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Quantum Metrology Subject to Instrumentation Constraints
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Maximizing the precision in estimating parameters in a quarsystem subject to instrumentation constraints
is cast as a convex optimization problem. We account for fowledge about the parameter range by devel-
oping a worst-case and average case objective for optighthi@ precision. Focusing on the single parameter
case, we show that the optimization problemsliar programs For the average case the solution to the linear
program can be expressed analytically and involves a sisgdech: finding the largest element in a list. An
example is presented which compares what is possible uogstraints against the ideal with no constraints,
the Quantum Fisher Information.

INTRODUCTION outcomes with probability;;,(6), ¢ = 1,..., Nous. Let
Ny (0) denote the number of times outcomés obtained

The theoretical limit on the accuracy of parameter estimaffom Vi identical experlr?\ggts in configuration.  Thus,
tion in quantum metrology applications has been examined if Vi (0) = Nipie(0), D225 : i|k(0) = Nj whereE is 3
depthe.g, [1-6]. These studies reveal that special preparatioh® expected value operator with respect to the probability
of the instrumentation — the probe — can achieve an asymglistributionp;;(6). Let N denote the total number of experi-
totic variance smaller than the Cramér-Rao lower bound [7]Ments and\; thedistribution of experimenti® configuration
often referred to as th@uantum Fisher Informatigrabbrevi- k. Thus,A\;, = Ni/N = Sperie A = 17X = 1. The
ate here as QFI. In addition, the unique quantum property oproblemis to select the distribution of experiments peffigen
entanglement can increase the parameter estimation eonvétration, Ay, k = 1, ..., Neonsig, OF €quivalently the number of
gence rate folV identical, independent experiments from the experiments per configuratiofYy, so as to obtain an estimate
shot-noise limit of /+/N to the Heisenberg limit of /N of € © with the best accuracy fronV experiments. The

It is reasonable to expect, with or without entanglement,"beSt" attainable estimation accuracy is defined here as the
that the QFI will not be obtained with imperfect and limited Smallest possible Cramér-Rao bound on the estimation vari
instrumentation resourceise., not all states can be prepared ance [7]. .
and not all measurement schemes are possible. Under theseSpecifically, iféy is an unbiased estimate @from IV data,

conditions what exactly is the best that can be done? then the estimation error variance satisfies,
In this paper we present an approach which maximizes the ~
parameter estimation accuracy in the presence of limite-on i NF(A,0) E(Oy —0)* > 1
strumentation, The method is based on the convex optimiza- F(X0) = Ag(0) = S0 Miege(0) (1)
tion approach tp optimal experiment design.as developed in gr(0) = Zfi’f” (Ve pi|k(9))2/]9i\k(9)
[8] and as applied to quantum tomography in [9]. Incorpo-

rating prior knowledge of the parameter range, we develog, ,chieve the best accuracy we will selacso as to maxi-

a worst-case ano_l average case objective for optimizing th;e 5 measure of the size of thisher Information F(A, ).
precision. Focusing on the single parameter case, we ShoW ..o ntfor the knowledge thate © we will consider two

that the optimization pr(_)blems ahe_ear programs For the experiment design objectives for selectihg average case
average case the solution to the linear program can be X dworst-case

pressed analytically and involves a simple seareh, find-

ing the largest element in a list. This means that an enormous
number of combinations of state and sensor configuratians ca
be efficiently evaluated.

Aver age-Case Experiment Design
maximize Fc(\) = AT gavg 2
subjectto 17\ = 1, N\ is a vector of integers

with gave = [ p(0)g(0)dd wherep(0) is the probability den-
sity associated witld € ©. Although the objective function
(average Fisher information) is linear )y the integer con-
straint on\ makes the optimization problem hard. Utilizing
Consider a quantum system dependent onuaknown  the optimal experiment design method presented if§ 1],
scalar real parametér which is knowna priori to be in @  the integer constraint iglaxedto the linear inequality > 0.
set® = {0 [Omin <0 < Omax }. The parameted is to  |n addition, suppose we take a finite number of samples from

OPTIMAL EXPERIMENT DESIGN

be estimated using data from repeatedependent, identi- the se®, say {6, |r=1,..., N, } Thenthe non-convexin-
cal experiments. In each experiment the system can be puéger optimization (2) is approximated by,
in any one ofk = 1,..., Neonsig CONfigurations These

are the available settings of input states and measurementsmaximize F,c(\) = A” gave, Gave = ., p(6:)9(6;) 3
Each experiment in configuratioh results in one 0fN,y subjectto 17X =1, A>0 ©)


http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.4284v1

Input OSR POVM Outcomes Suppose thap(#) can be described in terms of the Kraus Op-
p(B) Q(0) M) | 7| 1., Now erator Sum Representation (OSR) with eleméhié)). Then
the outcome probabilities are:

FIG. 1: Quantum system for estimating paraméter pi(9,B,0) Tr M;(¢)a(0,8), i =1,..., Nout @)
a(0,p) >k Qr(0)p(B)Qk(0)T

This is a convex optimization problem ik, in fact, itis a The states(6,53) is the output of the quantum chan-
linear program(LP). However, a particular advantage of this el Q(¢) and the input to the POVM. Suppose that
formulation (3), is that the solution is given explicitlyby ~ the input and POVM configuration parameters can be
selected, respectively, fromig, [¢=1,..., Nipput } and
~ 1 k=argmaxy Y., p(0r)gw(0r) {¢r |E=1,..., Nyovm }. Hence, under the stated condi-
Ak = { 0 otherwise 4) tions, the worst-case experiment design problem (6) bespme

=R . . Npovm Nmput
with the optimal objectiveF, () = max; 3, p(0,)ge(6,). ~ maximize min 3555 N Ake (s e, Or)
II; is possible that thereli;s more than one optimdal distr'?m_ti subject to Ay > 0, ZNpovm ZNmpuc Aee = 1
ecausanax; may not be unique. However, due to limits 9(6, B, )_ZNouc (Vo pi(6, 8,0))2 /pi(, 3, 0)

on numerical precision, it is more likely that there are othe
choices which give similar results to the optimal objective Similarly, the average-case experiment design problere3)

Wor st-Case Experiment Design comes,
maximize Fy.()\) = mingeo AT g(0) (5) N .
subjectto 17\ = 1, N\ is a vector of integers maximize Y, 7 37, Ay gavg(cbk, Be)
subject to Ay > 0, Zk povin S Nimput y =1 9)
As in the_average-cgse_, relaxmg the integer constrainapnd Gave(r, Be) = Zi\f 1P( )9(dn, Be, 0y)
proximating the objective function over a set bfsampled
from the known se® gives the optimization problem: The worst-case distribution\"*, is obtained by solving the
LP (8). Following (4), the average-case distributioxi?,
maximize Fy.()\) = min, AT g(0,.) ©6) which solves (9) is explicitly,

subjectto 17X =1, A >0
e L k& = arg max gave (o1, 5e)
This is also an LP im\, but unlike the average-case, there is At = ’ (10)

no explicit solution. However, it can be solved efficientty f

a very large number of configuration&.sg. A potentialad-  Solutions to (8) and (9), respectivey'® andA<, can be used
vantage of the average-case solution over the worst-céise soto evaluate the worst-case and average-case levels ofrFishe

tion is that only asingleconfiguration is required. As we will  information as a function of the uncertain paraméter ©:

see in the example to follow, the two distributions can beequi

different even though the Fisher information is similar. F(AY,0) = Soneovm s~ Numww ywe (6, 8,,6) (11)
The solution to both of the relaxed and approximated prob- F(X©,0) = k'é g(m, B¢, 6) (12)

lems (3),(6) provide upper and lower bounds to the unknown

solution of each with the integer constraint active. Specifi In addition, as benchmarks feachf € ©, we can compute

cally, let \°P* denote a solution to either (3) or (6) with the the maximum possible, subject to the constraints on thetinpu

integer constraint. Leh be a solution to the relaxed (LP) and measurementscheme, and the QFI which is the maximum

versions. From the latter we can determine a nearby solupossible withno measurement constraintae POVMs do not

tion which satisfies the integer constraietg, setA™d = depend upon a configuration parameter as in (7). The maxi-

round()). Then, Foe(X) < Fae(APY) < F,(A™d) and ~ mum subject to the constraints is,

N = NXi#d is the number of experiments to repeat in con-

0 otherwise

figuration/. Fnax(0) = max 9(dx, Be, 0) (13)
For the single parameter system of Figure 1, the QFl is given
QUANTUM SYSTEM PARAMETER ESTIMATION by, [1, 2],
For the quantum system depicted in Figure 1, the quantum g (g, )0(9, B + 0(9 5) (0,8) =2Vya(,5)

channel,Q(0), depends on the parametére ©, the input

state,p(8), is dependent on the input configuration parame-with (6, §) from (7) andS(6, 8) the solution to the above
ter 3, and the POVM elementd/;(¢), i = 1,..., Noyt With (matrix) Lyapunov equationFqri(0, 3), generally depends
>, M;(¢) = I, depend on the configuration parameter on the unknown parameter valde and in this case also on



the input configuration parametgr As developed in [1-6], _ ,
POVM configured, Input fixed,y=0

for a unitary channel of the forfr (6) = exp(—i6Hy), there 4
is af-dependent pure state input(#)) such that the QFl is s
explicitly,
2F ‘—‘-—_-____::":“-“_
Fori(#) = (Amax(Ho) = Amin(Ho))*  (15) £ T

With Aax, Amin here denoting the maximum and minimum
eigenvalues of the Hamiltoniak,. POVM fixed, Input configured, y =0
We ought to mention that the form of the system shown in .
Figure 1 is not the most general. For example, the “OSR”
block might depend jointly on botth and a configuration pa-
rameter. The method, however, remains the same.

Fisher Information
N

EXAMPLE: PERTURBED UNITARY CHANNEL A POVM & Input configured, y = 0”
To illustrate the optimization methods we assume the quan- ’ | QFfateach®
tum channel in Figure 1 is a unitary channel whose out- il ---ngchiihoiere
put is corrupted byamplitude damping The unitary part al = averagecase over®
is U(0) = exp(—ifH,), with Hy = %[ i } and with 92 03 04 05 06 07 08
8/(1v2)

the unknown parametet uniformly distributed in the set,
O = {60]0.2<60/(r/2) <0.8}. The amplitude damping FIG. 2: Comparison of configuration constraints with= 0
channel can be described by an OSR with two elements (see,

e.g, [10]), Ai(7) = [& % |, Aa(y) = [ 77 ] with v

the probability of dissipation. It follows that the OSR@f0) POVM configured, Input fixed, y = 0.25
in Figure 1 has two element9y.(0) = Ar(v)U(0), k =1, 2. il
The available input for the experiment s the 1 pure state 3r
[+(5)) which can be adjusted via an andleas: |¢(8)) = 2f
cos 3|0) +sin B|1), 0 < 8 < 7. The POVMs can be adjusted
via an anglep as:
Mi(¢) = |2(6))(z(0)]
Ms(¢) = I — Mi(9) 0<¢p<m 5
|2(¢)) = cos¢|0) + sin p[1) £
o
We determine the Fisher information for two amplitude damp- §
ing probabilities:y € {0, 0.25} with Ny = 100 uniformly & ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
spaced samples ¢f € ©. The POVM and input configura- 02 03 04 05 08 o7 08
tion angless, ¢ are selected from their allowable ranges with POVM & Input configured, y = 0.25
Ninput = 10 and Npovm = 10 uniformly spaced samples for ar
each of the following three configuration constraints: T
T .. QFlateach® -
1. POVM configured0 < ¢ < ), input fixed(5 = 0) A T e
—— ' average—case over 6
2. POVM fixed(¢ = 0), input configured0 < 3 < ) R TR Taa T
8/(1v2)

3. POVM & input configured0 < S <, 0 < ¢ < m) FIG. 3: Comparison of configuration constraints wijth= 0.25

Figures 2-3 show the Fisher information as a function of the

parametep for the two values of amplitude damping and the

three configuration constraints. In each figure the dottesli  using the worst-case distribution of experiments (11), thied
are the QFI for each (14). Note that the absolute maximum dot-dashlines are the average-case distribution of exeerts
for the QFI is achieved only foy = 0 (unitary channel) and (12).

using (15) withH, as given above giveByri(f) = 4. The In all cases, the constrained Fisher informatiom2c, ),
solid lines are the maximum achievable for each valué of and F'(\"°,0) are relatively close, sometimes nearly coinci-
that maximizes the Fisher information under the configarati dent to the maximum possibl&,,.x(#), and all are lower than
constraints (13). The dashed lines are what is achieved bjhe QFI. When both POVM and input are jointly configured



4

~ | Configured | Average-Case¢ Worst-Case of samples in the range. The QFI in this case is independent
¢/m B/m N*|o/m B/ AVC of §. The triangles show thé&',,,+ = 10 available values.
0 POVM 89 0 1|44 0 57 The solid lines indicate that multiple inputs can achle\&e_ th
Input 0 89 110 44 57 bOl_Jnd whereas the restr!cted set forces a unique maximum
0 78 43 which does not negessarlly occur at the true maximum. For
example, as seen in the top plot fer= 0, the constrained
POVM & Input)| .89 89 1|89 .89 .89 maximum is near the global maximumig(6) = 4). This
02§ POVM 44 0 1|78 0 1 is achieved only in the case with = 0 and clearly over
Input 0 33 1,0 0 .14 bounds the plot fory = 0.25. As might be expected, a per-
0 .33 .72 turbation of the unitary channel, in this case via amplitude
0 1 .14 damping, makes it harder to attain the maximum possible QFI.
POVM & Input|| .89 .33 1|.89 .33 .80 Observe also that if the inputs were further constraineg, sa
.89 .89 .20 B/m € {0,0.2,0.5,0.8}, then the achieved QFI would not be
nearly as close to the maximum possible. The analysis of this
TABLE I: Optimal distributions examples thus provides the designer with information about

the limit of performance of the system. If the potential perf
mance increase over what is available under the const@ints
instrumentation is significant, then a more flexible instemn
tation might be considered worthwhile.

CONCLUSION

We have shown that maximizing the precision in estimating
a single parameter in a quantum system subject to input and
POVM constraints reduces to a linear program for both what
is defined here as a worst-case and average-case objective. F
the average-case, the solution to the linear program car-be e
pressed analytically and involves a simple seaireh find the
largest element of an easily computed vector. Both solstion
provide different levels of Fisher information over thegarof
0 ; ; ‘ ; anticipated parameter variation. Comparing these canstia
0 02 04 B 06 08 ! solutions to the best possible under the constraints asasell
to the QFI gives an indication of the performance limitation
FIG. 4: QFI vs. input configuration paramet@rfor v € {0,0.25}. imposed by the constraints.
A are theNinpu: = 10 available. Future efforts will consider the effect of entanglement and
multi-parameter estimation.

Quantum Fisher Information

the constrained information begins to approagh.(6). The
curves for the case where only the POVM is configured are

generally below those where only the input is configured. o -
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