. Optical lattices required O(n) sites and in situ atom-resolved detection [27].

Here, by means of an example, we introduce a new concept of a quantum leap (QL), a process which in a single step simulates another long process. The process and its leap are described by the same Hamiltonian but, while the former describes the evolution in time, the latter parametrizes it with a tunable parameter of a setup. For QWs, a QL immediately gives a probability distribution which results only after many steps. This may be appealing for simulation of processes which are lengthy or require dynamical control.

We discuss a QL employing the multi-particle Hong– Ou–Mandel interference [36] (HOM QL), shown in Fig. 1. This is an inherently quantum phenomenon, easily verified by the HOM interferometric contrast. The HOM QL reproduces a continuous-time QW (CTQW) [29] enabling perfect state transfer through spin chains [37, 38]. It requires a BS of reflectivity r, two detectors and n particles to mimic a walk on a chain of size O(n), for t fixed by r. It provides a new insight into the quantum-to-classical transition [14, 16] triggered by a partial distinguishability of particles. This architecture allows control over decoherence during the evolution.

Although our analytical results originate from quantum-photonic background, they apply to a broad class of systems and grant an intuitive access to manybody quantum dynamics. We analyze their feasibility and conclude with a discussion and open problems.

HOM quantum leap. The HOM interference [36] is observed for two photons impinging on a BS described by the Hamiltonian H_{BS} = a^†be^{iφ} + ab^†e^{−iφ}. (1) The annihilation operators a and b correspond to the interfering modes and φ is the phase difference between the reflected and transmitted fields behind the BS. We assume φ = π. If the probabilities of reflection and transmission are equal, two identical photons will always leave together through the same exit port—photon bunching. Similar effects hold for multiphoton Fock-number states: photons go out only in certain configurations, e.g. such that the difference between the occupations of the exit ports is even, whereas an odd difference never occurs [39– 41]. These interference effects, consisting of enhancing some events and canceling others, lie at the heart of the QL generated by multiphoton HOM interference.

A QW comprises at least one walker traversing a graph. A CTQW [29] takes place in the position Hilbert space where the basis states |Δ_i⟩ correspond to vertices Δ_i in the graph. In the case of a QW on a line, the position can take any integer value. The evolution of the walker is generated by a Hamiltonian H which sets amplitudes of hopping from vertex Δ_i to Δ_j per unit time, q_{i,j} = ⟨Δ_j | H |Δ_i⟩. They are zero for disjoint vertices. The walker, initially in a state |Δ⟩, after time t is in a state |Δ_{out}⟩ = e^{−iHt} |Δ⟩, where the variable Δ_{out} is governed by a doubly-peaked probability distribution p(Δ_{out}) with variance scaling quadratically with time. Even in an infinitesimal time difference the walker can be transferred arbitrarily far from the starting position, albeit with low amplitude.

We will show that for interfering Fock states |S − N⟩= (a^†)^{S−N} √_{(S−N)!} |0⟩ and |N⟩=^{(b†)N}√_{N!} |0⟩, H_{BS} generates a CTQW

on a line of length S + 1 with specific jump amplitudes and its QL with length set by the BS reflectivity r.

We parametrize the input |S − N⟩ |N⟩ using the mode occupation difference Δ = S − 2N and denote it |Δ⟩. Behind the BS, the infinitesimal evolution turn |Δ⟩ into the superposition

H_{BS} |Δ⟩ = q_{Δ−2,Δ} |Δ − 2⟩ + q_{Δ+2,Δ} |Δ + 2⟩ . (2)

This suggests the physical interpretation of Δ as the starting position of the walker in the graph, from where it jumps to the right |Δ + 2⟩ or left |Δ − 2⟩. Because the length of the jump is two in the position of the particle, the evolution is confined to a region Δ ∈ {−S, −S + 2, . . . , S − 2, S}. The jump amplitudes

q_{Δ,Δ−2} = q_{Δ−2,Δ} =^1_2 √ (S + Δ)(S − Δ + 2) (3)

indicate an important class of CTQWs. H_{BS} corresponds to the S_x spin-^S_2 matrix (in the Schwinger representation) and the two-mode Fock input state can be associated with a fictitious particle of total spin^S_2 and eigenvalue of the S_z component^Δ_2 . Under these mappings, the HOM interference describes rotation of the S_z component, equivalent to a CTQW enabling perfect state transfer in linear spin chains of length S + 1, with inhomogeneous couplings q_{Δ,Δ−2} [37].

The HOM QL results from parameterizing the process generated by H_{BS} ∝ S_x with a BS reflectivity. The a) b) c)

FIG. 2. (Color online) Probability distributions of positions of a walker in the HOM QL performed with S = 50 photons, obtained for initial position of the walker a) Δ = 0, b) −30, c) −50, and reflectivity: r = 0.1 – green, r = 0.2 – red, r = 0.5 – blue, and r = 0.9 – gray.

probability distribution of the final positions of a walker p(Δ_{out}) is governed by the unitary U_{BS} = exp{−iθH_{BS}}, where r = sin^2 θ controls length of the evolution. The spectrum of H_{BS} is harmonic and the evolution is periodic. For r = 1 any input state |Δ⟩ is mapped to the opposite vertex of the graph |−Δ⟩. If r = 0 the unitary becomes the identity and a recurrence is observed: the QW returns to the initial state. For other values of r, the interfering Fock states are turned into a superposition with population difference in the exit modes Δ_{out} given by

p(Δ_{out}) = A [ ∑ k (_{r−1} r )_k ( f^Δ_− k )( f^Δ_+

S+Δ_{out} 2 − k )]2 , (4)

where A =^{f Δout+ !f Δout− !}

f^Δ_+ !f^Δ_− ! (r(1 − r)) S (_{1−r} r )_f^Δout_{+ −f} Δ_− , k runs

from max { 0,^{Δout −Δ}_2 } to min { f^Δ_− ,^{S+Δout}_2 } , f^x_± =^{S±x}_2 .

(For the explicit form of the output superposition and an easy-to-read form of (4) see the Supplementary Material). Importantly, regardless the values of S and Δ, the distribution (4) is characterized by the ballistic spread

Var(Δ_{out}) ∝^1_4 (_{S2−Δ2} 2 + S ) θ^2, (5)

adjusted by the reflectivity r(θ). (The proof is in the Supplementary Material). Thus, by fixing r, the multiparticle HOM interference reproduced the statistics of the discussed CTQW with the variance corresponding to an advanced stage of the evolution. This is the HOM QL. In Fig. 2 we plot (4) for various starting positions in the HOM QL performed with S = 50 photons. In Fig. 2a, the walker starts in the middle of the line, i.e. Δ = 0, and its walk spreads uniformly in both directions, thus the distribution develops symmetrically with respect to this point. This scenario takes place if the two interfering Fock states are equal. If the initial position is shifted from the middle, Δ = −30 in Fig. 2b, the distribution is asymmetric for all r except for r = 1/2 and the walker tends to move in the initially preferred direction. This situation is simulated by two unequal Fock input states. The case when the walker starts in one of the most distant positions in the graph, the ends of the line Δ = ±S, correspond exactly to perfect state transfer over a chain of interacting qubits as discussed in [37]. Fig. 2c plotted for Δ = −50, shows that the initial wavepacket propagates without distortion and reaches the other end of the line with unit fidelity. This is modeled by interference of a multiphoton Fock state with the vacuum state. The odd-even comb structure is revealed in all plots: the probabilities of measuring an odd difference are zero.

Quantum-to-classical transition. In the presence of decoherence, QW statistics turn to the classical one—the binomial distribution [42]. We expect this effect also for the HOM QL, where the degree of coherence is controlled by the distinguishability of interfering particles. Initially all photons carried the same polarization. Now, one beam comes in a superposition of two orthogonal polarization modes b^† and b^†_⊥

b^† → cos y b^† + sin y b^†_⊥. (6)

y ∈ (0,^π_2 ) introduces weights between the modes, and ‘tunes’ the distinguishability. The particles are fully indistinguishable if y=0, whereas if y=^π_2 they are maximally distinguishable: |N⟩ and |S − N⟩ are orthogonally polarized. Transformation (6) leads to the interference of |N⟩ with a two-mode Fock state superposition ∑_{S−N} n=0 (_{S−N} n )_{−1/2} cos^n y (sin y)^{S−N−n} |n⟩ |S − N − n⟩_⊥, instead of the single-mode Fock state |S − N⟩, as before.

In Fig. 3 we show how the doubly-peaked distribution shown blue in Fig. 2a modifies if particles become distinguishable. With increasing y, full cancellation of certain events is impossible and the two peaks gradually shift to the center of the line and merge to create the binomial distribution for y =^π_2 . Distinguishability mimics decoherence because it leads to interference of the multiphoton states with the vacuum state thus, it implements the usual model describing particle loss. It causes quantum particles to behave as classical ones, whose statistics cannot mimic quantum coherence and therefore we observe a transition from the quantum to the classical domain.

Multi-dimensional HOM QL. Since a BS sees orthogonal polarizations independently, the above model generalizes to a two-dimensional case. This requires that the particle evolves independently in each direction, i.e there a) b)

c) d)

FIG. 3. Modification of the probability distribution depicted in Fig. 2a in blue (Δ = 0, r = 1/2), for various degrees of distinguishability of particles: a) y = π/24, b) y = π/6, c) y = π/3 and d) y = π/2 (fully distinguishable).

are no operations entangling the two polarizations. One simply considers two simultaneously interfering pairs of states: |S − N⟩ and |N⟩ in horizontal and |S − M⟩ and |M⟩ in vertical polarization. Thus now, each input beam is a two-mode beam, with fully distinguishable modes. This scenario differs from the previous decoherence model in that this time detectors are capable of distinguishing between orthogonally polarized photons. By considering orthogonal spectral modes instead of polarization, it is possible to extend the model to arbitrary dimension.

Feasibility. Various experimental platforms approach regimes of parameters necessary for demonstration of our proposal. Atoms in optical lattices in the Mott insulator phase have fixed atom numbers per lattice site. In situ atom-resolved detection allows measurement of secondorder correlations between the sites. These systems offer tunable beam-splitter-like interactions and direct scalability to larger particle numbers [27].

HOM QL was implemented with two atomic Bose- Einstein condensates (BEC) consisting of 10^4 atoms. They were prepared in a near-single-mode mixture of Fock states using spin dynamics and a tunable beamsplitter interaction was applied [43]. Measurements were performed with resolution of 20 atoms. U-shaped statistics without the parity structure was captured. Full demonstration would require single-mode input states and high-resolution detection. Purity of Fock states (losses) was not a limiting factor, since the HOMinterference contrast is immune to losses (exemplary distributions for mixed Fock inputs and losses are shown in the Supplementary Material).

Attempts to photonic demonstration employing bright near-single-mode squeezed vacuum twin beams (SV) are reported in [44]. SV were produced in parametric down conversion, followed by mode filtering. Improvement of this experiment requires the creation of Fock states.

They could be conditionally prepared from two-mode SV states, which posses perfect photon-number correlations between the modes (the signal and idler). The idler would be measured by a photon counting detector, whereas the signal would end up in a known Fock state. For the HOM QL, one would need two such sources and detectors. The range of S = 10 would match best superconducting transition-edge sensors (TESs) [45] with photon-counting efficiencies near 100% and well-resolved photon-number peaks up to around ten photons [46]. A BS of a controllable reflectivity can be implemented by a Mach-Zehnder interferometer with a dynamically controlled phase shift applied to one of the inputs [47, 48]. (Fig. 2 for S = 10 is shown in the Supplementary Material).

Conclusions. Quantum leaps may be an important concept in the framework of quantum simulations. They quickly restore long evolution by mapping physical time to a controllable parameter of a setup while preserving an original Hamiltonian. This is appealing for simulation of processes requiring dynamical control, e.g. transport in presence of dynamical disorder, using passive setups.

The HOM interference of many indistinguishable particles provides a link between a walk of a quantum nature (useful for quantum tasks) and a QL. It is characterized by the second-order visibility, which for two identical Fock states impinging on a symmetric BS is quantum v^{(2)} = 1/(2 − 1/n) > 1/2 and cannot be explained within classical theory (the case of two non-identical Fock states is discussed in the Supplementary Material). Moreover, it imparts an effective nonlinearity leading to the exchange interaction between photons at a BS [49]. Up to date, nonlinear effects and interacting bosons have not been explored in photonic quantum walks. Importance of generalized HOM effects for practical purposes has been recognized [50]. Combining the HOM interference with a standard QW architecture will constitute setup enabling observation of large-scale interference, boson sampling [51, 52], multi-particle entanglement and non-linear phenomena [49].

The HOM QL reproduces the statistics of a CTQW allowing perfect state transfer over spin chains. Its variance is set by reflectivity of the HOM BS and reveals ballistic spread. It replicates quantum-to-classical transition triggered by partial distinguishability of particles and establishes a link between the fundamental indistinguishability of quantum particles and the wavelike coherent nature of the walk. We have discussed one-dimensional HOM QL but by exploiting various degrees of freedom, the scheme may be generalized to higher dimensions.

Implementations of QWs without interferometers are gaining a lot of interest now [53]. Our approach represents a substantial saving in elements and detectors – we reduce the complexity of the system to having a single BS, two detectors and O(n) particles to implement a CTQW with n positions. This allows control of decoherence during the evolution, by shifting it to the initial state preparation and detection scheme.

We have discussed the feasibility of HOM QLs with optical lattices, BECs and optical systems. Our insights are of a general relevance and apply to a broad class of bosons: diffracting neutron [54] and X rays [55], surface plasmon polaritons [56], and fermions [57, 58] where the HOM-like effects were observed.

Our results lead to open problems. Is it possible to find interferometers giving QWs with arbitrary jump amplitudes? One can consider e.g. QWs with interacting BECs or atoms in optical lattices with larger particle numbers per lattice site, leading to generalization of the results presented in [43] and [27]. How does the interaction influence the dynamics of the walk and the observed probability distribution? What classes of Hamiltonians can be simulated with passive interferometers, perhaps including complex input states? In this case, a single step of a QL would be understood as a direct mapping of the input to the output state. The intermediate operations implemented in such setup would not necessarily correspond to successive steps of evolution.

We believe that this work will establish a new approach to quantum simulations and to bottom-up study of the dynamics of complex systems.

Acknowledgments. MS and PK thank Anton Zeilinger and Fabio Sciarrino for fruitful discussions. MS was supported by the EU 7FP Marie Curie Career Integration Grant No. 322150 “QCAT”, NCN grant No. 2012/04/M/ST2/00789, MNiSW co-financed international project No. 2586/7.PR/2012/2 and MNiSW Iuventus Plus project No. IP 2014 044873. PPR was supported by the Australian Research Council Centre of Excellence for Engineered Quantum Systems (Project number CE110001013), and acknowledges financial support from Lockheed Martin. PK is supported by the National Research Foundation and the Ministry of Education in Singapore.

APPENDIX A: HOM QL PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION p(Δout)

We will now consider an unbalanced beam splitter with reflectivity r, which transforms the input annihilation operators a and b in the following way: a_r = √ 1 − ra+ √ rb, a_t = − √ ra + √ 1 − rb. Note that r is the single-photon reflectivity because it gives the probability of reflection of a photon in the case if a single photon impinges on the beam splitter. The incoming Fock state |K⟩_a |L⟩_b, where |K⟩ =^{(a†)K√}_{K!} |0⟩ and |L⟩ =^{(b†)L√}_{L!} |0⟩, is turned into the following superposition

|ψ_{out}⟩ =^{1√}_{K!L!} ( √ 1 − ra^†_r − √ ra^†_t )^K ( √ ra^†_r + √ 1 − ra^†_t )^L |0⟩

=^{1√}_{K!L!} K∑ k=0 L∑ l=0 ( K k )( L l ) (−1)^{K−k} √ r^{K−k+l} √ 1 − r^{L−l+k}a^†_r^{k+l}a^†_t^{K−k+L−l} |0⟩ . (7) We are interested in the probability distribution of measurement outcomes of photon counting detectors located behind the beam splitter |⟨p, q|ψ_{out}⟩|^2. Two Fock states |K⟩ and |L⟩ can always be parametrized by the total photon number S = K + L and the population difference Δ = K − L. In this case |K⟩ = |^{S+Δ}_2 ⟩ and |L⟩ = |^{S−Δ}_2 ⟩. Since p + q = S as well, and p − q = Δ_{out} the probability distribution reads

p(Δ_{out}) =

(_{S−Δout} 2 ) ! (_{S+Δout} 2 ) ! (_{S−Δ} 2 ) ! (_{S+Δ} 2 ) ! ( r(1 − r) )_S (_{1−r} r )^{Δ−Δ}out_2 × min ( S−Δ 2 , S+Δ_{out} 2 ) ∑ k=max ( 0, Δ^{out}−Δ 2 ) (_{S−Δ} 2 k )(_{S+Δ2} S+Δ_{out} 2 − k ) (_{r−1} r )_k 2 .

(8) The above distribution corresponds to Eq. (4) in the main text. It is shown for S = 10 in Fig. 4 below.

In a similar way, one can compute the probability distribution for mixed Fock input states ρ_K = ∑_K k=0 (_K k ) η^{K−k}(1−η)^k|k⟩⟨k| and ρ_L = ∑_L l=0 (_L l ) η^{L−l}(1− η)^l|l⟩⟨l|, with purity equal Trρ^2, and lossy detectors. Fig. 5 displays the distributions from Fig. 4 computed for input Fock states with purity 0.83, whereas Fig. 6 shows the distributions from Fig. 2 in the main text computed for input Fock states with purity 0.47. Fig. 9 shows an array of the distributions obtained for S = 10 and various purities of input Fock states and amount of losses.

APPENDIX B: BALLISTIC SPREAD OF p(Δout)

At first let us note that the beam splitter Hamiltonian H_{BS} = a^†be^{iφ} + ab^†e^{−iφ} (9) (Eq. (1) in the main text), for φ = π, corresponds to the Schwinger representation of the S_x spin-^S_2 matrix, defined as S_x =^{a†b+ab†}_2 . Secondly, a two-mode Fock state |S − N⟩ |N⟩ can be associated with a fictitious particle of total spin^S_2 and eigenvalue of the S_z component equal to^Δ_2 , where S_z =^{a†a−b†b}_2 . Now |S − N⟩ |N⟩ ≡ |Δ⟩. Here Δ = S − 2N denotes the initial mode occupation difference. The evolution generated by the beam splitter’s Hamiltonian H_{BS} ∝ S_x is parametrized by the beam-splitter’s reflectivity r, U_{BS} = exp{−iθH_{BS}} where r = sin^2 θ.

a) b) c)

FIG. 4. (Color online) Probability distributions of positions of a walker in the HOM QL performed with S = 10 photons, obtained for initial position of the walker a) Δ = 0, b) −4, c) −10 and reflectivity: r = 0.1 – green, r = 0.2 – red, r = 0.5 – blue, and r = 0.9 – gray.

a) b) c)

FIG. 5. (Color online) Probability distributions from Fig. 4 computed for input Fock states of purity 0.83, S = 10 a) Δ = 0, b) −4, c) −10.

Under these mappings, the HOM QL is in one-to-one correspondence with a spin-^S_2 particle whose evolution is given by the Hamiltonian proportional to the S_x operator. In this picture the position operator (of the walker in the graph) is proportional to the S_z operator and the states with well defined position correspond to the eigenstates of S_z: |^S_2 ,^Δ_2 ⟩. It is therefore straightforward to show that in the Heisenberg picture the S_z evolves as

S_z(θ) = S_z cos θ + S_y sin θ. (10)

Note that S_y is a linear combination of rising S_+ = a^†b and lowering S_− = b^†a operators, S_y =^{i(S−−S+)}_2 , therefore for the states |^S_2 ,^Δ_2 ⟩ the average value of S_y is zero and we obtain

⟨S_z(θ)⟩ = ⟨S_z⟩ cos θ. (11)

Moreover,

S^2_z (θ) = S^2_z cos^2 θ + S^2_y sin^2 θ + {S_y, S_z} cos θ sin θ. (12)

Due to the same reason as above, for the states |^S_2 ,^Δ_2 ⟩ the average value of S^2_z (θ) equals

⟨S^2_z (θ)⟩ = ⟨S^2_z ⟩ cos^2 θ + ⟨S^2_y ⟩ sin^2 θ. (13)

In addition, since |^S_2 ,^Δ_2 ⟩ are eigenstates of S_z, we have ⟨S^2_z ⟩ = ⟨S_z ⟩^2. The value ⟨S^2_y ⟩ can be evaluated in the following way. At first, we note that

S^2_y =

−(S_− − S_+)^2 4 = −S^2_− − S^2_+ + S_+S_− + S_−S_+ 4 . (14) For the states |^S_2 ,^Δ_2 ⟩ we have

⟨S^2_y ⟩ =

⟨S_+S_−⟩ + ⟨S_−S_+⟩ 4 = S 2 (^S_2 + 1) −

(_Δ 2 )_2 2 . (15)

Therefore

Var[S_z(θ)] = ⟨S^2_z (θ)⟩−⟨S_z (θ)⟩^2 = S 2 (^S_2 + 1) −

(_Δ 2 )_2 2 sin^2 θ. (16) The variance oscillates because the HOM QL takes place on a finite graph. However, for short times the boundary effects cannot play any significant role. Indeed, by approximating sin θ ≈ θ we get

Var[S_z(θ)] ≈^1_4 (_{S2−Δ2} 2 + S ) θ^2, (17)

which confirms ballistic spreading. In the main text we denote Var[S_z(θ)] by Var(Δ_{out}). Fig. 7 shows the variance of the probability distributions of final positions of a walker in the HOM QL as a function of the time of the walk, for various values of S and Δ.

a) b) c)

FIG. 6. (Color online) Probability distributions from Fig. 2 in the main text computed for input Fock states of purity 0.47, S = 50 a) Δ = 0, b) −30, c) −50.

a) b)

c) d)

FIG. 7. Variance of the probability distributions of final positions of a walker in the HOM QL for a) & c) S = 50 and the initial position of the walker Δ = 0 – green, Δ = −30 – red and Δ = −50 – blue b) & d) S = 10 and Δ = 0 – green, Δ = −4 – red and Δ = −10 – blue.

APPENDIX C: SECOND-ORDER VISIBILITY IN THE HOM INTERFERENCE OF FOCK STATES

Visibility of the HOM interference at a beam splitter with reflectivity r and transmitivity t = 1 − r is given by

v^{(2)} = 2rt ⟨: n_an_b :⟩ rt ⟨: n^2_a + n^2_b :⟩ + (r^2 + t^2) ⟨: n_an_b :⟩

, (18)

where n_a = a^†a, n_b = b^†b, the annihilation operators a and b correspond to the interfering modes and : : denotes the normal ordering. If v^{(2)} > 1/2, the HOM interference does not have explanation within classical theory. Importantly, the visibility is immune to losses. Thus, its value is the same for two interfering pure and mixed Fock states and can be verified with lossy detectors. For two non-identical Fock states |n⟩ and |m⟩ it equals

v^{(2)} = 2rt nm rt (n^2 − n + m^2 − m) + (r^2 + t^2) nm

. (19)

Fig. 8 shows the range of m and n for which the visibility exceeds 1/2 thus, takes quantum values.

a) b)

c) d)

e) f)

FIG. 8. The range where the second-order visibility of the HOM interference v^{(2)} exceeds 1/2 for two non-identical Fock states |n⟩ and |m⟩, computed for n, m ≤ 10 (left column) and n, m ≤ 50 (right column) and a) r = 0.36, b) r = 0.43, c) r = 0.39, d) r = 0.45, e) & f) r = 0.5.

∗ magdalena.stobinska@gmail.com; Corresponding author [1] A. Wójcik, T. Łuczak, P. Kurzyński, A. Grudka, and M.

Bednarska, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 180601 (2004). [2] T. Kitagawa, M. S. Rudner, E. Berg, and E. Demler, Phys. Rev. A 82, 033429 (2010).

[3] T. Kitagawa, M. A. Broome, A. Fedrizzi, M. S. Rudner, E. Berg, I. Kassal, A. Aspuru-Guzik, E. Demler, and A. G. White, Nat. Commun. 3, 882 (2012).

Purity Losses 0.21 0.41 0.83 1.00 a) 0%

10%

20%

b) 0%

10%

20%

c) 0%

10%

20%

FIG. 9. (Color online) Probability distributions p(Δout) from Fig. 4 (r = 0.1 – green, r = 0.2 – red, r = 0.5 – blue) computed for various purities of input Fock states and amount of losses. S = 10 a) Δ = 0, b) −4, c) −10.

[4] M. Mohseni, P. Rebentrost, S. Lloyd, and A. Aspuru- Guzik, J. Chem. Phys. 129, 174106 (2008).

[5] M. B. Plenio and S. F. Huelga, New J. Phys. 10, 113019 (2008).

[6] P. Rebentrost, M. Mohseni, I. Kassal, S. Lloyd, and A.

Aspuru-Guzik, New J. Phys. 11, 033003 (2009). [7] S. Hoyer, M. Sarovar, and K. B. Whaley, New J. Phys.

12, 065041 (2010).

[8] A. M. Childs, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 180501 (2009). [9] N. Shenvi, J. Kempe, and K. B. Whaley, Phys. Rev. A 67, 052307 (2003).

[10] A. Ambainis, J. Kempe, and A. Rivosh, in Proc. 16th ACM-SIAM SODA, Vancouver (SIAM, Philadelphia, USA, 2005) p. 1099 (2005).

[11] V. Potoc̆ek, A. Gabris, T. Kiss, and I. Jex, Phys. Rev. A 79, 012325 (2009).

[12] H. B. Perets, Y. Lahini, F. Pozzi, M. Sorel, R. Morandotti, and Y. Silberberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 170506 (2008).

[13] A. Schreiber, K. N. Cassemiro, V. Potoc̆ek, A. Gábris, P. J. Mosley, E. Andersson, I. Jex, and C. Silberhorn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 050502 (2010).

[14] M. A. Broome, A. Fedrizzi, B. P. Lanyon, I. Kassal, A. Aspuru-Guzik, and A. G. White, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 153602 (2010).

[15] A. Peruzzo, M. Lobino, J. C. F. Matthews, N. Matsuda, A. Politi, K. Poulios, X.-Q. Zhou, Y. Lahini, N. Ismail, K. Wörhoff, et al., Science 329, 1500 (2010).

[16] A. Schreiber, K. N. Cassemiro, V. Potoc̆ek, A. Gabris, I. Jex, and C. Silberhorn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 180403 (2011).

[17] J. C. F. Matthews, K. Poulios, J. D. A. Meinecke, A. Politi, A. Peruzzo, N. Ismail, K. Wörhoff, M. G. Thompson, and J. L. O’Brien, Scientific Reports 3, 1539 (2013).

[18] J. O. Owens, M. A. Broome, D. N. Biggerstaff, M. E.

Goggin, A. Fedrizzi, T. Linjordet, M. Ams, G. D. Marshall, J. Twamley, M. J. Withford, and A. G. White, New. J. Phys. 13, 075003 (2011).

[19] A. Schreiber, A. Gábris, P. P. Rohde, K. Laiho, M. Štefaňák, V. Potoc̆ek, I. Jex, and C. Silberhorn, Science 336, 55 (2012).

[20] L. Sansoni, F. Sciarrino, G. Vallone, P. Mataloni, A. Crespi, R. Ramponi, and R. Osellame, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 010502 (2012).

[21] K. Poulios, R. Keil, D. Fry, J. D. A. Meinecke, J. C. F.

Matthews, A. Politi, M. Lobino, M. Gräfe, M. Heinrich, S. Nolte, A. Szameit, J. L. O’Brien, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 143604 (2014).

[22] H. Schmitz, R. Matjeschk, C. Schneider, J. Glueckert, M.

Enderlein, T. Huber, and T. Schaetz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 090504 (2009).

[23] F. Zähringer, G. Kirchmair, R. Gerritsma, E. Solano, R.

Blatt, and C. F. Roos, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 100503 (2010).

[24] M. Karski, L. Förster, J.-M. Choi, A. Steffen, W. Alt, D.

Meschede, and A. Widera, Science 325, 174 (2009). [25] C. Weitenberg, M. Endres, J. F. Sherson, M. Cheneau, P. Schauß, T. Fukuhara, I. Bloch, and S. Kuhr, Nature 471, 319 (2011).

[26] T. Fukuhara, P. Schauß, M. Endres, S. Hild, M. Cheneau, I. Bloch, and C. Gross, Nature 502, 76 (2013).

[27] P. M. Preiss, R. Ma, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli, P.

Zupancic, Y. Lahini, R. Islam, M. Greiner, Science 347,

1229 (2015).

[28] Y. Aharonov, L. Davidovich, and N. Zagury, Phys. Rev.

A 48, 1687 (1993).

[29] E. Farhi and S. Gutmann, Phys. Rev. A 58, 915 (1998). [30] J. Kempe, Cont. Phys. 44, 307 (2003).

[31] P. L. Knight, E. Roldan, and J. E. Sipe, Phys. Rev. A 68, 020301(R) (2003).

[32] Y. Bromberg, Y. Lahini, R. Morandotti, and Y. Silberberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 253904 (2009).

[33] M. Montero, arXiv:1505.07996.

[34] J. O. Owens, M. A. Broome, D. N. Biggerstaff, M. E.

Goggin, A. Fedrizzi, T. Linjordet, M. Ams, G. D. Marshall, J. Twamley, M. J. Withford, and A. G. White, New J. Phys. 13, 075003 (2011).

[35] J. Tura, R. Augusiak, A. B. Sainz, T. Vrtesi, M. Lewenstein, and A. Acn, Science 344, 1256 (2014).

[36] C. K. Hong, Z. Y. Ou, and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett.

59, 2044 (1987).

[37] M. Christandl, N. Datta, A. Ekert, and A. J. Landahl, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 187902 (2004).

[38] S. Bose, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 207901 (2003). [39] R. A. Campos, B. E. A. Saleh, and M. C. Teich, Phys.

Rev. A 40, 1371 (1989).

[40] M. Stobińska, F. Töppel, P. Sekatski, A. Buraczewski, M. Żukowski, M. V. Chekhova, G. Leuchs, and N. Gisin, Phys. Rev. A 86, 063823 (2012).

[41] M. Stobińska, Opt. Commun. 337, 83 (2015). [42] V. Kendon, Math. Struct. in Comp. Sci. 17, 1169 (2006). [43] B. Lücke et al., Science 334, 773 (2011).

[44] K. Yu. Spasibko, F. Töppel, T. Sh. Iskhakov, M.

Stobińska, M. V. Chekhova, G. Leuchs, New J. Phys. 16, 013025 (2014).

[45] A. E. Lita, A. J. Miller, and S. W. Nam, Optics Express 16, 3032 (2008).

[46] T. Gerrits, B. Calkins, N. Tomlin, A. E. Lita, A. Migdall, R. Mirin, and S. W. Nam, Optics Express 20, 23798 (2012).

[47] X-s. Ma, S. Zotter, N. Tetik, A. Qarry, T. Jennewein, and A. Zeilinger, Optics Express 19, 22723 (2011).

[48] A. Peruzzo1, P. Shadbolt, N. Brunner, S. Popescu, J. L.

OBrien, Science 338, 634 (2012).

[49] B. T. Gard, K R. Motes, J. P. Olson, P. P. Rohde, and J. P. Dowling, An Introduction to Boson-Sampling, in From Atomic to Mesoscale The Role of Quantum Coherence in Systems of Various Complexities, edited by S. A. Malinovskaya, I. Novikova (World Scientific, 2015), pp. 167–192.

[50] A. Crespi, R. Osellame, R. Ramponi, et al., arXiv:1508.00782.

[51] B. T. Gard, R. M. Cross, P. M. Anisimov, H. Lee, and J.

P. Dowling, J. Optical Soc. Am. B 30, 1538 (2013). [52] S. Scheel, Phys. Rev. A 73, 013809 (2006). [53] F. Cardano, F. Massa, H. Qassim et al., arXiv:1407.5424. [54] J. Arthur, C. G. Shull, and A. Zeilinger, Phys. Rev. B 32, 5753 (1985).

[55] B. W. Batterman and H. Cole, Rev. Mod. Phys. 36, 681 (1964).

[56] G. Di Martino, Y. Sonnefraud, M. S. Tame, S. Kéna- Cohen, F. Dieleman, Ş. K. Özdemir, M. S. Kim, and S. A. Maier, Phys. Rev. Applied 1, 034004 (2014).

[57] E. Bocquillon, V. Freulon, J.-M Berroir, P. Degiovanni, B. Plaais, A. Cavanna, Y. Jin, and G. Fve1, Science 339, 1054 (2013).

[58] T. Jeltes, J. M. McNamara, W. Hogervorst et al., Nature 445, 402 (2006).