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Abstract.
The design of astronomical hardware operating at the diffraction limit requires optimization of physical optical simulations of the instrument

with respect to desired figures of merit, such as throughput or astrometric accuracy. These systems can be high dimensional, with highly nonlinear
relationships between outputs and the adjustable parameters of the hardware. In this series of papers we present and apply ∂Lux, an open-
source end-to-end differentiable optical modelling framework. Automatic differentiation enables not just efficient high-dimensional optimization
of astronomical hardware designs, but also Bayesian experimental design directly targeting the precision of experimental outcomes. Automatic
second derivatives enable the exact and numerically stable calculation of parameter covariance forecasts, and higher derivatives of these enable
direct optimization of these forecasts. We validate this method against analytic theory and illustrate its utility in evaluating the astrometric precision
of a parametrized telescope model, and the design of a diffractive pupil to achieve optimal astrometric performance for exoplanet searches. The
source code and tutorial software are open source and publicly available, targeting researchers who may wish to harness ∂Lux for their own optical
simulation problems.
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1 Introduction

Advances in contemporary observational astronomy are driven by progress in instrumentation and hardware, enabling
measurements with improved sensitivity and lower noise. This is particularly true for exoplanetary science where sig-
nals can be many orders of magnitude smaller than the noise, and it is essential to accurately model the pattern, or point
spread function (PSF), by which starlight is spread out on the detector, and to engineer hardware to achieve favourable
PSFs. For example apodizing phase plate coronagraphs1 engineer spatially-varying PSFs that suppress light within a
defined field for on-axis sources through transformations to the wavefront in multiple conjugate planes, thereby re-
vealing dim objects otherwise hidden within the glare. This is achieved with an apodizing phase plate,2 a phase mask
placed in a telescope pupil plane that reshapes the PSF, the design of which poses nonlinear optimisation challenges.3

Astrometric exoplanetary detection4 similarly requires careful consideration of instrumental design such that PSFs are
stable and can be used to characterise the time-varying instrumental imperfections, achieving measurement precisions
required for tiny (micro-arcsecond) signals. This can be achieved with widefield space-based surveys such as Gaia,
or with smaller telescopes and diffractive pupils that engineer PSFs with favourable properties.5, 6 In either case and
elsewhere in astrometry we require great stability and precise data-driven calibration of diffraction effects in the PSF.

Advances in software and algorithms are therefore essential for both data analysis and to facilitate hardware design.
A range of open-source physical optics simulation codes7–9 have been developed to model imaging systems end to end,
and design and data analysis problems might optimize or sample from such models with grid-based or Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC10) methods. For models with many parameters (and this is easy to achieve by considering many
modes of phase aberration, multiple sources in the field of view, without even considering pixel by pixel effects on
the detector) these can be impossible to reliably sample or optimize11 unless it is also possible to evaluate not just the
value but also the gradient of the objective function. Algorithms for automatic differentiation or ‘autodiff’12 are the
foundational technology used in artificial intelligence and machine learning,13 and increasingly important in software
for the physical sciences. Autodiff makes it possible to evaluate the partial derivatives of an appropriately written
computer program’s floating-point outputs with respect to floating-point arguments. Through repeated applications of
the chain rule, autodiff delivers exact derivatives with complexity that scales with the computational cost of the model,
not with its number of parameters. Considerable industry and academic effort has gone into developing performant
and user-friendly numerical software libraries with autodiff capability: PYTORCH,14 TENSORFLOW,15 Julia,16 or our
preferred library used in this work, JAX.17 These abstract the details of code differentiation from the user, so that it is
possible to construct gradients and even higher-order and higher-dimensional derivatives of functions without, in most
cases, requiring explicit human engagement with the underlying mathematics.
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Differentiable forward models in physics permit optimization and inference with very many parameters, and to
incorporate flexible nonparametric models18 jointly with deterministic physics. Autodiff has been used recently in
optical and imaging science for phase retrieval and PSF modelling.19–22 In the first paper in this series,23 we pre-
sented ∂Lux: an open-source physical optics model, designed to tackle problems across optics. Built in Python with
JAX, ∂Lux features autodiff, ‘just-in-time’ compiling for hardware acceleration, higher-order derivatives, and natively
deploys on Graphics Processing Units (GPUs) and High-Performance Computing (HPC) environments. We applied
∂Lux to perform end-to-end phase retrieval and detector calibration directly from realistic simulated imaging data.

This manuscript builds on this previous work, exploring how numerically stable higher-order gradients permit
the calculation of covariance and Fisher matrices24, 25 under a multivariate normal posterior approximation. By con-
structing differentiable optical models we can differentiate a likelihood function with respect to any astrophysical or
instrumental model parameters to compute covariance matrices. This enables Fisher forecasting, a statistical tech-
nique used to estimate the precision of parameter estimates from a future experiment, and enables computation of the
covariance matrix. The covariance matrix obtained thus gives us the Cramér-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB26, 27) – the
information-theoretical limit on parameter constraints achievable with an experiment. This is a common approach for
the planning of new instruments and surveys in cosmology; for example, forecasting how well observations of the
cosmic microwave background28 or spectroscopic surveys29 will constrain bulk cosmological parameters, under the
choice of settings in a preliminary instrument design and marginalized over nuisance parameters.

The ability to calculate these Fisher matrices using autodiff then enables Bayesian experimental design30–32 via
gradient descent. This might involve optimizing the uncertainty of a particular parameter, or a norm such as the
determinant or trace of the CRLB. In Section 2 of this Paper we briefly describe the underlying theory, and in Section 3
we validate calculations made with ∂Lux against analytic theory. We apply this in Section 4 to optimize the design of
a phase mask for the astrometric mission Toliman,6 a small telescope aiming to detect planets around α Cen AB by
measuring micro-arcsecond perturbations in the relative binary positions.

2 Fisher Information and Bayesian Experimental Design

The key feature of autodiff exploited in this Paper is the ability to efficiently calculate a multivariate normal approx-
imation to a probability distribution. Consider an imaging system and sources, parametrized by θ ≡ (θ1, ...θN ), that
generate data d. In solving an inverse problem, we want to infer θ given d and any prior information. We can use
Bayes’ rule to update our prior knowledge of θ conditioned on our prior knowledge I given d:

posterior︷ ︸︸ ︷
p(θ|d, I) =

likelihood︷ ︸︸ ︷
p(d|θ, I) ·

prior︷ ︸︸ ︷
p(θ|I)

p(d|I)︸ ︷︷ ︸
evidence

(1)

It is more convenient computationally to express this in logarithmic units,

log p(θ|d, I) =

log-likelihood︷ ︸︸ ︷
L(d|θ, I) +

log-prior︷ ︸︸ ︷
Π(θ|I)−

log-evidence︷ ︸︸ ︷
logZ (2)

At the maximum likelihood, the score – the gradient of the log-likelihood with respect to the parameters – vanishes,
and θ|∇θL=0 is the maximum-likelihood estimate (MLE) of these parameters θ0. We may then be motivated to
consider a Taylor expansion of L about this point, dropping the prior Π1, to estimate the distribution near the maximum.
Going up to second-order is equivalent to approximating L as a multivariate normal – Laplace’s Method:33, 34

L(θ) ≈ L(θ0) +∇θL|θ0︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

(θ − θ0) +
1

2
(θ − θ0)

T · ∂2L
∂θiθj︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡Fij

∣∣∣∣∣
θ0

· (θ − θ0) + ...︸︷︷︸
higher order terms

(3)

As we can see, the Hessian of L is the Fisher Information Matrix (FIM35),

F = HL(θ) (4)

1We can do so without loss of generality; to include the prior, we can replace L throughout this calculation with L+Π instead.
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formally defined as the variance of the score. The parameter covariance matrix C is calculated as the negative inverse
of the FIM

C = −F−1 (5)

and fully describes the best-fit multivariate normal - a reasonable estimate of the behaviour of a likelihood distribution
around its peak.

The FIM has some convenient properties,36 firstly the Fisher matrices for two independent experiments add (F1,2 =
F1 + F2) allowing for the FIM to be calculated independently for any observations that add linearly, such as dithered
images. Secondly, since parameter marginalisation happens through the matrix inversion of F, row and column i can
be deleted from F in order to remove its contribution to the resulting covaraince matrix. Importantly, the covariance
matrix of a model with parameters θ calculated using the observation produced by that model given parameters θ is
the CRLB: the lower bound on the variance of an unbiased frequentist estimator of θ. It is not possible to recover
parameters better than the CRLB, and so it is useful for forecasting the sensitivity of an experiment to the parameters
of a model under consideration, irrespective of how data analysis will be carried out.

In the remainder of this paper, we will assume that the multivariate normal approximation to our likelihood holds,
and that the Fisher and covariance matrix calculated from this Hessian is accurate. We also assume that our mea-
surements are photon-noise dominated and therefore exclusively use a Poissonian likelihood throughout the rest of
the work. Furthermore, all calculations of and references to the covariance matrix are of the parameter covariance
matrix, calculated against simulated data without noise realisations, therefore completely describing the CRLB under
the Laplace approximation which is already assumed valid.

3 Comparison to Theory

In especially simple cases, the Fisher forecast of parameters of interest can be obtained by analytic theory. In this
Section we validate the autodiff method against parameter uncertainties calculated via the Laplace method to an
analytic expression derived under a series of simplifying assumptions allowing a closed form solution, as well as
those output by a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC37) algorithm. We start with an illustrative toy problem: obtaining a
position measurement from the image plane of a simple telescope. Given a circular pupil support and a monochromatic
point source, the PSF is the well known Airy disk and the source localization precision of an optical system as a
function of photon count is given by

σr =
1

π

√
2

Nphot

λ

D
radians (6)

where σr is the radial uncertaintly in the positional measurement, Nphot is the number of photons, λ is the wavelength
of light and D is the diameter of the aperture.5 We can use this analytic equation and the values calculated using the
Laplace methods described in Section 3 and compare them to the results of the HMC, shown in Figure 1. We assume
that the signal is photon noise limited, and therefore choose a per-pixel Poisson distribution as the likelihood function
for both the Laplace and HMC methods, which is the same used to derive Equation 6.

Analytically derived values like Equation 6 are a useful ‘rule of thumb’ estimate of true performance, but can not
be used to understand the effects of various real-world complexities. As shown in Figure 1 the analytic values give
a consistent overestimate of system performance as it is unable to account for the loss of information consequential
to only measuring a finite portion of the image plane on a pixelised grid. The numerical Laplace and HMC methods
directly include this effect in the model, simulating not an ideal and infinite PSF, but one with realistic pixel sampling
and field of view, giving closely similar answers that differ slightly from the analytic values. A real imaging system is
in general broadband and chromatic, with imperfect surfaces, secondary mirror spiders, all of which directly influence
the PSFs and can in general only be modelled numerically. In these cases, with a differentiable forward model the
covariance forecast is simply a one-line call to evaluate the Hessian.

4 Optical Design

Not only can the covariance matrix be evaluated at given parameter values, but also the higher-order gradients deliv-
ered by the JAX framework enable differentiation and therefore optimisation of the covariance matrix itself. This opens
up the possibility of Bayesian experimental design, allowing for gradient descent directly on properties and functions
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Fig 1 Ratio of the analytically derived values of Equation 6 and the values calculated using autodiff under the Laplace approximation to those output
by the HMC method. All values are calculated for a monochromatic point source at 1 µm through a clear circular aperture with a 1 m diameter.
The analytic values assume an infinite image plane and so consistently overestimate the performance of the system, since only a finite portion of the
image plane can actually be imaged.

of the covariance matrix such as the entropy, marginalised variances, or as we show in this example, individual com-
ponents of the covariance matrix marginalised over the rest of the model. As with the rest of this work presented, this
requires only a forward model of the system in a differentiable framework.

The application chosen is the design of the diffractive pupil required for the Toliman mission,6 a small space
telescope which aims to measure the micro-arcsecond scale angular perturbation induced on the host star by the orbital
gravitational reflex motion from an (unseen) low-mass planet. Such a formidable challenge requires the engineering
of a PSF that maximally encodes both instrument meteorology and scientific signals of interest. The solution to
these challenges incorporates a binary-valued diffractive pupil and a spectrometer, all integrated into the PSF of the
telescope by engraving phase patterns onto the entrance pupil. Specifically crossed sinusoidal patterns are used to
produce a spectrometer, which are written on top of the primary diffractive pupil pattern which enables the optical
metrology and astrometric science measurement. The latter pattern consists of regions of zero/π phase which are
separated by sharp transitional boundaries. This pattern is required to be binary as a primary design constraint of the
Toliman diffractive pupil. The detailed chain of optical signal encoding together with recovery of contemporaneous
system state metrology, as devised for this mission, is quite complex. Its inclusion here is a an ideal exemplar for the
methods developed in this work: it is not essential for the reader to understand all the reasons for the design drivers
and figures of metric that underpin the project.

Here, we take the design of the Toliman diffractive pupil as the most complex demonstration of analysis by our
autodiff frameworks. In approaching the optimisation problem, the required metrics can then be summarised: find a
binary-valued diffractive pupil that maximally constrains the relative separation of a binary star r, marginalised over
the remaining astrophysical parameters: mean position (x, y) in arcseconds, position angle θ in degrees, total flux F
in photons, dimensionless contrast ϕ as the ratio of the component fluxes, mean wavelength λ in nm, as well as the
following optical parameters: pixel scale γ in arcsec/pixel and optical aberrations Zi modelled as a sum of normalized
Zernike polynomials with coefficients in nm.

The requirement for binary phases ∈ {0, π} presents a challenge for gradient-based optimisation methods as the
distribution is inherently discontinuous. In order to avoid this problem of discrete-optimisation for the values of the
pupil we instead use the CLIMB algorithm20 in order to differentiably map a continuous set of basis vectors onto a
single array with only binary values, except at the boundary between those regions. We built a basis from a set of
log harmonic radial functions and radial sine and cosine functions as found in previous work20We can choose any
arbitrary set of basis vectors, however one should leverage the knowledge of their particular problem to inform their
choice. In this case we use basis vectors with three-fold rotational symmetry as this naturally improves sensitivity to
even-mode Zernike aberrations. Ultimately the choice of basis vectors is somewhat arbitrary as these methods allow
for basis vectors to be swapped at no cost to the user.

We construct a polychromatic model of the Toliman optical system with a clear aperture of 125 mm over the full
bandpass of 530-640 nm sampled at three uniformly spaced wavelength with a pixel scale of 0.375 arcseconds per
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Fig 2 Diffractive Pupil - PSF pairs before and after Fisher optimisation. Top panel: Initial pupil (left) and PSF (right). Bottom panel: Final pupil
(left) and PSF (right).
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Fig 3 CRLB posteriors for the parameters of each model. Note the optical aberration posteriors have been omitted for plotting purposes, but are
marginalised over in the calculation. The ‘Airy’ model is an optical system without a diffractive pupil, ‘Initial’ is the pre-optimisation diffractive
pupil and ‘Final’ is the post-optimisation diffractive pupil model. The optimisation process has improved the performance of all displayed param-
eters, with most gain coming from the separation r, pixel scale γ and the mean wavelength λ. Interestingly, while the optimised model greatly
outperforms the ‘Airy’ system in the minimised parameter separation r, pixel scale γ, and wavelength λ (as desired), its performance is worse for
all the remaining displayed parameters.

pixel, ∼ 1.5× Nyquist. We then model the expected signals from the binary star α Centauri AB at the projected
separation of 10 arcseconds at the proposed time of mission launch in the mid 2020’s.

Our loss function involves first calculation of the covariance matrix of this complex forward model, using a per-
pixel Poisson likelihood function under the assumption of being photon noise limited, and then selecting out the binary
separation variance component, which we seek to minimise. We calculate the gradient of this loss function with respect
to the basis vector coefficients in the diffractive pupil in order to optimise them with respect to the entire model, and
applied 50 epochs of the Adam38 optimiser. This optimisation process is only able to find the local minima around
the the initial parameters, therefore this design process was repeated for a total of 5 random initialisation seeds, with
Figure 6 in the appendix depicting the final pupils obtained with its associated PSF and relative covariance matrix i.e.
log10(|Cij,1/Cij,2|). We do not analyse the performance differences between the post optimised pupils as this is only
a methodological demonstration.

The initial and final pupil-PSF pairs are shown in Figure 2, where we can see that the final PSF is concentrated
into a small number of brighter peaks near the center, plus a series of dimmer peaks surrounding it. Figure 3 shows
the parameter posteriors for both the initial and final pupils, as well as an optical system with a clear pupil producing
an Airy-disk like PSF as a benchmark. We see the greatest improvement for the optimisation metric, the binary
separation r, as well as the pixel scale γ and mean wavelength λ. The full corner plot is shown in Figure 5. Note that
the optical aberrations have been omitted from these plots for visualisation purposes, although they were present for
the optimisation and have been marginalised over.

Interestingly, the pre-optimisation model outperforms the Airy system, implying a good choice of basis vectors for
the diffractive pupil. Despite the improved performance in the binary separation metric, the diffractive pupil model is
inferior in recovery of both the (x, y) position and position angle θ. Figure 4 compares the full performance of these
models to each other by visualising their relative covariance matrices. This Figure reveals some interesting properties
of this optimisation process, we can see that while most elements of the covariance matrix show improved performance,
some end with degraded performance. This is explained through the marginalisation process inherent when inverting
fisher matrices to get covariance matrices - parameters with little to no covariance with the parameter of interest can
have degraded performance, allowing improved performance of those that do. This results in an optimisation process
that is fully coherent of the complex relationships between different parameters within a system. The pupil mask
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Fig 4 Logarithm of absolute elementwise relative covariance matrices, i.e. log10(|Cij,1/Cij,2|). Negative values are blue and indicate a better
constraint of that parameter and vice versa. Left panel: The post-optimisation covariance matrix relative to the pre-optimisation covariance matrix.
Right panel: The post-optimisation covariance matrix relative to the Airy-disk covariance matrix. Note that some near-zero denominator terms in
calculation of the Airy-disk covariance matrix result in very large elements; these values have be set to nan (grey) to avoid saturation of the color
scale.

design approach here offers a significant improvement in the astrometric performance of Toliman and will form the
basis of its eventual hardware implementation.

5 Discussion

This manuscript has followed a tutorial approach built upon a concrete example to illustrate the use of these autodiff
enabled Fisher Information methods. First laying out the theory and validating the appropriate conditions required, we
explored how overall performance of complex system can be analysed, and furthermore used to optimise instrumental
components. We did not examine the effect of priors instead (for clarity) choosing example problems that did not
require them. Inclusion of simple multivariate normal priors would be trivial as Fisher information is additive.

The methods to calculate Fisher Information presented in this work provide a simple and straightforward way
to explore, analyse and optimise models, however it is important to be cognisant of limitations. Firstly the Laplace
approximation assumes that all posteriors are multivariate normal about the maximum likelihood estimate. This as-
sumption will not hold in a general sense for systems with complex parameter degeneracies. While an understanding
of the local topology of the posterior about the maximum likelihood estimate can be found, this can not function as
a general replacement for sampling of the posteriors via Monte Carlo methods which serve to understand the global
topology of the posterior. However, many problems either have posteriors that can adequately be represented by a
multivariate normal, or else do not require a global understanding of the posterior and hence can be solved using the
second order approximation provided by the Laplace assumption.

6 Conclusion

Advances in astronomical sciences hinge on both improved hardware and observational platforms, and also software
innovations contributing to superior hardware design and data analysis. The field of exoplanetary science with noisy
signals that demand meticulous calibration and characterisation place some of the most demanding requirements
on both instrumental design and data inference. Autodiff has already proven capable of advancing astrophysical
measurements and calibration techniques,22 however the field lacks a generalised frameworks for differentiable optics;
a gap which ∂Lux has been designed to fill.

In this manuscript we have explored new avenues for analysis and design of optical systems harnessing the stable
calculation of Fisher matrices using autodiff. This method is in agreement with analytically derived expressions when
examined under the correct assumptions and furthermore, can be used to explore extensions to a more relaxed set
of assumptions. These methods provide new ways to probe the way different instrumental architectures affects the
recovery of science goals, and straightforward algorithms for optimal experimental design to constrain astrophysical
parameters without detailed pen-and-paper analysis. A differentiable forward model allows covariance matrices to
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be calculated directly using different instrumental configurations for comparison, or individual components can be
optimised directly either on individual components of the covariance matrix, its properties, or norms.

These differentiable methods allow inference of more complex posteriors. Stochastic variational inference39 en-
ables parameter degeneracies resulting in non-Gaussian posteriors to be approximated by minimising the divergence
between the inferred and true posterior. Extending this, automatic differentiation variation inference40 utilises the
derivatives of a model to explore the posterior parameter space more efficiently, and can be applied directly to differ-
entiable optical models in order to address unavoidable parameter degeneracies present in complex data sets.

The principled methods of calculating the Fisher information through complex instrumentation laid out in this work
suggests new approaches, not only for understanding existing data, but also for the design of future instrumentation
with statistically principled optimisation. As one particularly promising use case, future coronagraphic instrument
design based on autodiff may be made more robust to realistic noise processes such as low-order wavefront error41

or the low wind effect.42 With these tools, novel architectures can be rapidly explored and optimised with respect to
evidence ratios, robustness to optical aberrations, or spectral parameter estimation. The same principles can be applied
to other instruments such as spectrographs for radial velocity planet detection, enabling joint end-to-end optimisation
of optical systems and observational regimes.

7 Code, Data, and Materials

As part of our commitment to open science, we have released ∂Lux as an open source package under a BSD three-
clause at github.com/LouisDesdoigts/dLux. Furthermore an accompanying Jupyter notebook that produces all results
and figures in this paper is publicly hosted at github.com/LouisDesdoigts/FIM tutorial. We encourage readers to
replicate our work and apply the methods presented in this manuscript to their own problems.
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