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We present a method for determining the atom number distribution of few atoms in a tight optical
tweezer from their fluorescence distributions. In the tight tweezer regime, the detection light causes
rapid atom loss due to light-assisted collisions. This in turn leads to non-Poissonian and overlap-
ping fluorescence distributions for different initial atom numbers, and commonly used threshold
techniques fail. We use maximum likelihood estimation algorithms to fit model distributions that
account for the atom loss. This gives accurate atom number distributions for relatively few exper-
imental runs (about 600 is sufficient) to sample a photon number distribution. We show that the
method can be extended to situations when the photon number distributions for known initial atom
numbers cannot be modeled, at the cost of requiring a higher number of experimental runs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optical tweezers have enabled studies of individual
atoms and their interactions [IH4]. Furthermore, arrays
of single atoms in optical tweezers have become a very
promising platform for new quantum computers [5] [6]
and provide an important tool for studying many-body
physics [7, 8] and atom entanglement [9] [10]. In few-atom
experiments, a standard way of probing an outcome is to
count the number of atoms that remain after an inter-
action loss event [I} B, TIHI4]. For instance, a common
technique to determine the internal state of atoms in an
optical tweezer relies on ejecting the atoms in a particular
internal state and counting the number of atoms remain-
ing [I5]. Therefore, improvements of methods to deter-
mine the atom number proportions in a tight tweezer
have numerous applications.

When imaging multiple atoms in a tight optical
tweezer, light-assisted collisions lead to atom loss [I].
This loss limits the amount of detection light scattered
by the atoms. As a result, the photon count distribu-
tions obtained from different numbers of atoms overlap
and the shapes of these distributions are generally non-
Poissonian [16, 17]. Therefore, simple threshold tech-
niques [18] or fits with Poisson distributions [I9] do not
determine the atom number distributions. Nevertheless,
one can fit with measured photon count distributions for
known atom numbers [3, 12} 20].

Here, we examine a method to determine the atom
number proportions in a tight optical tweezer. It is based
on measuring the fluorescence distributions for different
known atom numbers in control measurements. These
recorded distributions are used to determine the loss rates
during atom detection and to create model fluorescence
distributions. A weighted sum of these model distribu-
tions is fitted to the fluorescence distribution of an un-
known atom number distribution. The fitting is done
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using maximum likelihood estimation algorithms. We
analyze its performance when using the modeled fluores-
cence distributions for known atom numbers, and when
using recorded distributions. We find that using the mod-
eled distributions gives more accurate results in particu-
lar when fluorescence distributions are sampled with lim-
ited statistics. We further show that maximum likelihood
algorithms work better than simple least-squares fitting,
whose basic assumptions are not valid. The uncertainty
in the fitted parameters are determined using a bootstrap
method.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows:
In Sec. [[1l we describe our experimental setup and how
we acquire the photon count distributions. Section [ITI]
presents a model for the fluorescence distribution of an
arbitrary number of atoms in presence of atomic loss dur-
ing the exposure. In Sec. [[V] we describe the maximum
likelihood estimator used to fit the photon count distri-
butions. The fitting performance is assessed in Sec. [V]
Section [VI] shows an alternative approach relying on
recorded distributions instead of models for the fluores-
cence distribution. We then describe our error estimation
in Sec. [VIIl and test the fits with modified fluorescence
distributions in Sec. [VIIIl

II. MEASUREMENT OF PHOTON COUNT
DISTRIBUTIONS

We now give a brief overview of the experimental setup
and sequence that we use to acquire the photon count dis-
tributions from a known number of atoms in the tweezer.
More details on our experimental procedures are given in
Refs [12, 18, 21-23).
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A. Preparation of a known number of atoms in the
tweezer

The experimental sequence to obtain a known num-
ber of atoms in the tweezer has three parts, which are
shown in Fig. a). During the loading stage, several
85Rb atoms are captured from a MOT into each of two
or more optical tweezers separated by 5 um. The tweezers
are produced from the same 1064 nm laser beam deflected
by an acousto optic modulator (AOM) driven by multi-
ple RF tones. The emerging deflected beams are subse-
quently focused in the science chamber using a high NA
lens (Fig. [[[b)). The depths and spacing of the tweez-
ers are controlled by the amplitude and frequencies of
the RF tones. Blue detuned light-assisted collisions on
the D; line assure that each tweezer contains no more
than one atom and facilitate a high single atom load-
ing efficiency as described in Refs. [, 21, 24]. During
the tweezer array imaging stage, fluorescence generated
by exposing the atoms to the retro-reflected detection
beam allows us to determine how many tweezers suc-
cessfully captured a single atom. The detection beam
is focused to a beam waist of 190 ym (full width at half
maximum) at the position of the atoms and contains two
light frequencies resonant with transitions on the D; line
of the atoms. A frequency component resonant with the
F =3 — F’ = 3 transition at 2 uW prevents build-up
of population in the F' = 3 ground state. The other
component is blue detuned from the FF = 2 — F/ =
transition at a power of 16.5 uW. It provides laser cooling
and causes the atoms to fluoresce when they are in this
state. Concurrently, the six beams, that are also used for
the initial loading, provide three dimensional cooling. A
proportion of the 795 nm fluorescence from the D; line
is collected through the high NA lens and imaged onto
an Andor iXon 897 EMCCD camera, with an exposure
time of 17ms. Interference filters in front of the cam-
era prohibit the detection of light from the six cooling
beams. Fig. b) includes an example image of two atoms
loaded into separate optical tweezers. Post-selection on
such images allows us to sort the experimental realiza-
tions according to the number of atoms loaded. If the
fluorescence level detected by the EMCCD for a given
tweezer is above a given threshold, the tweezer contains
an atom. This determination of successful loading is su-
perior to 99.7% of cases leading to negligible miscounts.
There is no significant loss during this imaging stage as
each tweezer contains no more than one atom, so there
are no light-assisted collisions. Concurrently with imag-
ing, cooling in the kpx2.7mK deep tweezers to around
15 nK assures that no atom loss occurs at this stage. Be-
fore starting the merging step, we adiabatically ramp the
depth of the tweezers to 1.5 mK by decreasing the am-
plitude of the RF tones to the AOM. The tweezers are
then moved close together in 20 ms by sweeping the RF
frequency for one of the tweezers toward the other, until
the tweezers overlap [20]. One of the tweezers is then
turned off in 20ms leaving a single optical tweezer with
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FIG. 1. (a) Timeline of a typical experiment to study indi-
vidual atoms. (b) Sketch of the experiment: The atoms are
trapped in the center of the vacuum chamber by the optical
tweezer (yellow beam). The detection beam is focused on the
atoms and induces fluorescence. The MOT beams on the D»>
line provide cooling of the atoms during imaging. The fluores-
cence is collected via the high NA lens, filtered from scattered
light of the tweezer by a dichroic mirror and band-pass filters,
and detected by the EMCCD camera and by the single pho-
ton counting module (SPCM, blue lines).

B. Photon count measurement and histograms

The detection stage records the photon counts from a
tweezer that contains a known number of atoms, when
exposed to the same detection beam configuration as dur-
ing the tweezer array imaging stage. To do so, part of
the 795nm fluorescence photons collected by the high
NA lens is sent toward a single photon counter module
(SPCM), as depicted in Fig. [I{b). After separating the
795 nm light from the tweezer beam via a dichroic mir-
ror (DM) and an additional band-pass filter, the SPCM
detects around 4% of the photons emitted by the atoms
in the tweezer. A micro-controller records the number of
photons detected by the SPCM during a ey, =3.5ms
exposure time.

The experimental sequence is repeated hundreds of
times. The photon count recorded during the detection
stage is sorted by the number of atoms that the tweezer
contains, using the fluorescence image obtained during
the preparation stage. An example of histograms show-
ing the photon count distribution for up to two atoms
present in the tweezer is displayed in Fig. [2}

When no atoms are present the counts follow a Poisson
distribution with a mean of about 1 photon as shown by
the green histogram in Fig. |2l The counts mainly corre-
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FIG. 2. Example of measured histograms created from a total
of 11200 experimental realizations, representing the photon
count distributions when detecting two, one and zero atoms
in an optical tweezer via imaging (left side pictures). The
solid curves are the theoretical fits which will be described in

Sec. IV Bl

sponds to scattering of 795 nm imaging light by the ex-
perimental apparatus, tweezer light not entirely filtered
out and dark counts by the SPCM. The 1-atom photon
counts in Fig. 2] show a peaked distribution with an av-
erage photon count around 15 corresponding to the pho-
tons scattered by one atom in the tweezer. Additionally,
it displays a small peak related to a contribution of the
0-atom distribution originating from the atom being lost
before measuring photon counts. This single-atom loss
contribution will be discussed in Sec. The 2-atom
distribution peaks at around 23 photons, exhibiting a
wide shape with significant overlap with the 0-atom and
the 1-atom photon count histograms. Although the dif-
ferent photon count distributions are not separable, they
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The first term describes the possibility that no loss oc-
curred, while the second accounts for one or more loss
events with the first at any time 7 during 7. If there
is no atoms present, no loss can occur, so by i(7) is a
Poisson distribution with mean A = nyT. Expressions
for any higher atom numbers are then found recursively
using Eq. 2|
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still display distinct shapes.

IIT. FLUORESCENCE DISTRIBUTION
MODELING

For determining the proportion of zero-, one- or two-
atoms remaining in the tweezer after an experiment,
one can fit an experimental photon distribution with a
weighted sum of the photon distributions from particu-
lar atom numbers. The i—atom normalized photon dis-
tribution b; (Texp) gives the probability for observing k
photons for an exposure time of Tix, when there are 7
atoms present at the beginning of the exposure.

A. General model

We make two assumptions to be able to model the pho-
ton count distribution for known initial atom numbers.
First, we assume that for a duration (7) when the atom
number (i) does not change, the photon counts recorded
are Poisson distributed:

Y 7ﬁ =i
Pk \) = Sre (1)

where k is the number of photons and \; = n;7 the pho-
ton count average and 7; the photon detection rate with ¢
atoms present [25]. Secondly, we assume that loss events
occur at fixed rates given by v;;, where ¢ is the number
of atoms present and j is the number of atoms left after
a loss event. The combined loss event rate when ¢ atoms
are present is therefore: I'; = Z;;B Yij-

The above assumptions allow for a recursion rela-
tion for b; , assuming that the photon distributions are
known for all atom numbers smaller than i:

1

Vij Z P (k;miT) bj g (T — 7)dT (2)
k=0

B. Application to two atom experiment

We now focus on the situation where the tweezer can
contain up to two atoms. This situation requires the
modeled photon distributions for an exposure T' = Ty
for an initial atom number of 0, 1, and 2. The 0-atom
distribution is a Poisson distribution of mean 797exp, as
discussed previously. For the 1-atom case, we neglect the
possibility of having the atom lost during the exposure,
giving v19 = 0. In our experiment, the timescale for a
1-body loss process under the detection beam is at least
three orders of magnitude larger than Ty, making this a



good assumption. The 1-atom photon count distribution
is therefore also assumed to be a Poisson distribution, but
with a mean of 1;7Tcyp. This assumption is supported
by the Poisson shape of the 1-atom control histogram
(Fig. [7). If this assumption is not fulfilled as in [I7],
the recursion relation can be used. When two atoms
are present, light-assisted collisions can lead to atom loss
during the exposure. As a result the 2-atom histogram
in Fig. [2] is not Poissonian. A collisional loss event can
result in one or both atoms being lost [26]. The resulting
2-atom photon distribution obtained from Eq. [2]is:

b2,k(Tezp) = e_FZTexP P(k, 772Texp)

k
+ CO Z (P(H7 BO’UOTCXP) - P(H7 BO’U2TCXP)) (3)
k=0
k
+C1 Y (P(5; Bim Texp) — P(r; Bin2Texp))
k=0
T
with: 8; =1+ 2
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The input parameters ({n;} and {~;;},<:), where {...}
represents the set, are found by fitting histograms such
as those shown in Fig. [J] with a Maximum Likelihood
Estimation algorithm.

IV. PRINCIPLE OF DETERMINATION OF
ATOM NUMBER DISTRIBUTION

Next, we present the method used to deduce the atom
number proportions in our experiment, applying Maxi-
mum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) algorithms.

A. Likelihood fitting algorithms

The commonly used least-squares fitting method is
generally not suitable for fitting count data. Indeed, its
basic assumptions are not fulfilled, e.g. as bin counts are
non-negative, the errors cannot be symmetric |25, 27].
We therefore use the Maximum Likelihood Estimation
(MLE) method to determine the most likely set of param-
eters 0, that would yield the measured histogram {my}.

For independent measurements, such as photon counts
recorded by the SPCM, the likelihood of 6 given {my}

is: L(0]{my}) = Hkp<mk|§), where p(mk\g) is the
probability of having the count m; in bin k£ given the

parameter set #. For computational purposes, we use
the logarithmic likelihood (log-likelihood) which gives the

following estimator that has to be maximized to find g

giving Lpyax:
L(, fmi}) = n £ fmi}) = > In (p (mald)) (@)
k

There are different methods to evaluate the probability
p present in the likelihood function L in Eq. d] depending
on the algorithm used.

B. Determination of the input parameters for {b; }

The next step is to determine the input parameters
({n;} and {v;};j<i)) of the modeled functions {b;}
from Section [[TI] These are determined from experimen-
tally acquired photon distributions for known initial atom
numbers such as those displayed in Fig.[2l To do so we
use the following procedure in which all fits are done
with an MLE algorithm [28]. We start by fitting the
0-atom photon count distribution described as a Pois-
son law bg = P(k;noTexp) to the recorded 0-atom pho-
ton count distribution (lower panel in Fig. [2). This de-
termines the parameter 79. As mentioned earlier, the
l-atom histogram (middle panel of Fig. shows two
parts: the fluorescence of a single atom in the tweezer as
a Poisson distribution peaked at 7:Ttxp and a small con-
tribution of by ;, corresponding to the absence of atoms
at the start of photon counting. This difference of the
number of atoms between imaging and detection is in-
terpreted as a probability ¢ to loose the atom ahead of
detection. This parameter gathers single atom losses pro-
ceeding from collisions with the background gas, from the
merge process and false 1-atom detection with the EM-
CCD camera. Therefore, we fit the 1-atom histogram
by a weighted sum of two Poisson distributions such
as {P(k;noTexp) + (1 — £)P(k; mTexp), where ng is al-
ready fixed. The loss ¢ and the rate 7; are the ad-
justable parameters [29]. This results in by x(Texp) =
P(k;mTexp). Finally, we determine the rate parameters
(n2 and {72;}j<2) of the bs ;, model by fitting the 2-atom
histogram with a weighted sum of the three model dis-
tributions while accounting for the single-atom losses as:
Pbg g + 20(1 — )by + (1 — £)*ba k. Again, previously
determined quantities (¢, bo g, and by ) are kept fixed
while 72 and {7y2;}j<2 in by are adjusted. The results
of the fits are displayed in solid lines in Fig. 2] We see
the models match the measured photon number distri-
butions well. The {b; ;} set is then fully determined for
fitting to the photon distribution from an unknown atom
number distribution in the tweezer.

C. Atom-number distributions determined with
Poisson-loglikelihood

We now determine the proportions of zero, one and two
atoms given a set of Ny photon counts from an experi-
mental realization in which the atom number distribution



is, in principle, unknown. my, is the measured occurrence
for k detected photons and it is fitted with a model distri-
bution for the expected mean for bin k that is a weighted
sum of b; ;, rescaled to the number of measured events Ny:

=

fx(0) = Nqg Z a;bi k, (5)

where § = (ao, a1, az) is the fitting parameter with a; the
weighting of 7 atom(s) in the tweezer. To evaluate the
likelihood estimator L(f, {mz}), the simplest and most
common method relies on choosing the probability func-
tion to follow a Poisson law. This is illustrated in the
inset of Fig. [3] The thin black line shows the Poisson
distribution with the mean fi(#), which is evaluated at
the experimental occurrences, shown by the height of the
blue bar. As each bin count comes from discrete and inde-
pendent events, the content of bin k is Poisson distributed
such that p (mk|§) = P(my; fx(8)) [30,B1]. The Poisson
log-likelihood method is valid when any potential uncer-
tainty in b; j, used in Eq. [5| can be neglected. We assume
this to be the case for our modeled fluorescence distribu-
tions. In practice, fitting the atom number distribution
for up to two atoms requires only two free parameters, ag
and a1, with the constraint of as +ay +ag = 1. This lim-
ited parameter space allows us to perform an exhaustive
parameter search. To ensure finding the global optimum
we use a 3-stage grid search algorithm with a final grid
size of 0.025% [32]. The result of such a fit is illustrated
in Fig. [3] where the modeled functions are plotted against
a fitted experimental photon count distribution.
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FIG. 3. Example of a fitting result: the test histogram my
proceeds from the compilation of 800 experimental realiza-
tions. The overall analytical model f(f) fitted to the test
histogram is shown in black. The weighed components aobo, i,
a1b1,k, a2bs i are displayed as a line in green, red and blue,
respectively. The insert focuses on a particular bin k = 29:
The thick black line is the value of the model distribution
evaluated in this bin (f29(0)) and the dashed line indicate the

Poisson distribution with the mean equal to fao(6).

V. POISSON LIKELITHOOD FITTING
PERFORMANCE

To test the method we fit Eq.[5|to histograms produced
from known atom numbers proportions. The fitting per-
formance is assessed as a function of two parameters: Ny
which is the number of data points in the histogram pro-
ceeding from a mixture of different atom numbers, and
N, which is the number of data points in the recorded his-
tograms of known atom numbers such as those in Fig. [2]
from which b; j, is determined.

A. Test distributions

We run the experimental sequence described in Sec. [[]
in blocks of 200 realizations. FEach of these blocks is
randomly assigned to either the test pool or the control
pool. The test and control pools created this way have
a total size of 6400 data points each, consisting of 56%
2-atom realizations, 38% l-atom realizations and 6% O-
atom realizations as a result of the experimental single
atom loading efficiency of 75%.

For a test, we first construct a set of 3 control his-
tograms similar to Fig. [2] from a total of N, data points
taken from the control pool by random sample with re-
placement. We keep the percentage of 2-, 1- and O-
atom realizations as in the original pool. The subse-
quent histograms are fitted with the modeled photon
count distributions as described in Sec. [VB] to deter-
mine the {b; ;} basis. Next, we create a mixed data set
with Ny data points with a known atom number pro-
portions (ag, a1, az) by random sample with replacement
from the test pool making the test histogram {my}. Fi-
nally, we used the Poisson-loglikelihood algorithm to re-
trieve the atom number proportions from which the test
histogram was made and assess how close the fit result
6= (ag, a1, az) is to the constructed mix (ag,a, az).

B. Goodness-of-fit

We evaluate the performance of the fit while varying
the number of data points in the control histograms as
well as in the test histogram. To measure the discrep-
ancy of the fit, we calculate the Root Mean Square Error
(RMSE) from the errors a;—a; between the fit results and
the expected ones, with ¢ the atom number. We then ob-
tain a representative deviation A by averaging the RMSE
over the whole parameter space {5} using 10% steps and
performing 100 resamples of the photon counts for every

{6}:

1 & _ 2
A=< n+1'=0(ai—ai) >_‘ . (6)

i
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FIG. 4. Deviation A (open circles) when fitting a photon his-
togram containing Ng4 data points using the modeled photon
count distributions. Maximum Poisson likelihood is in blue,
and a least-squares fit is in gray. The bars show the one o
confidence interval as described in the text. Left: Deviation
with Ng = 600 while changing the amount of control data N..
Right: Deviation with N. = 1400 while changing the amount
of test data N4. The inset shows A when varying both Ny
and N, while maximizing the Poisson likelihood.

Here, n is the maximum number of atoms, 1 < r < 100 is
the resampling index and the (...)p , represent the aver-
aging over all # and r. The closer A is to zero, the more
accurate is the fit result. Furthermore, we calculate the
68%-confidence interval (CI) of the proportion of 7 atoms
from the distribution of their errors and use the size of
the CI to visualize the expected spread in the fit results.
Figure [] shows the fit deviations A of the maximum
likelihood fit and their confidence interval (blue) for dif-
ferent quantities of control and test events. As the num-
ber of control events increases the fits are more accurate:
the deviations decrease and so do their confidence inter-
vals. For both the control dataset as well as the test
dataset, the decrease in A diminishes when increasing
the amount of data. Instead of increasing the amount
of data in one of the sets, it is advantageous to increase
both datasets to achieve higher fit accuracy, as can be
seen in the inset in Fig. [l Over the whole tested range
of N, and Ny, the least-squares fit (shown in gray) shows
higher deviations, caused by its lack of suitability.

VI. EVENT-BASED FITTING

Situations may occur where a model for the i-atom
photon distribution is not known. In such situations it
is possible to experimentally determine the distributions
b; 1 as was done for example in Refs. [12, 20} 33]. We
proceed to investigate how such an approach compares
to using the model from section [[TT} In the following, the
fit using the measured histograms will be named "event-
based fit" whereas the one using model distributions will
be referred to as "model-based fit" for distinction.

A. Effective likelihood and its implementation

When model distributions cannot be derived, the nor-
malized histograms proceeding from experimental acqui-
sitions of photon counts with a known atom number
(Fig. [2)) can provide a fitting basis. These histograms
inherently contain cross-talks if there is single atom loss
prior to detection (parameterized as ¢) but if it can be
determined the fitted atom proportions {a;} can be post-
corrected. More details are given in the Appendix.

The Poisson likelihood method is valid when any po-
tential uncertainty in fi in Eq. [5] can be neglected. It
can therefore yield unaccounted errors when the amount
of control events is limited [34]. There are numerous ways
to account for statistical fluctuations in b; ;, by adjust-
ing the likelihood calculations [35H38]. Here, we use the
effective likelihood method introduced in Ref. [39] along-
side the standard Poisson likelihood and compare their
performance. The effective likelihood accounts for sta-
tistical fluctuations in the control histograms in addition
to fluctuations in the experimental histogram to be fit-
ted. Instead of assuming that fj (5) for bin k represents
the mean of Poisson distributed events, the effective like-
lihood treats the value fk(g) as a possible outcome for
a random draw from a Poisson distribution with an un-
known average, leading to the following likelihood [39]:

L,k (0]mi) 7/0 P A)G (A’ a2(0) o 013(5)) "

where G is the Gamma distribution and

o2 (0) = sz‘,k (aiNg)? /Nei (8)

where N, ; is the number of measurements with ¢ atoms
loaded in the tweezer, given the total number of control
events No = > . Nej. oy, (5) is a measure of the statistical
uncertainty on the number of counts in bin k£ proceeding
from the limited number of events N.; from each con-
trol histogram b; ;. The log-likelihood to be maximized
during the fitting process is then

L(0,{my}) = In Lig i (0]my) (9)
k

where k is the bin number.

B. Fitting performance

We perform the same analysis as in Sec. [V} but using
the event-based fit. Figure[|a) compares the deviation A
and its confidence interval for fits using the effective like-
lihood and the Poisson likelihood that does not account
for uncertainty in the fitted function. The accuracy of



the event-based fit improves as the number of N, events
increases, but the effective likelihood does not perform
better than the Poisson likelihood for N; = 1400 consid-
ered here. The deviations from model-based fitting are
also shown for comparison. Model-based fitting performs
better for low N., but for N, > 600, the event-based fits’
performance approaches that of the model-based fit. It is
not surprising that model-based fitting performs better
at low N, as it is more robust to statistical noise in the
control sets.

Figure [5|b) shows the deviations when Ny is increased
to 3000, thereby having less statistical fluctuations in the
data histogram. The Poisson likelihood fit now fails for
low N.. Inspection of the parameter-space reveals that
the fit first fails in certain regions of #-space [40]. Failure
of the Poisson likelihood fit for low N, is expected as we
are trying to fit under-sampled distributions to a well-
defined test histogram, and the Poisson likelihood fit does
not account for statistical fluctuations in the b; ;, . On the
other hand, the effective likelihood gives sensible results
although the deviation increases significantly for low N..
A balance between the number of events for constructing
the control and experimental histograms is preferable.
The better performance of the effective likelihood method
is anticipated as it is expected to be able to deal with the
situation when fluctuations in the control histograms are
not negligible. Again, model-based fitting outperforms
event based fitting, so this should be the preferred option
when possible.

VII. BOOTSTRAP ERROR ESTIMATION

There are uncertainties associated with the atom num-
ber distributions returned by the fitting procedure. We
now account for the statistical fluctuations inherent in
count data by estimating the errors on a fitted sample.
Furthermore, we investigate how potential variability in
physical parameters in the experiment may affect the re-
sults.

Calculating the errors associated with the log-
likelihood fit is difficult when there is no obvious analyti-
cal formula for the propagation of errors. However, as the
experimental data consists of a random sample from an
underlying unknown distribution, it is well suited to er-
ror estimation via bootstrapping. To estimate the errors
of the fit of a particular experimental histogram {my}
containing Ny events, we generate 100 bootstrap pho-
ton count lists of the size N4 by randomly sampling with
replacement from the photon count list. The succeed-
ing bootstrap histograms are then fitted using the same
MLE algorithm as the original data. The 1o bounds of
the bootstrap results are used as the confidence intervals
of the obtained best fit parameters (ag, a1, az).

For this method to be appropriate, the measured data
set of N, photon count events need to be representative
of the real underlying distribution. For independent and
identically distributed observed values, this assumption
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FIG. 5. Deviation A (open circles) and its CI (colored bars)
when fitting a test histogram of Ny photon counts for differ-
ent number of control events N. used for the distribution fit
basis. The event-based fits are using the effective likelihood
(red) and the Poisson likelihood (green). The model-based fit
results is displayed for comparison (blue). (a) Ng = 1400 test
photon counts. (b) Ng = 3000 test photon counts.

is verified as soon as the data sample is large enough [41].
Therefore, we compare the bootstrap confidence intervals
relying on resampling only from one specific set of size
Ny to the confidence intervals of fit results proceeding
from resample sets from the entire test and control data
pools, as used in the previous section.

Figure [6] presents a comparison of the size of the Cls
calculated from the resampled set fits and the ones from
bootstrapping on a particular set. The data is from
model-based fits, but event-based fits show similar re-
sults. We see that bootstrapping captures the CIs well
for the parameters (aj,az) for the range of Ny tested.
There is a tendency to that the bootstrap method over-
estimates the error in ag, but it remains a reasonable
error estimate.
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the confidence intervals of the atomic
proportions {a;} with the number of test events N4. The
control events are kept constant at N, = 2000. The bootstrap
CIs (light bars) for model-based fits are shown alongside with
the CIs obtained from 100 resamples of the test and control
event sets (dark bars).

VIII. CHANGE IN PHOTON COUNT

HISTOGRAMS

We have shown how to obtain the atom number dis-
tribution from a photon count histogram and that the
bootstrap technique is able to capture the uncertainty
due to the statistical fluctuations. We will now investi-
gate this result for photon count distributions with differ-
ent amounts of overlap. To test the determination of the
number distribution under different experimental condi-
tions, we deliberately changed the detection beam during
the detection stage.

A comparison of two different modeled photon distri-
butions is shown in Fig. [fa) and (b). In (a) the detun-
ing of the FF =2 — F’/ = 3 component of the detection
light was 13 MHz, while in (b) it was 19 MHz and the
F =3 — F’ = 3 component was turned off. We still
detect fluorescence from the F = 2 — F/ = 3 compo-
nent, as the beams providing three-dimensional cooling
prevent complete transfer of population to the F' = 3
ground state. The adjustments cause the one-atom and
two-atom photon count distributions in Fig.[7b) to show
a significantly lower difference than in (a).

Figure (c) displays the deviation A for both distri-
butions. The deviation A increases and its confidence
interval increases with stronger overlapping distributions
(lighter bars). Both model-based and event-based fitting
profit from decreased overlap between the histograms.
The confidence intervals in Fig. m(d) shows the same
behavior: The stronger overlapping distributions cause
larger confidence intervals in particular for the one and
two atom proportions. However, even the strongly over-
lapping distributions in Fig. (b) give meaningful results,
leading to the conclusion that it is desirable but not es-
sential to find experimental parameters that decrease the
overlap of the photon count distributions.
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FIG. 7. Comparison of fitting performances using two differ-
ent sets of control distributions. The distributions shown in
(a) exhibit a high difference between the one- and two-atom
photon count histograms, while those in (b) show a low differ-
ence. The deviation A shown in (c) is calculated from fitted
results using the Poisson likelihood method, with N4y = 400
test events and N. = 1000 control events. The size of the
confidence intervals calculated via resamples of both test and
control data is shown in (d). In both (c¢) and (d) the dark
graphs correspond to the distributions in (a) while the light
graphs correspond to the distributions in (b).

SUMMARY

We investigated a method to determine the atom num-
ber distribution present in a tight optical tweezer from
to its fluorescence distribution. It works in the regime
when atom loss causes the photon distributions for dif-
ferent atom numbers to overlap. We derived model dis-
tributions for the photon counts from known initial atom
numbers when losses occur during the exposure time.
Fits of these to photon count distributions using Max-
imum Likelihood Estimation algorithms allow us to de-
termine unknown atom number distributions. A boot-
strap method gives good estimation of the errors in the
fitted parameters. Using about 2000 experimental runs
for determining the model distribution parameters and
for sampling the photon count distribution for unknown
atom number distributions gives errors on the order few
percentage points in the fitted atom number proportions.

If model distributions cannot be found, it is still pos-
sible to determine unknown atom number distributions
using event-based fitting, that utilizes measured photon
count distributions from known atom numbers to fit to
the photon count distributions from unknown atom num-
ber distributions. However, event based fitting generally
requires better statistics in photon count distributions
to reach similar accuracy as the model based fitting. If
the photon count distribution from the unknown atom
number distribution has good statistics then an effective
likelihood method performs better than the simpler Pois-



son likelihood for event based fitting. The effective like-
lihood accounts for statistical fluctuations in the photon
distributions for known atom numbers.

The analysis focused on photon count distributions
with up to two 3°Rb atoms trapped in our optical
tweezer. However, this method could be extended to a
larger number of atoms present.
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Appendix A: Corrections for atom loss

We have seen that single atom loss before detection
cause contamination of the measured {b; x}. This may
lead to systematic errors in the atom number distribu-
tions determined by event-based fitting. However, if the
single atom loss parameter ¢ can be determined, the atom
number distributions can be corrected for it, and the sys-

tematic error eliminated. In our comparison of event
based fitting to model based fitting we have corrected
the event based fitting for the effect of ¢, to avoid our
comparison to be skewed by the systematic error in the
event based fitting. To determine the single atom loss
parameter ¢, we fit the measured l-atom distribution
with a sum of two Poisson distributions. As an exam-
ple, in Fig. [2] of the main text, this loss probability is
equal to 2.9%. This method of determining ¢ would nat-
urally not work if the photon count distribution for one
atom was not Poissonian. To correct for finite £, the atom
number distribution determined by fitting (here named
0 = (do, a1, dz) to distinguish them from the final results)
are post-corrected to give the final tweezer populations
0= (ao, ai, ag):

ap = ao + ay + (Pay (A1)
a; = (1 - €)d1 + 26(1 - 6)&2 (AQ)
ag = (1 — 6)2&2. (A3)

To cover the whole parameter space of a; € [0,1] for
the final probabilities, the parameter space in which the
best fit is found gets expanded beyond the [0, 1] interval
depending on the measured single atom loss. This allows
fitting of data with less atom loss than observed in the
control data. From Egs. we obtain that ay €
[—¢,1], a1 € [-26,1/(1 —£)] and as € [0,1/(1 — £)?]. We
use these intervals to find the best fits.
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