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We generalize the theory of resolving a mixture of two closely spaced spontaneous emission life-
times to include pure dephasing contributions to decoherence, leading to the resurgence of Rayleigh’s
Curse at small lifetime separations. Considerable resolution enhancement remains possible when
lifetime broadening is more significant than that due to pure dephasing. In the limit that lifetime
broadening dominates, one can achieve super-resolution either by a tailored one-photon measure-
ment or Hong-Ou-Mandel interferometry. We describe conditions for which either choice is superior.

I. INTRODUCTION

A recent quantum-inspired analysis of the age-old
problem of spatially resolving mutually incoherent op-
tical point sources revealed conditions under which the
precision of such a measurement can surpass Rayleigh’s
Curse [1, 2]. The authors showed that the quantum
Fisher information (QFI) associated with estimation of
the separation between two such point sources remains
constant as the separation goes to zero, even as the classi-
cal Fisher information (CFI) associated with direct imag-
ing vanishes in the same limit. A flurry of subsequent
studies have since built on the theory [3–26] and ex-
perimentally demonstrated advantages in model imag-
ing systems [27–36]. The basic idea has also been trans-
lated from position-momentum to time-frequency resolu-
tion [37–40]. In this spirit, we recently reported quantum
limits associated with the estimation, resolution, and dis-
crimination of optical spontaneous emission lifetimes [41].

An important contingent of this body of research has
presented caveats to the theory that effectively temper
one’s ability to surpass Rayleigh’s Curse subject to cer-
tain experimental realities. Quantitatively, these caveats
cause the QFI to eventually scale to zero as the separa-
tion becomes sufficiently small. Imperfect knowledge of
the centroid position of the two sources is one such caveat
that was explicitly noted from the beginning [1, 42]. A
mode-sorting measurement that would otherwise satu-
rate the bound yields equivalent trends under misalign-
ment or in the presence of crosstalk [43–45]. Various
other nuisance parameters [46–51] or additional sources
of noise [52–55] can lead to similar mitigation. In this
letter, we detail another such caveat that is specifically
relevant to the resolution of optical spontaneous emission
lifetime mixtures. Namely, diminished spectral purity
of the collected photons leads to a lowering of the as-
sociated QFI, eventually recovering the classical bound
associated with direct measurement via time-correlated
single-photon counting (TCSPC). We quantify the rela-
tion between spectral purity and QFI for this system,
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and show that a significant resolution enhancement re-
mains possible in the case that lifetime broadening is
more significant than broadening due to pure dephas-
ing. In the limit of high spectral purity we consider
the prospect of attaining super-resolution via Hong-Ou-
Mandel (HOM) interference measurements [56] on sub-
sequently emitted photons and compare performance to
a tailored one-photon measurement scheme.

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

For context, in Ref. [41] we considered the task of
estimating constituent lifetimes τ0 and τ1 given a mixed
single-photon state of the form:

ρ =
1

2
|ψτ0(ω)〉〈ψτ0(ω)|+ 1

2
|ψτ1(ω)〉〈ψτ1(ω)|, (1)

wherein

|ψτ (ω)〉 =

∫
dt ψτ (t;ω)a†(t)|0〉 =

∫
dt ψτ (t;ω)|t〉, (2)

with a†(t) the creation operator for the denoted temporal
mode and

ψτ (t;ω) =
H(t)√
τ
e−iωte−t/2τ (3)

for τ ∈ {τ0, τ1}. In Eq. (3) H(t) is the Heaviside step
function defined by H(t ≥ 0) = 1 and H(t < 0) = 0.
Definition of time t is shifted to compensate for the fi-
nite distance between emitter and detector, such that the
time window of interest begins at t = 0. We found that
the conventional measurement scheme based on TCSPC
suffers from an analogue of Rayleigh’s Curse in that the
CFI associated with estimation of the square-root-ratio
of lifetimes ε =

√
τ1/τ0 vanishes in the limit ε → 1. By

contrast, the QFI associated with estimating ε attains
its maximum in the same limit. We showed that this
quantum bound is saturated by a projective measure-
ment onto the basis of weighted Laguerre (WL) modes
defined by:

|φn(ω, τ̄)〉 =

∫
dt φn(t;ω, τ̄)|t〉 (4)
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FIG. 1. Purity of the limiting state ρ̄τ̄ as a function of the
product στ̄ .

with

φn(t;ω, τ̄) =
H(t)√
τ̄
e−iωte−t/2τ̄Ln(t/τ̄), (5)

where τ̄ =
√
τ0τ1 is the geometric mean lifetime and Ln(·)

denotes the Laguerre polynomial of order n. We consid-
ered possible routes to experimental realization of such
a measurement as well as approximate interferometric
schemes that outperform TCSPC. Though it provides a
useful starting point, the model underlying Eqs. (1-3)
employs several simplifying suppositions. In the current
letter we will focus on one of these suppositions in partic-
ular: that the constituent single-lifetime states ρτ0 and
ρτ1 are of unit purity, corresponding to photons whose
spectral linewidths are lifetime-limited. In realistic sys-
tems one must contend with (often dominant) pure de-
phasing contributions to the spectral linewidth due to in-
homogenous broadening (for emitter ensembles) and/or
spectral diffusion (for single emitters). One typically has
to work hard to produce lifetime-limited photons, either
by freezing out sources of dephasing [57] or engineering
accelerated emission rates [58].

Here we amend our model such that the collected
single-photon state is given by:

ρ̄ =
1

2
(ρ̄τ0 + ρ̄τ1) , (6)

where the overbar denotes incoherent averaging over a
spectral density function P (ω) such that

ρ̄τ =

∫
dωP (ω)|ψτ (ω)〉〈ψτ (ω)| (7)

for τ ∈ {τ0, τ1}. To isolate the resolution problem, we
assume τ̄ is known and set out to calculate Kε, the QFI
associated with ε, for various choices of P (ω). We take
P (ω) to be centered about some known frequency ω0 > 0
such that P (ω) = P0(ω−ω0), where P0(ω) is centered at
ω = 0. The QFI is given by

Kε = Tr
(
L2
ερ̄
)
, (8)

where Lε is the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
operator defined implicitly via

∂ερ̄ =
1

2
(Lερ̄+ ρ̄Lε). (9)

The SLD can be computed explicitly by first diagonaliz-
ing ρ̄ such that

ρ̄ =
∑
k

Dk|k〉〈k| (10)

then equating

Lε =
∑

k,k′;Dk+Dk′ 6=0

2

Dk +Dk′
〈k|∂ερ̄|k′〉 |k〉〈k′|. (11)

To facilitate convergence we began our calculations by ex-
pressing ρ̄ in the discrete basis of exponentially-weighted
Laguerre polynomials |φn(ω0, τ̄)〉 defined according to
Eqs. (4) and (5). We show in the Supplemental Ma-
terial that matrix elements in this basis are given by:

〈φn|ρ̄τ |φm〉 =
1

τ τ̄

∫
dω

{
P0(ω)

ω2 + Γ2
+/4

×
[

Γ−/2 + iω
Γ+/2 + iω

]n [Γ−/2− iω
Γ+/2− iω

]m}
, (12)

where

Γ± =
1

τ
± 1

τ̄
. (13)

For certain choices of P0(ω) the integral in Eq. (12) might
be analytically calculable via complex contour integra-
tion. In any case, it can be readily calculated numerically
upon specifying P0(ω). For the ensuing calculations we
considered Gaussian broadening with spectral width pa-
rameter σ such that:

P0(ω) =
1√

2πσ2
e−ω

2/2σ2 . (14)

Comparison of σ and 1/τ̄ determines the relative impor-
tance of lifetime broadening vs. pure dephasing. Equiv-
alently, the product (στ̄) specifies the purity (Fig. 1),

γ(ρ̄τ̄ ) = Tr
(
ρ̄2
τ̄

)
=

1√
4π

∫ ∞
−∞

dΩ
e−Ω2/4

1 + (στ̄Ω)2
, (15)

of the limiting state

ρ̄τ̄ = lim
ε→1

ρ̄. (16)

In the limit σ � 1/τ̄ we expect lifetime broadening to
dominate and for the problem to revert to that of re-
solving τ0 and τ1 given the state in Eq. (1) such that

Kε = K(max)
ε . In the limit σ � 1/τ̄ pure dephasing dom-

inates and we expect Kε = J (TCSPC)
ε , i.e. the QFI should

asymptotically approach the CFI for TCSPC. This fact
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FIG. 2. Fisher information associated with estimation of ε.
The gray region is bounded above by the QFI in the limit
P0(ω) → δ(ω) and below by the CFI associated with TC-
SPC. Fisher information which falls within the gray region
therefore indicates a potential advantage over TCSPC. Solid
colored lines demarcate the calculated QFI at varying degrees
of spectral purity. Dashed colored lines indicate the CFI asso-
ciated with projective measurement onto a set of WL modes
as described in the text. The yellow dashed line is obscured
as it overlaps almost completely with the yellow solid line.

can be appreciated by inspection of the matrix elements
of ρ̄τ in the temporal mode basis:

〈t|ρ̄τ |t′〉 =
H(t)H(t′)

τ
e−(t+t′)/2τe−iω0(t−t′)e−(t−t′)2σ2/2.

(17)
The effect of fixing τ and taking σ →∞ in Eq. (17) is to
kill the off-diagonal elements of the matrix, leaving only
populations which coincide with the outcome probability
density of a TCSPC measurement.

Figure 2 shows computed values of Kε for σ = 0.01/τ̄ ,
0.1/τ̄ , and 1/τ̄ (solid lines). The gray shaded region is

bounded above by K(max)
ε and below by J (TCSPC)

ε . For

σ � 1/τ̄ we see that indeed Kε ≈ K(max)
ε over most of the

domain, but for ε sufficiently close to 1 the QFI begins
to trend back down toward zero, indicating the resur-
gence of Rayleigh’s Curse. Figure 3 displays the same
data as in Fig. 2 on a semilogarithmic scale. Close in-
spection reveals that despite the resurgence of Rayleigh’s
Curse, orders-of-magnitude resolution enhancement over
TCSPC remains possible at ε close to 1 and σ < 0.1/τ̄
[γ(ρ̄τ̄ ) ' 0.98].

The color-coded dashed lines in Figs. 2 and 3

mark the calculated CFIs, J (WL)
ε , associated with a

projective measurement onto weighted Laguerre modes
{|φn(ω0, τ̄)〉〈φn(ω0, τ̄)|}n truncated at nmax = 100. Ac-
tually only the single mode corresponding to n = 1 is
required to recover > 87% and > 99% of the available
information near ε = 1.05 for σ = 0.01/τ̄ and σ = 0.1/τ̄ ,
respectively. For σ = 1/τ̄ a projective measurement onto

FIG. 3. The same data as in Fig. 2 presented on a semiloga-
rithmic scale.

FIG. 4. QFI (solid), CFI for WL projection (dashed), and
CFI for optimal measurement near ε = 1 (dotted) associated
with the borderline case σ = 0.25/τ̄ . Values are scaled by
CFI of TCSPC.

the first 100 WL modes is evidently far from optimal, as
the dark blue dashed line falls well below the gray region.
For σ ≥ 1/τ̄ TCSPC does well to recover the available
information; in this case, the most obvious measurement
is the correct one. Figure 4 depicts similar data for the
borderline case of σ = 0.25/τ̄ [γ(ρ̄τ̄ ) ≈ 0.905]. Here we

scale the FIs by J (TCSPC)
ε . A modest information gain

just under 2× is available in this case, but it is not recov-
ered by a measurement in the WL basis. For estimation
of the single parameter ε, an optimal measurement can
be constructed by projection onto the eigenstates of Lε.
We calculate the performance of such a measurement for
one choice of ε by numerically diagonalizing Lε after ex-
pressing ρ̄ in the WL basis up to nmax = 100 (dotted line
in Fig. 4).

The preceding analysis puts a finer point on exactly
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FIG. 5. Proposed setup for resolving lifetimes via two-photon
interferometry, including polarizing beam splitter (PBS),
electro-optic modulator (EOM), half wave plate (HWP), non-
polarizing 50:50 beam splitter, and coincidence detectors (D).
The portion depicted here modulates the component of the
emission that is s-polarized with respect to the first PBS. An
analogous setup can be built on the other side to measure the
p-polarized component.

what quantum feature is needed to significantly sur-
pass the resolution performance of TCSPC– namely that
coherences in the temporal mode basis must be pre-
served. Maximal information gain is possible in the
idealized case that σ � 1/τ̄ , for which subsequently
collected photons are otherwise indistinguishable in the
limit ε → 1. It’s therefore apparent that in the limit
σ → 0 one has a choice between performing a tailored
one-photon measurement as described in Ref. [41] and a
multi-photon interferometry measurement that exploits
their near-indistinguishability. Having recognized this,
we next analyze the lifetime resolving power of a two-
photon Hong-Ou-Mandel type measurement, which has
been shown previously to provide certain advantages in
the context of the spatial resolution problem [59]. We
consider a hypothetical experiment using the apparatus
depicted in Fig. 5. Subsequent excitation pulses are
separated in time by an interval ∆t significantly longer
than τ̄ such that emission in the window between the two
pulses and the window after the second pulse is uncor-
related. We begin with a two-photon state of the form
ρ(2) = ρ ⊗ ρ, where ρ is the one-photon state defined
in Eq. (1). The QFI associated with ε for this prod-

uct state is simply twice that of ρ, i.e. K(2)
ε = 2K(max)

ε .
The first collected photon is sent along one path and
the second is sent along another by implementation of
a switch synced with the second excitation pulse. This
could be achieved, for example, by digitally switching
an electro-optic modulator just before a polarizing beam
splitter [60]. The path of the first collected photon con-
tains a delay stage to compensate the interpulse duration
∆t. The path of the second collected photon contains a
half wave plate to rotate the polarization to match that
of the first photon. Then the two photons are brought

together at either input port of a 50:50 beam splitter.
There are four equally probable possibilities for the pair
of lifetimes, which we denote (τ0, τ0), (τ0, τ1), (τ1, τ0), and
(τ1, τ1). If we have (τ0, τ0) or (τ1, τ1) then the two pho-
tons are indistinguishable, and they will either both exit
via port 1 or both via port 2. If instead we draw (τ0, τ1)
or (τ1, τ0), there arises a small ε-dependent probability
that the two photons emerge from opposite exit ports.
By repeating the experiment and counting coincidences
one can generate an estimate of ε. Our analysis detailed
in the Supplemental Material shows that this measure-
ment scheme recovers half of the available information,

i.e. J (&)
ε = K(2)

ε /2, when ε → 1. Rayleigh’s Curse is
successfully averted. We can also conclude that given
the choice between an optimal one-photon measurement
and the described two-photon coincidence measurement,
the former is superior in terms of information per photon
detected. If, on the other hand, one has a choice between
the two-photon coincidence measurement and a subopti-
mal one-photon measurement scheme that only recovers
a fraction ξ < 1 of the available information per photon,
then which scheme is superior depends on whether ξ is
greater or less than 1/2.

To this point in the analysis we have assumed that one
photon is certainly collected within the interval immedi-
ately following each excitation pulse, and that it is not
lost along its way to detection. In practice, a photon will
only be successfully collected and relayed to the detector
during this interval with some probability p, and under
realistic conditions it is likely that p � 1. The relevant
state of the field during this interval is then:

ρ′ = (1− p)|vac〉〈vac|+ pρ. (18)

The collective state of two such intervals, ρ′⊗ρ′, contains
two photons only with probability p2. In this case a sub-
optimal one-photon measurement with efficiency ξ is su-
perior to the two-photon coincidence scheme if ξ > p/2.
On the other hand, the HOM scheme offers a distinct po-
tential advantage in that it does not require prior knowl-
edge of the mean lifetime τ̄ to achieve super-resolution.
By contrast, the correct choice of WL basis for an op-
timal one-photon measurement depends explicitly on τ̄ ,
as estimated, e.g., from a preliminary TCSPC measure-
ment.

III. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have effectively tightened the quan-
tum bounds associated with resolution of optical sponta-
neous emission lifetimes by incorporating pure dephasing
contributions to the spectral linewidth. When lifetime
broadening dominates, a significant information gain can
be uncovered by an appropriately tailored one- or two-
photon measurement. When pure dephasing dominates,
the conventional TCSPC measurement cannot be beat.
It appears that any finite degree of pure dephasing causes
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the resolution QFI to scale back to zero for ε suffi-
ciently close to 1, indicating the eventual resurgence of
the lifetime-analog of Rayleigh’s Curse.
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