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Optimal phase measurements with pure Gaussian states
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We analyze the Heisenberg limit on phase estimation for Gaussian states without reference to
a phase operator. We prove that the most sensitive states to phase measurements with a given
energy are the squeezed vacuum states. We show that at least two kinds of measurements exist that
asymptotically attain such limit. One of them is described in terms of POVM measurements and its
efficiency is exhaustively explored. We also study Gaussian measurements where phase quadrature
measurements are performed. We show that this type of measurements can also be optimal in the

large sample limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum phase measurements have been for a long
time a field of attention for both theoretical and practi-
cal research in quantum theory [, B 848 H, dj, H,1d,
[d, i, 1d, 04, 04, 4, bd, 7, id]. Many schemes have
been proposed with the aim of optimally determining the
phase shift produced by a physical process m], usually
acting on quantized harmonic oscillators. Despite all the
efforts, few attempts have actually settled the issue with
full generality ﬂﬁﬂ Many different approaches exist and
these works often have a restricted range of applicabil-
ity. This difficulty arises for various reasons. The most
important is the fact that a well defined phase operator
does not exist for all states of the whole Fock space. This
seems to indicate that Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation
for phase and number must be handled with care and a
derivation without the use of such a phase operator is

called for [19).

In this paper we are concerned with phase measure-
ments on Gaussian states. First we review the derivation
of the Heisenberg limit using the theory of quantum state
estimation ﬂE, I%], which does not require the existence
of a phase operator. Then we propose an adaptive posi-
tive operator-valued measure (POVM) which asymptoti-
cally attains this limit by an adaptive method [21, 24, @],
in the limit of a large number of copies. We also de-
termine the optimal heterodyne measurement for phase
estimation, also in the asymptotic regime.

When performing phase measurements on Gaussian
states, one usually implements them on light beams with
a given average photon number, i.e., a fixed energy. This
is the condition used to compare different Gaussian states
in order to determine their optimality, when phase sen-
sitivity is considered. The techniques we use, namely,
asymptotics in quantum statistics, are best suited for
the problem at hand, where one usually has a light beam
turned on for a large number of coherence times, which
corresponds to a large number of such Gaussian states.

II. QUANTUM PARAMETER ESTIMATION

In this section we review the theory of quantum param-
eter estimation E, [1d, 24, 24, b4, ﬁ: m], which leads to
a generalization of the Heisenberg uncertainty relation.

Consider we have a family of quantum systems p(6)
labelled by a parameter 6. In our case, the parameter is
the phase. This family corresponds to a curve in Hilbert
space, and translations along such curve are generated
by the generator GG in the usual manner. In our case the
generator is the number operator G = ata,

p(0) = exp(—i0GQ)p(0) exp(iG).

Throughout this paper we will use the following nota-
tion. We will write |n) to denote Fock states, i.e., states
with well defined number. On the other hand, let U be
the unitary operation that yields the state p(6) from the
vacuum,

p(6) = ujo) o',

We define the vectors |¢,,) as the Fock states transformed
by U,

|6n) = Uln),

hence, p(0) = |¢o){¢o|. The set {|p;)} can be consid-
ered as an eigenbasis of p(f) where only |¢g) has non-null
eigenvalue.

Our aim is to determine the parameter 6 by perform-
ing the best possible POVM on the system. From the
outcome of the measurement, x, we will give an estima-
tion é(x), i.e., a function that depends on the outcome
z. Any function dependent on a random variable is itself
a random variable. Hence, the expectation value of an
estimator is [27]

Egl0] = po(2)0(x),

and the variance

Varg[0] = > po(2)(0(x) — Eod))?,
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where the underscore 6 signifies the fact that the expec-
tation value is taken with probability distribution pg(z).
An estimator is called unbiased when

Eq[d] = 6.

It is a well known theorem in statistics that the vari-
ance of any unbiased estimator is lower bounded by the
so-called Cramér-Rao bound, [27]

Varg[d] > —— 1

anld] 2 55 1)
where F'(6) represents the Fisher information associated
with the measurement,

o) = Y otels) (ZERED)

reX

and the sum runs over the set of possible outcomes
X4, i.e. those with p(z|f) # 0. In the quantum case,
the probabilities are given by the Born rule p(z|f) =
tr[p(0) Ey], where the {E,} are the elements of a POVM.
Furthermore, the Braunstein-Caves inequality [20] sets
an upper bound on the Fisher information

F(0) < H(9) (3)

where H(6) does not depend on the measurement which
is performed. H () is sometimes regarded as the Quan-
tum Fisher Information (QFI), and is defined as [6, 20,
21, 2]

H(0) = tx[p(0)\6)?], (4)

where A is the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD),
defined as the hermitian operator that fulfills
Ip(0)

00

—i[G, p(0)] =
1

= 5 (MO)p(0) + p(OAD)) - (5)

This sets a fundamental bound on the variance of any un-
biased estimator, which only depends on the geometrical
properties of the curve p(6). Assuming p(0) = |¢o){¢o]
to be a pure state generated by G from p(0), the SLD is

A0) = 2i (|po) (] = [¢)(¢o]) = —2i[G, p(0)]

where |¢) = (1 —|¢0){do|) Gloo), with eigenvectors
%) = Li/(W[Y)|do) + [¢) and eigenvalues Iy =
+2./(¥|). Note that (¥|¢o) = 0. Working out the
value of H for pure states we get

H(0) = 4(¥lv) = 4(AG)3,

where (AG)Z is defined, as usual,
(90|G|do)?, where p(0) = |¢o)(do|. Thus,

(00|G?|¢o) —

Varg[B(AGY; > §. (6)

This expression is similar to Heisenberg’s uncertainty re-
lation for canonically conjugate variables, but has some
advantages (see [19]). First of all, it has been derived
without the use of any phase operator. In fact, the only
operator we need is the phase shift generator, i.e., the
number operator. On the other hand, it sets a lower
bound on the variance of an estimation, whereas the stan-
dard uncertainty relation does not concern optimality,
but only variances obtained from measurements of ob-
servables (i.e., self-adjoint operators). In this sense, this
relation is more general.

Now consider we have N identical copies of the same
unknown state p(f). In this case the collective state
p(0)®N is still a member of a one-parameter family, and
it is straightforward to show that the QFI scales as V.
If the same measurement is performed on all the copies,
the classical Fisher information also scales as IV, thus

o 9 1
Varg[0|n (AG)5 > v
An important issue is the attainability of these bounds.
The Braunstein-Caves inequality is known to be sat-
urable [2(, 24], i.e., there exists a POVM which sets the
equality in expression ({), (see sec. [M for details.) How-
ever, in the general case A(f) is not constant and the
optimal POVM depends on the true value of 6. This
suggests the need of an adaptive method, which in the
large N limit attains the inequality by optimizing mea-
surements from the information gathered so far. On the
other hand, the Cramér-Rao bound is also known to be
asymptotically saturable by means of the so-called maz-
imum likelihood estimator (MLE). That is, for multiple
measurements, the MLE estimator has a variance which
approaches the inverse of the Fisher information, thus
attaining equality also in expression ([Il). Therefore, in
the N — oo limit one can rigorously write
- 1

Nm N Varglfly = 1(AG)2

under MLE and optimal POVM measurements. Here the
subscript N indicates that the variance is obtained from
an N copy sample. This will be loosely written as

- 1
Varg[6] ~ NIk
6

IIT. OPTIMAL GAUSSIAN STATE

Next we search for the optimal gaussian state which
provides the highest sensitivity to phase measurements
within our scheme, i.e., the one that maximizes its QFI.
The state is obtained by applying a series of opera-
tions on the vacuum: (i) First a squeezing along a

fixed direction, say @, by S(r) = exp [% (a2 — GT2)]7

(7) then a displacement on the squeezed vacuum with
D(«a) = exp (aaT — a*a) along the @ axis, i.e, with real



a. (#1) Finally, we apply the unknown phase shift to
be estimated, U () = exp (—i@cﬁa), which does not con-
tribute to its final phase sensitivity. The final state is

|¢0) = U(6)D()S(r)]0) (7)
and has QFIT
H(#) = 4(Aa'a)?

=4 (|a|2 (coshr — sinh7)? + 2 sinh? 7 cosh? r)
(8)

Notice that H has no dependency on the phase. The
energy of the state (@) is

(n)g = (a'a)y = |a|? + sinh?®r

Now, we aim at maximizing H under the constrain of a
fixed average number of photons. Using Lagrange mul-
tipliers one trivially finds that the most sensitive set-
ting is @ = 0. As expected, all available energy is em-
ployed in squeezing. Therefore, the optimal gaussian
state for phase sensitivity is a squeezed vacuum state,
|po) = U(0)S(r)|0), and has QFI

H = coshdr — 1 = 8((n)? + (n)).

Hence, optimal phase estimation has a phase variance
that goes as

9)

IV. ASYMPTOTICALLY OPTIMAL
MEASUREMENT

Take {E;} to be the POVM operators of the measure-
ment to be performed. Following the derivation of the
Braunstein-Caves inequality [2(], one can check that the
conditions on {E,} to be optimal are [24]

Im|[tr[p(0) E.\(9)] = 0, (10)
VoONOVE, = Ku/p(0)/Ex,

for some constants K, for all z that have non-vanishing
probabilities. Now, assuming the state to be pure p? = p
and the fact that any POVM can be decomposed into
rank one operators \/E, = m,FE,, one may write the
second optimality condition as

pONO)E, = K.p(0)E,. (11)
The rest of the POVM operators need not satisfy any
conditions (further than those of a well defined POVM)
since they are forbidden by definition. Finally, one can
check that a sufficient condition to satisfy eqs. () and
(D is to have the POVM elements to be projectors onto

the eigenspaces of the SLD. Therefore there should be
two POVM elements which are

1
B = 50m)

and a residual operator which is

|67 (6% (12)

Ey=1-E, —E_.

From hermiticity of A it is straightforward to check that
these measures are positive and, furthermore, they rep-
resent projective von Neuman measurements. This mea-
surement is called locally unbiased |22] since it is known
to give unbiased estimates when the true state has phase
#, and close to unbiased estimates when the true state
has phase close to 6.

V. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION

Now assume one has performed a series of non-optimal
measurements on a vanishingly small number of copies,
say VN, and has a rough guess 6 of the phase of |¢g).
Let 6y = 6 — 66 be the first estimation, where d0 repre-
sents its bias, which is assumed to be small, and let |g50>
be the guessed state. Then one designs the optimal mea-

surement assuming éo to be the true phase, and measures
accordingly the rest of the copies, N = N — v/ N. Let us
use { £ } to denote the POVM of the actual measurement

to be performed, based on the guess bo.
The true state is then

R 1 . . R .
p(0) = (o) + 5 (XBo)p(do) + p(d0)\(B0) ) 56 +
+0(86?) (13)
The probabilities of obtaining outcomes x = + are

P(E16) = (@) Bs] =5 = (9190 — o) + O(56°)

with |1) = (1 — |do)(¢o])G|do). After N measurements,
call Ny the amount of £+ outcomes, and compute the
loglikelihood function for 6 [21],

g £(0) = 1og | N Yoo p-io™| )

Now maximize this function to obtain the maximum like-
lihood estimation,

dlog L(0) _0
80 é]\/ILE -
which yields
« - N. _
Orire = 0o + ——
2N/ ($[)



One can easily check that the expectation value of this
estimator is @, and its variance is

VaI‘9 [éMLE‘] =

. +0(5)
1) (N = VN) Nz
where (]¢) = <AaTa>§0 is the number uncertainty of

|do). Since |do) has the same number uncertainty as the
real state |@g), and assuming that the initial guess has a
deviation §6% ~ N~ one can check that

N 1 1

Varg[6 = ————— 4+ 0| —=5 |-
welbur) = gy +© (57

hence, the optimal performance of (@) is asymptotically

attained.

VI. OPTIMAL GAUSSIAN MEASUREMENTS

Now we face the problem of determining the opti-
mal phase variance that can be attained by means of
dyne measurements. These measurements consist on the
simultaneous measurement of two conjugate variables,
such as @ and P, or their phase generalizations X, and
Xotr/2- The simultaneous measurement is typically per-
formed by splitting the signal state. This is usually done
by means of a beam splitter. This introduces further
noise in the detection process, since at least, vacuum fluc-
tuations enter through the unused port of the beamsplit-
ter, also called auziliary port. However, by introducing
some sort of squeezed vacuum in the unused port, one
can reduce the noise in one quadrature, at the expense
of increasing the noise in the corresponding conjugate
quadrature. These measurements can be mathematically
expressed as a covariant measurement |1, I&]

E(qp) = %D(qp)poDT(qp) = %Pqp (15)

where (¢,p) = x are the outcomes of the measurement
and represent coordinates in phase space, and pg repre-
sents the auxiliary state entering through the auxiliary
port of the beamsplitter. From the covariance of the
measurement, the latter can be taken to be a squeezed
vacuum state [(¢) = (p) = 0]. Now, one can relate the
probability of obtaining outcome y, dP(x|f), with the

fidelity [28] F(po, p(0)) = tr \/p(0)'/2pop(0)'/?, as

AP (apl9) = tr[p(0) Ean)ldadp = T2 F(py, ().
When pg is a Gaussian state the measurement is said to
be Gaussian and the outcomes are Gaussian distributed.
Moreover, when one of the two states is pure, this can
be easily expressed in terms of the covariance matrices,
Flpy, p(8)) = 2y/det M(B)ex MOx pd], with M (0) =
(70 +79) L. The covariance matrices of the input state

and the auxiliary state are

1 [ s*cos?f +sin®6 (s*—1)cosfsinf
Yo = = 4 _ ; 2 4 ;2 )

52 \ (s*—1)cosfsin® cos?6+ s*sin“ @
Yo = v [s—t, 00

where s = e™" and 6 (¢t and ¢') are the squeezing pa-
rameter and phase of the input state (auxiliary state).
Without loss of generality we can restrict s and ¢ to be
greater than 1, since s or ¢ between 0 and 1 is equivalent
to phase shifting the state over 7/2 and changing s (¥)
into s~! (¢!). The probability density is then

det M (9)

P(x|0) = exp(—x" M (6)x).

The Fisher information of such measurement is readily
computed from @),

1 (810gdet M(G))2 det 61\3[0(0) (16)

FO) =5 a0 ~ det M(0)

see the Appendix [Al for explicit expressions in terms of
s, t, 8 and #'. Tt is easy to check that both det M(9)
and det %—]g depend only on cos2(8' — 0), which suggests
to perform the change of variable ¢ = 2(6' — 6). Also a
slight change of notation will be introduced. From now
on F(p) will refer to the Fisher information as a function
depending on ¢, whereas F(f) denotes the dependency
on the signal state’s phase.

Now, imposing dF (¢)/d¢ = 0 reveals three possible
solutions, ¢ = 0 and ¢ = £¢o(s,t). The former is a
maximum whenever the squeezing in the secondary port
of the beamsplitter is weaker than a threshold,

1 < t < tcritical(s) (17)

where teritical(s) = 2—18\/54 —1++s®+ 145 + 1. In this
case, the other solutions are non-physical, since the func-
tion g becomes complex. When ¢ > t.,iticq; the trivial
¢ = 0 solution becomes a minimum and the solutions
© = to(s,t) become real maxima.

Now, the Fisher information below the threshold [1 <
t < teritical] 18 maximal when ¢ = 0, which yields

t2(1 — s%)?
s2(s2 + 12)2
Considering t as a free parameter, the maximum is at the

boundary t = tcritical, Which provides a Fisher informa-
tion

Flp=0)=

1105 4 s® + V14 14s* + s8(1 + s*)

F|t:tm‘itical 954

On the other hand, over the threshold, [t > t.ritical] the
optimal angle becomes nonzero [p = +¢q(s,t)] and the
Fisher information is
(1—s%)?
F = :l: =

(b =200) = Sy PP+ 207 -

x [tH(1+ s%) + 42 (1 + )% (1 + s*) + s (4 4 6t* + 4t%)]

(18)



which is maximum when ¢t — oo.
optimal angle becomes

In such limit, the

4
. st =1
O(s) = tli)rgo ©o(s,t) = arccos <—s4 T 1>

and the Fisher information reads

(1—s%)2

5o = cosh4r — 1.
s

tlirgo F(i(pO (57 t)) -
This is precisely the Heisenberg limit derived in Section
M This means that one can perform asymptotically opti-
mal phase measurements with heterodyne measurements
with an appropriate quantum state in the secondary port
of the beamsplitter (i.e., 8/ = 0+®P(s)/2,t — 00), achiev-
ing a phase variance that goes as

A 254 1

Varlbl ~ T = gy

The advantage of heterodyne measurements, apart
from the fact that they can be readily realized in the labo-
ratory, is the fact that they are gaussian distributed. This
means that the variance of the estimation is exactly scal-
ing with the number of samples, that is, Var[f] y = W/N
where W is independent of N, and, again, N is the
number of copies measured after the first rough guess.
This, together with the fact that MLE is known to
asymptotically attain the Cramér-Rao bound (), sug-
gests that the bound is attained at every N and not only
asymptotically. However, the proportionality constant
W = F(0')~! is still dependent on the relative phase of
the state w.r.t. the auxiliary state in the secondary port,

i.e., the true . Thus, the dependency of F(y) on ¢ still
makes this scheme an asymptotically optimal one, and
not for low N values.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have seen that the Heisenberg limit is a valid in-
equality regardless of any phase operator. It is just
a consequence of the Cramér-Rao and the Braunstein-
Caves inequalities. We also have shown that asymptoti-
cal optimality can be attained by means of two-outcome
POVMs. A design of a physical setup that implements
these POV Ms is an interesting problem to be solved. We
have also provided the maximum likelihood estimator ac-
cording to the outcomes of the measurement. Finally, we
have shown that the Heisenberg limit can also be asymp-
totically attained by means of dyne measurements, and
we have explicitly computed how this should be done.

Most of the schemes available so far attain the power
law of the Heisenberg limit, however, the exact coefficient
is usually not considered. An exception is the paper by
Yurke et al. [30], which comes close to our bounds for
large (n) [31]. However, our scheme is asymptotically
optimal and beats, to the extent of our knowledge, any
proposal available so far.
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APPENDIX A: FISHER INFORMATION FOR GAUSSIAN MEASUREMENTS

The explicit expression for the Fisher information of a Gaussian measurement, with signal state vy and auxiliary

state 7o is given by eq. ([[H), and reads

21 —sY) (14t [P(1+ M) + 21 +tY)] —2(1 — sM)(1 — t)a — s*(1 — t*)%2?

F(x) =

2 4522 + (1449 (1+ s2)] [1— 2(1 — s)(1 — t)a] — (1 — s4)2(1 — £4)22

(A1)

where & = cos2(6 — 6"). The nontrivial solutions to the maximization of this function are ¢ = +¢o(s,t) where

st—1

t2(1 4 s (1 +t*) +25%(1 + t8)

¢o(s,t) = arccos (t4 —

2(14 652 + 55) + 252(1 + s4) (1 + 1)

) (A2)
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