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Abstract

The exceptional points of non-Hermitian systems, where n different energy eigenstates merge into
an identical one, have many intriguing properties that have no counterparts in Hermitian systems.

In particular, the ¢'/™

dependence of the energy level splitting on a perturbative parameter € near
an n-th order exceptional point stimulates the idea of metrology with arbitrarily high sensitivity,
since the susceptibility de/” /de diverges at the exceptional point. Here we theoretically study
the sensitivity of parameter estimation near the exceptional points, using the exact formalism
of quantum Fisher information. The quantum Fisher information formalism allows the highest
sensitivity to be determined without specifying a specific measurement approach. We find that the
exceptional point bears no dramatic enhancement of the sensitivity. Instead, the coalescence of the

eigenstates exactly counteracts the eigenvalue susceptibility divergence and makes the sensitivity

a smooth function of the perturbative parameter.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Extending physical parameters from the real axis to the complex plane largely deepens
our understanding of quantum mechanics [1, 2] and enriches our controllability of quantum
systems [3-11]. One intriguing phenomenon that emerges from this extension is the non-
Hermitian degeneracy, known as the exceptional point (EP). In contrast to level degeneracy
points in Hermitian systems, the EP is associated with level coalescence, in which not only
the eigenenergies but also the eigenstates become identical [12, 13]. Many distinctive effects
without Hermitian counterparts arise around the EP, such as the square root frequency
dependence [7] and the nontrivial topological property resulting from the Riemann sheet
structures of the EP-ended branch-cut in the complex parameter plane [14-23]. Other
intriguing phenomena include unidirectional reflectionless and coherent perfect absorption
due to the spectral singularity in non-Hermitian systems [4-6, 24-26].

Around the n-th order EP [27, 28], where the coalescence of n levels occurs, the eigenen-

1/n dependence on the perturbative parameter e. This result stands in sharp

ergy shows an €
contrast to the Hermitian degeneracy, where the eigenenergy has a linear or high-order de-
pendence. That means the eigenenergies around EPs have diverging susceptibility on the
parameter change since de'/™/de = €'/"~! diverges at ¢ = 0. Based on this divergence,
schemes of parameter estimation (or sensing) working around EPs were proposed for the
purpose of beating the metrology limit of Hermitian systems [29, 30]. Recently, this idea
has been experimentally studied [31-33]. However, the diverging eigenvalue susceptibility
does not necessarily lead to arbitrary high sensitivity. In parameter estimation the sensitiv-
ity is usually defined as minimum parameter change that can be determined above the noise
level within a given data acquisition time. Thus defined sensitivity is more relevant than the
eigenvalue susceptibility is to practical applications of parameter estimation. In Hermitian
systems, the sensitivity is inversely proportional to the eigenvalue susceptibility, i.e., the
larger the susceptibility, the higher the sensitivity. Such a relation is based on the fact that
all the eigenstates are distinguishable and the transitions between these eigenenergies can
be excited to measure the eigenvalue susceptibility. However, non-Hermitian systems are
fundamentally different. Because different eigenstates of non-Hermitian systems are in gen-
eral non-orthogonal and even become identical at the EP, exciting the transitions between

different eigenstates near the EP to measure the eigenvalue susceptibility is infeasible.



In this paper, we study the sensitivity around the EP of a coupled cavity system for its
immediate relevance to recent experimental studies [31, 32]. Nonetheless, the theoretical
formalism and the main conclusion - no dramatic sensitivity enhancement at the EP - are
applicable to a broad range of systems, such as magnon-cavity systems [34, 35] and opto-
mechanical systems [36-38]. We use the exact formalism of quantum Fisher information
(QFI) [39] to characterize the sensitivity of parameter estimation. The QFI formalism
enables us to evaluate the sensitivity without referring to a specific measurement scheme -
be it phase, intensity, or any other complicated measurements of the output from the system.
We find that no sensitivity boost exists at the EP. The reason boils down to the coalescence
of the eigenstates around the EP. Due to the indistinguishability of different eigenstates
around the EP, not one but all eigenstates are equally excited by an arbitrary detection
field. The average of all eigenstates exactly cancels out the singularity in the susceptibility

divergence of the eigenenergies and makes the sensitivity normal around the EP.

II. MODEL

We consider two near resonance coupled cavities with the effective non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonian
A "Ya

Heg = (v — 2?)&% + (v — %wa + g(ab + b'a), (1)

where v,) is the cavity frequency and 7, is the decay rate induced by the photon leakage
of the cavity a(b), g is the coupling strength, and the Planck constant A is taken as unity
throughout this paper. For the quadratic Hamiltonian in Eq. (1), the dynamics are captured

by the coefficient matrix

, (2)
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where v = VGTM and € = v, — 1, are the average and detuning of the cavity frequencies,
respectively, and v = V“Tﬂb and v = 2¢57 are the average and difference in decay rates,
respectively. In sensing experiments, the detuning e — 0 is a perturbation term and can be
introduced, e.g., by a nanoparticle that changes the effective volume and hence the frequency
of one of the cavities, say, cavity a [31].

The eigenvalues and the corresponding right eigenvectors are obtained by diagonalizing



2
the coefficient matrix M. Results are vy = v—i+ \/g £ — z%) and Y} =z [(§—i2)+

g*+ (5 —13)% g]T, where zy are the normalization factors such that wgwi = 1. The left
. o 1 € . € . . .
eigenvectors ¢} = m[ig, V92 + (5 —1i3)* F (5 — i3)], which are in general not
the Hermitian conjugate of the right eigenvectors, are determined by the conditions that
Yt = ;5. The EP occurs at € = 0 and g = |y|/2, where the eigenvalues are degenerate

and the eigenstates coalesce. Around the EP, the energy splitting shows a square root

perturbation dependence on e as A = (vy —v_) = 2\/ 7| ( m) ivy5. The susceptibility
of the energy splitting diverges at the EP as

—i7/2
a .
‘ \/Ivl =) iy

The eigenvectors ¥ of the non-Hermitian M are in general non-orthogonal and coalescent

at the EP as |/ R| ~ 1 — Ivl\/ Ivl 24 (£)2.

(3)

III. QUANTUM FISHER INFORMATION

In general, the sensing can be viewed as a scattering process. The input state p'* after
scattering with the sensing system yields an output state p(e), which depends on the pa-
rameter € that is to be estimated. Certain measurement of the output state p(e) determines

the parameter €. The sensitivity is defined as
N = bemmVT, (4)

where d€pi, is the minimum detectable parameter change for a detection time 7" [40]. In
general, the sensitivity depends on the specific measurement scheme, which, in optics, is
usually the measurement of the phase, the intensity, or various quadratures. However, there

is a theoretical lower bound for all kinds of measurement, which is known as the quantum

Cramér-Rao bound [41]
n>1/\/Fen/T. (5)

Here F© is the QFI of the output state p(€) and n/T is the number of experiment repetitions
per unit time. Mathematically, QFI is defined as the infinitesimal Bures distance between

two close-by output states p(€) and p(e + de) [42], namely

Fe = Tim ——d2[p(e), ple + 6€)]. (6)



Here dg(p, p') is the Bures distance, which describes the indistinguishability between the
states p and p’ [43, 44]. Formally, it has an expression

dg (p, p') = 2 =2/ F(p, ), (7)

where F(p,p') = {Tr\/p1/2p’p1/2]2 is the fidelity between the states p and p’. A particular
advantage of the QFI is that it is independent of the specific measurement scheme. In
the following, we use the QFI to characterize the sensitivity of a non-Hermitian system.
According to the definition of QFI in Eqs. (6) and (7), the highest sensitivity is determined
by the change of the state p(¢) in response to the variation of the parameter e.

The output state p(e) and the input state p™ are connected via the scattering process
[45, 46]. The input v-frequency photon ¢ after scattering by the sensing system gives the

t

output photon ¢0**. In formula, we have

oMt = g 5= N V,é,l, (8)
where the input and output operators are defined as 6™/°1t(¢) = Q1.6(¢)y with the Moller
operators Qi = limy_ 700 et o=iflot" anq [T — Ho + V is the total Hamiltonian with ﬁo
being the free Hamiltonian and 1% being the interaction between the sensing system and the
input photons (see Appendix A for details). Here the symbol “A” denotes the commutation
operation, ie., AA B = [121, B] and the subscript v in 8% = f e'3"(t) denotes the
v-frequency component.

We consider a general case of linear systems. The Hamiltonian reads Hy = [dvvéle, +
S 0f
and 7., ; is the coupling strength between the input photons and j-th mode of the sensing

j;; > \/’Yex,j(éjé,, + h.c.), where [6}, O] = 01 are linear operators

system. For example 0, = a, 0, = b and Vex,j = Vex0j1 for the coupled cavity system shown
in Fig. 1. Taking the interaction V as a perturbation and expanding it to the second order,

we obtain

0l<)

out A1n+2 /_ex,][ Z ,_’Yex,léi/n]a (9)

where M, = (vl — M ) is the frequency-shifted coefficient matrix. The output state p(e) =

T)n out

R, P nm \F 10) (0] & ' , where PY = (n,|p™|m,) is the density matrix element of the

input state. Here we assume that the input state is a product state of different frequency



modes. A small disturbance de of the sensing system changes the output state to

ple+ 56) = ple + a€p< )56 +0(662), (10)

9= T Ay i )

Iy

The QFI, with the expansion in Eq. (10) kept to the leading order of de, becomes

| 2

22| (11a|Ocp(€)|1p) (12)

o Do+ Dp

where |u,) is a-th eigenstate of p(e) with eigenvalue p,. The output state p(e) and its
differential d.p(e), as functions of (M, !),;, are well defined unless the matrix M, is singular,
i.e., det[M,] = 0 and M, ! is divergent. Note that such a singular condition is independent
of the EP. For example, the coefficient matrix in Eq. (2) shows no divergence at the EP as
det[M,] = (v —v + Zg)2 # 0 for all frequencies. Therefore, the QFI for a sensing system
with well defined M,, shows no e singularity at the EP.

For the completeness of discussion, we briefly comment on sensing systems with det[M,] =
0. In such a case, p(e) and its differential J.p(e), in general, are singular because the
divergence of (M, 1);; makes the output state p(e) sensitive to the parameter e. A small
change of ¢ can make an abrupt change of p(€). In physics, the abrupt change of the
output state indicates a non-equilibrium phase transition. An explicit example is the lasing
transition of a gain cavity system [47]. By embedding a gain medium into cavity b and
applying optical pumping, the effective decay rate is effectively reduced to +;, and even
change its sign (see Fig. 3). That yields the lasing threshold -, = —4%2 if g < 7,/2 or
Y = —%a if ¢ > 7a/2. Above the threshold, the system is in lasing phase. The singular point
is in general not related to the EP that occurs at g = |v|/2 = (7. — 7;)/4, unless the non-
equilibrium phase transition coincides with the EP. An example is the P7T phase transition
that occurs at g = 7,/2 and 7, = —v,. But even for such coincidence, the divergence of
QFT is caused by the phase transition rather than the EP. This is evidenced by the fact that
F*, as a function of (M, '), diverges as [ 2£|(M,'),;|* near the transition point, where
a is the critical exponent. For example, o = 2 for the lasing transition (See Appendix D
for details). The above discussions are based on a linear theory in which the dynamics of
the sensing system are captured by a linear matrix M;,. However, near the non-equilibrium

transition, the critical fluctuations diverge and their effects become nonlinear. The diverging

critical fluctuations may prevent the singular behavior of the QFI. A systematic study on
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the competition between the critical fluctuation and the abrupt change of output near the
non-equilibrium phase transition is needed before a conclusion can be made on whether the
phase transition can dramatically enhance the sensitivity of parameter estimation, which,
however, is beyond the scope of this paper.

Physically, the lack of divergence of QFI at the EP is due to the coalescence of the
eigenvectors (quasinormal modes). The coefficient matrix in Eq. (2) can be diagonalized as

M, = VD, V=1 where D, is a diagonal matrix of eigenvalues (v —vy) and V is the matrix

R R
composed of the eigenvectors ¢F. The differential is 2 = L(I+0.) + %[(Zﬁ%; + Z:Rl) +
R R
(z%; - %)X]mﬂ where 0,/,,. are the Pauli matrices, o1 = (0, £ i0,), and ¢ ; denotes

vl wil)
B, T YR,

due to the eigenvector coalescence, canceling the A~! susceptibility divergence near the EP.

= % vanishes at the EP

the i-th element of the right eigenvector ¢f. The term (

The analysis based on Eq. (10) is applicable for a coefficient matrix M, of any dimensions
and hence an EP of arbitrary order. Therefore, the QFI shows no divergence at the EP in

general.

IV. INPUT-OUTPUT THEORY

We consider the configuration of a coupled cavity system with input and output channels
(as shown in Fig. 1). The QFI is extracted from the output for the parameter estimation
(e.g., estimation of the frequency of a cavity). In addition to the waveguide input and
output, we also include the realistic leakage into the free space, with rates -,,, for cavity

a/b. The Hamiltonian of the open system is written as
H=Hg+ H, + Hp, (13)

where Hg = v ata + 1b'h + g(&TB + ETd) is the Hamiltonian of the coupled cavity system,
H =/ \}%[&T( Vally +\/VexCv) + \/%IA)TZA)V + h.c.] is the coupling to the open channel and the
free space photons, and Hg = [ dvv(ala, + EZT,IA)V +¢l¢,) is the non-interacting Hamiltonian
of the open channel and the free space photons. Here &,,(B,,) and ¢, are the v frequency
annihilation operators of the free space photons for cavity a (b) and the waveguide photons,

respectively. For the input state (the photon state in the remote past t = —o0) p™ =

Pa(—00) ® pp(—00) ® p.(—00), we are to determine the waveguide output state at the remote

7
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of a coupled cavity sensing system. Two cavities, a and b, coupled through
the photon transmission with coupling strength ¢, have rates v, and -, of leakage to free space,
respectively. A waveguide is coupled to cavity a, for photon input and output. The waveguide-
cavity coupling strength is characterized by the decay rate 7. (b) Energy diagram of the sensing
system. The EP occurs at the point (vertical dashed line) where both the real part and the
imaginary part of the eigen frequencies are degenerate. (c) Overlap of the quasinormal modes .
Quasinormal modes are in general non-orthogonal and coalesce at the EP. Parameters are ~y, = 1.0,

Ya = 5.07p, Yez = 0.1, and v, = vy,

future po™ := p.(00). In the Markovian noise process, the input-output theory gives [48]

() — &M (t) = —iy/Aes(t), (14)
where &"(t) = limtﬁ,oof%e‘i”(t_“)éy(ti) and ¢ (t) = limtfﬁoof%ei”(tf_t)éy(tf) are
the noise operators at t = —oo (input) and ¢t = +o00 (output), respectively. The evolution

of the cavity operators a(t) and b(¢) is governed by the quantum Langevin equations

Di(t) = (~ive — 12)a(t) — igh{t) — iy/T" (1) — iv/7er?" (1), (15a)
Oub(t) = (=i, — 2)b(t) — iga(t) — iy (1) (15b)
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where v/, = 7, + Yer and the definitions of a(¢) and b™(t) are similar to that of & (¢). The

input-output relation is found to be

" (W) =" (W) = iV Ga(w) [VAad" (@) + Aet" ()]
— iV A Ga(@)gGy b (), (16)

where G,(w) = A ) is the dressed propagator of cavity a, and GI()O) (w) =
wfz/aJri?afg p (W

m is the free propagator of cavity b. The solution is in frequency domain after the
2

Fourier transform o(w) = [ 5= dt —o(t)e™*. Comparing Eq. (9) with Eq. (16), we find a

correspondence between these two theories as 01 = a, 0o = 13, Yex,j = Vex0j1, and 611“/2@) =

—i\/m&i“(y)(f)in(y)). For a given input state p™, Eq. (16) provides us a way to calculate

the output average of any waveguide operator 6(é,, ¢/,) and hence the waveguide output state
Pt (See Appendix B for details).

Now to be specific we consider a Gaussian input state, which is the most commonly used
in experiments. The output state must also be Gaussian since the scattering is a linear
transform. The Gaussian state enables the exact calculation of the QFI. We assume that
the free space and the waveguide are in the thermal equilibrium state with temperature 1/
(Boltzmann constant kg taken as unity) and the input signal is in the coherent state. The
density matrix of the waveguide photons at frequency v is p, = D(ozy),oc _Dt(a,), where
,ow =(1—- e‘ﬂ”)e_ﬂ”c"c“ represents the thermal background photons in the waveguide, and
lﬁ(a,,) — covtl=aits ig the displacement operator which superimposes the coherent state on
the thermal background. The free-space photons coupled to cavity a and b are in the thermal
states pi , and p[,, respectively. Thus the input state p" = ®, pi., ® pf, ® pl¥',. By using
the input-output relation Eq. (16), the waveguide output state p2" = ®, po1lt is obtained
(see Appendix B for details). For the Gaussian output, the density matrix p2% and hence
the QFT are fully determined by the expectation values and the second-order correlations
of the quadrature operators X;, = %(@, +éb) and X, = %(@, —¢1). We denote the

expectation values as X, = {(X'Ll,), ()A(Qy)} and the correlations as the covariance matrix

(Cy),; = XX + X5, X) — (Xiu)(X;,). The results are
— R v 1 —1 ezGa 1
XT3 efay (1 — 17eGa(V))] e =+ b 17)
Im[a, (1 — i7e.Ga(1))] 2

where 7, = (¢ —1)7! is the average thermal photon number. The identity form of C, here

is due to the particular coherent input state picl’l,j. It does not hold for general Gaussian input



states. For example, off-diagonal elements exist for the squeezed input state. The QFT for

the single-mode Gaussian state p2"* reads (see Appendix C for details) [49, 50],

c,v

s THCIC] 2B

where the dot symbol denotes the derivative 0, and P, = det[Q(C,,]’l/ 2 denotes the purity.
The QFI for all the waveguide modes (which are taken as independent of each other) is
Fe= [2F¢. Using Eq. (17), we obtain

2

Fe=4 , (19)

dv o> |dS,
2w 2n, + 1| de

where S, = 7.,G,(v) characterizes the scattering amplitude and the term |, |*/(27, + 1)

characterizes the signal-to-noise ratio. The propagator has an explicit expression G,(v) =

(V—Vb-ﬁ-i%b)
) —v)"

which makes the susceptibility divergent. However, the product (v —vy)(v —v_) = (v —

Near the EP, each mode v; shows square root perturbation dependence,

e+i(~ dex
Oy oy (g- Y-

5 3 — 15) gives a smooth, linear perturbation dependence. Therefore the

QFI F¢ shows no divergence at the EP.
Figure 2 presents the numerical results of the QFI and the energy splitting susceptibility

as functions of the coupling strength g. Here, the input coherent state is assumed to have

a spectrum o, = ayiﬁi T where « is the amplitude and the bandwidth I > ~,,v,. In the
calculation, zero temperature is considered, i.e., n,, = 0, and the two cavities are tuned to
resonance, i.e., v, = 1. The results reveal that F is a smooth function of g even at the EP
(indicated by vertical dashed lines in Fig. 2).

To show that the absence of divergence of QFT at the EP is related to the state coalescence,
we expand the QFT as
dv oy |?

Fe=4 ] ——
27 2n, + 1

Yo (09,05, dAdv | |05, d
OA Ov de de Ov de

S, %
O0A de

2] : (20)

from which, we define the QFI for the splitting A = (v, —v_) as

2

FA =4

2
dv |ay| )85’1, (21)

o720, + 1 | OA

It measures the available information in the output state p2"* to distinguish the energy
v+l .
splitting. From OaAS, = %, one can see that I’ ~ |AJ? near the EP (see Fig.

2 b). It reflects that the eigenstates are indistinguishable at the EP. Combining F* with

10
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FIG. 2. Numerical results for the coupled-cavity sensing near the EP. (a) The QFI of cavity a
frequency F€, (b) the QFI of the energy splitting F2, and (c) the susceptibility of the energy
splitting x?, as functions of the coupling strength ¢g. The vertical dashed lines indicate the position
of the EP. Parameters are v, = 1.0, v, = 5.07, Yex = 0.1, g = vy, a = 1000.0, I' = 2007y, and

8 — oo.

the divergent susceptibility x? (see Fig. 2 c¢), we find that the susceptibility divergence is
exactly counteracted by the vanishing QFI F2. Similar arguments apply to the second term
in the expression of F shown in Eq. (20). Thus the QFI F* is a smooth function around
the EP.

V. ACTIVE-PASSIVE CAVITY SYSTEM

By embedding a gain medium into cavity b, the decay rate -, is effectively reduced and
can even change the sign to realize an active cavity. Through this method, an effective active-
passive coupled cavity system has been realized to study the PT symmetry [7, 51]. It is

interesting to know whether the EP in the active-passive system can enhance the sensitivity.

11



Ya
2

out

—jP -

FIG. 3. The active-passive coupled cavity sensing system. Here cavity b is filled with a gain

medium. The effective decay rate ~; is tuned by varying the optical pumping power.

The gain can be realized, e.g., by stimulated emission of a medium with population inversion.
However, there exists a threshold that limits the maximal achievable gain rate. Above the
threshold, the system will be in the lasing phase (a self-adaptive region) in which the effective
decay rate description becomes invalid. In this study, we constrain the gain rate below the
lasing threshold.
Below the threshold, the gain cavity works as an amplifier. The decay rate of the gain
cavity due to the pumped gain medium becomes 7, = v, — 45,92 /x and the noise operator
WM (W) = A (w) + i\/@c@‘”(w), where S, = N, — N, denotes the population

inversion of the gain medium, gg is the cavity-gain medium coupling coefficient, x is the

12



effective decay rate of the gain medium, and dint (w) is the noise operator induced by the gain

medium with the average excitation number ny = g—;’ in the thermal state (see Appendix

D for details). The input-output theory, the waveguide output states, and the QFI for the
passive-passive coupled cavity system are still valid here with only substitutions v, — ~;
and b™(w) — b™(w). That yields

Re[a, (1 — i7eGa(V))] 1

, G =(n, + )L, (22)

X! =2
Im[Oéy(l - Z./YexGa(V))] 2

gCT’a(l/)Gl(,O)(1/)|2 is the average photon number modified

_ _ 4S.g% N.
where n;, = 7, + Yeo— % (M + )

by the gain medium. Then the QFI in Eq. (18) becomes

. [dv la, |? | dS,
F _/E [42n;+1‘ de

2o

nl(n!, +1)

. (23)

4 24S'Zg2

el
Below the threshold, both Gy (v) = % and ' (v) = i(v) + 22l " are well

defined, where vy = v — i# + \/ g*+ (5 — i%‘Tﬂ{’)Q are the eigenvalues of the coefficient

matrix of the active-passive coupled cavity system. Therefore, F'° is a smooth function at
the EP.

Figure 4 presents the numerical results of the quasinormal mode frequencies (a) and the
QFI (b) as functions of S,. The input state takes the same form as in Fig. 2. Figure 4
(b) reveals that the QFI is a smooth function of the population inversion S, around the EP
(indicated by the vertical dashed line). The enhancement of the QFI with increasing the
population inversion is induced by the gain medium. The stronger the optical pumping is,
the larger population inversion is induced, and the higher sensitivity is obtained.

In the linear theory, the QFI diverges at the lasing threshold, i.e., S, = S.. In Fig. 4
(b), the divergent behavior is shown in the dotted line. However, the critical fluctuation
neglected in linear description becomes important near the threshold, which may prevent
the sensitivity from divergence. The discussion of the effects of the critical fluctuations is
beyond the scope of this paper. Further increasing the pumping power, the coupled cavity
system will exceed the threshold and enter the lasing phase. The EP, known as the P7T
phase transition point, occurs at the point g = % and ¢ = 0 in the parametric space;
when 2g > ~/ the system is in the P7T symmetric lasing phase, where both modes are

lasing; whereas when 2g < 7/, the PT symmetry breaks and the system is in the single

13
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FIG. 4. (a) The frequencies of the quasinomal modes and (b) the QFI as functions of S,/S., where
Se is the lasing threshold. The QFI is a smooth function of S, at the EP (indicated by the vertical
dashed line). Near the threshold, the QFI diverges as revealed by the dotted line in (b). Results
are all based on the linearized theory. Parameters are: v, = 1.0, ¥4 = 5.0v, Yex = 0.17, Vg = vp,

g =247, k=100, N =2 x 102, v; = 0.01v,, gg = 1073, S, = 1.38 x 102, and 8 — oo.

mode lasing phase [8, 52-54]. In contrast to the cases below the lasing threshold, a non-
equilibrium phase transition occurs at the EP. The conclusion revealed in Eq. (10), that
the enhancement of the QFI at the lasing transition is not caused by the divergence of the

energy splitting susceptibility but the phase transition, can be generalized to this case. We

14



can also understand this conclusion from the coalescence of the different quasinormal modes

counteracts the susceptibility divergence at the EP.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We show that the exceptional point in a non-Hermitian sensing system does not dramati-
cally enhance the sensitivity, since the coalescence of the different quasinormal modes coun-
teracts the singular behavior of the mode splitting. This is verified in the passive-passive and
active-passive coupled cavity systems through the exact calculation of the quantum Fisher
information. This conclusion is valid for high-order EPs and other sensing schemes.

Notes. After completion of this work, we came across the paper [W. Langbein,

arXiv:1801.05750], to whose conclusion ours is similar.
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Appendix A: Quantum scattering theory and QFI

The sensing process by the linear optical system can be described by a scattering process.

We define

&, (t) = txl_igloo eiI:I(tft’)efilrfo(tft’)éi/n(t)eiﬁo(tft’)efifl(tft’)7 (A1)

where ¢, is the operator of the scattering photon, H = Hy + V is the total Hamiltonian
of the input photons and the sensing system with H, being the free Hamiltonian and 1%
being the interaction Hamiltonian between input photons and the sensing system. Taking

a derivative of both sides of Eq. (A1) with respect to time ¢, we get

02, (t) = —ive,(t) +i lim e HU—IN [\ oin ()] e=tH (=) (A2)
! ——o0
where 9, (t) = —ive™(t) is used. A formal time integration of Eq. (A2) yields
&(t) = &n(t) + i / dre T et — 7)e T, (A3)
0

15



Utilizing the formulas that e*6e="Ht = ¢ty and & (t — 7) = &, =) we simplify the
result to
. 1 N
e (t) = e (t) —e ™ —[V,¢,]. A4
=) - L 7a) (A1)

With the formula é22t(t) = QF ¢, (£)Q_, the input-output relation is obtained
1
v+ HA

) - (L) (A5)

(1) =E(1) — Jim e () (

v, @]) o=,

where ()" = f €6 (t) denotes frequency v component of contribution. We consider a

general case of hnear systems. The Hamiltonian reads

iy = / dvvile, + 3 6f Myoy, (A6)
Ik

N dv
At A
= —E /Vex.;(0:C, + h.c.), AT

where 0; are linear operators of the sensing system satisfying the commutator [6}, o) = 01k
and 7, ; is the coupling strength between input photons and the j-th mode of the sensing

system. Taking the interaction term as perturbation and expanding it to the second order,

sout Aln Yex,j Ain Vex l%x,g v
il SO0 ||+ [ 5 7
‘ Z [ 2r v — v + 10t ]

< T vl o — iyl (A8)

we get

The output state takes the form
Aoutf[) éout)

)= @r o

where P? = (n,|p™|m,) is the density matrix element of the input state. Here we suppose

0)(0] (A9)

the input state is a product state of different frequency modes. A small disturbance de of
the sensing system changes the output state to

(6) d(M; )y A 5.2
/\/ﬂ e 45e 1+ O(5¢). (A10)

p(e+ de) = p(e

Applying this formula into the definition of Bures distance defined in Eq. (7) yields

d3[p(e), ple+ 6¢)] = 2 — 2Try/p(0) + p!/2(€)dp(e) p!/*(e), (A1)
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where dp(e) = p(e 4+ de) — p(e). Substituting Eq. (A1l) into the definition of QFI and

representing the density matrix p(e) in its eigenbasis, we get the expression of QFT as

psl{ualOcp(e)|ug)|?
F¢=lim — Doyl 1+ —(ua|Ocp(€)|ug) + €
[ Z J o el () 5% Pa(Py = 13)

’ 2

2% | (1l Ocp(€)|11s)

P. +pg (A12)
o8

where |u,) is the a-th eigenstate of p(e) with the population p,,.

Appendix B: Wigner representation of the output state

The input-output formula in Eq. (16) provides us a way to calculate the output average of
an arbitrary waveguide operator 0. The key steps are as follows: first, make a decomposition
of 61in terms of ¢, and &l as 6(¢,, & ); then, transform the output average to the input average

through the Schrodinger-Heisenberg picture transformation
<6>out — <6(éout (w>€7iwt7 éOUtT (w)eiwt)>in; (Bl)

finally, substitute the output operators in terms of the input operators by using Eq. (16)
and make the input average. The output state p2" = , po‘lt is constructed from the

Wigner-Weyl representation
Py = 7T/dZ2WV(Z, ZVE(z — &y, 2" — &), (B2)
where Z(z — &, 2" — &) = [ %5 48 € (2=ev)=h-c i5 the characteristic function and W, (z, 2*) =

(EN(z — &,, 2" — &1))ous is the Wigner function.

Appendix C: QFI for the single mode Gaussian state

The Wigner function of a Gaussian state has the form

_l(XV_XV)T(C;l (XV_XV)

W, (z, 2" , C1
(z,2%) 7r|det[C,]|1/2 (C1)
where X, = [zj%*, z;/%] is the quadrature with the mean value X, = [()A(Ll,), <X2V)] and
the covariance matrix ((Cl,)l.j = %()A(i,l,f(j,,, + )A(jy,,f(i,l) — (X1V><)A(Jl,> Here the quadrature
operators are defined as X 1y = % and XQ,,, = é;\_/gl, and (-) denotes the average over the
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output state. For any two single-mode Gaussian states p2%'(e) and p2% (e + de) with mean
values X, (¢) and X, (¢ + d¢) and covariance matrices C,(¢) and C, (e + Je), Ref. [49] gives

an exact formula of the fidelity as
2 exp (—iéf(f(@,,)_lﬁ_(y)

F(poy (€), pay (€ + be)) = \/det[4<c,,(e)]+A—\/Z :

(C2)

where A = (det[2C, (e + d¢)] — 1)(det[2C, (¢)] — 1), 6X, = X, (¢ + de) — X, (¢), and C, =
2[C.(e) + C, (e + de)]. Based on this result, Ref. [50] presents a concise result of the QFI,

namely

. T[(C'C)? | 2(R)?
k=0 +P2) T P

where X, = X,(¢), C, = C,(¢), the symbol dot denotes the derivative 0., and P, =
det[2C,]~'/2 denotes the purity.

+XTCo'X,, (C3)

Appendix D: Active-passive coupled cavity system

Theoretically, the gain medium is treated as an ensemble of two level systems (TLSs)
>N, 6{, where &lj with j = (z,y, z) are the Pauli matrices of the [-th TLS and N is the
total number of TLSs in the ensemble. With the inhomogeneous broadening taken into
consideration, the frequency splitting reads >_;(v, 4+ dv;)67, where dv; denotes the stochastic
fluctuation of the splitting. The central splitting is tuned resonant with the cavity frequency
vp. Due to the interaction with the free space electromagnetic field and the optical pumping
field, each TLS relaxes from the upper to the lower level with rate v, and is pumped from
the lower to the upper level with rate w,. The TLSs homogeneously couple to cavity b
through the dipole interaction 3, g (6;" b+ lA)TcATl_ ). Here, the rotating wave approximation

is adopted. The Langevin equations for the TLS ensemble are

0S(t) = —(iny + 2)3_(t) + igaS.(Hb(t) — i€ (1), (D1)
0,8.(t) = —(w +%>SZ< {) — 29618+ (Ob(t) - B'(H)S_(1)]
—N(w, — 1) — i.(8), (D2)

where S,(t) = 3, 6%(t) (with o = z or —) are the operators of the gain medium with noise
terms £,(t), and &k = 1/T5 + 71 + w, denotes the decay rate of the S_ with 1/T3 being the

inhomogeneous broadening.
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Below the lasing threshold, the operator S, is well approximated by its mean-field average,
ie, S.(t) ~ S, = N, — Ny = N2 — 2ig(S,b — bS_), where N, and N, denote the
numbers of TLSs in the upper and lower levels, respectively, and (-) denotes the average over
the steady state. Applying the Holstein-Primakoff transformation, one can get an effective
bosonic description of the ensemble as S \/7 S.|d'(t) or \/@J(t) corresponding to
S, > 0or S, <0, respectively. In this paper, we focus on the case S, > 0. The Langevin

equations for cavity fields and the spin ensemble are

) = (v + 2)a(t) — igh(t) — i/ (1) 1y (1).

(1) = —(ivy + %)B(t) —iga(t) — iy/S.gad' (1) — iAb™ (1),
o' (t) = ~(ivy + 5)d' (1) +i/S.g6b(¢) + iv/wd™ (1) (D3)

where the definitions v, = ~, + %x, Ai“( ), b™(¢), and &™(t) are similar to Eq. (15) and

J‘nT(t) = —% N =2 me \/ d‘“ ) is the linearized noise operator of the gain medium.

The population inversion SZ is obtalned by solving the self-consistent equation

_ 25 PO
S, = N BVOIG o )h(E) — he ) (D4)
Wy + 71 Wp + 71 7o

where ()i, stands for the average over the input state. It should be noticed that both b(t)
and ¢(t) are S, dependent.
By the Fourier transform 6(w) = [ ﬁe o(t), Eq. (D3) becomes

) = Go <w>[ Tl () 4+ VA () + 9G4 () Vb ()
G ()/526G ()Rl )] (Da)
5<W>:G (@) [VAH" (@) + 96 (@) (VT () + et ()
/596G (W) Vrd™ (w )} (D5b)
d'(w) = Ga(w) [~VEd" (W) — gG}' (w) yFsb™ ()
_\/gzggGéla)(w)gGgO)(w)( Tad™ (W) + A (wW))] (D5e)

where the free propagators of cavity a, cavity b, and the gain-medium are in turn G (w) =

— Vlﬂ e G(O) (W) = — V1+ s and G( (W) = = wl eEE the dressed propagators read
(1a) _ 1 (1d) _ 1 _ 1

Gb (w)  wvetig—g?G (@)  Gw) = Wi +S:g3GY Ga(w) w0260 W)

Gp(w) = 1 , and Gy(w) = . The waveguide

w—ub—&—i%b—gQG,(lm(w)—i—SzgéGfio)(w) w—vp iy +Szg G(la)( )
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output operator ¢***(w) follows the input-output relationship
(W) = E™M(w) — i/ ezt (w). (D6)
Combining Eq. (D6) with Eq. (D5a), we get

" (w) = (W) — iy T Galw) (V3" (@) + VT ()
i T Ga() 9Gy ) (@) ()
iAo Ga(@)gGi (@) 596 GO ()™ (w). (D7)

The construction of the waveguide output state p2** = ®,, pout follows the same procedures
in the passive-passive case (see Appendix B for details).

Considering the same input state as in the passive-passive case, we have p'" = &, pify ®
pL, ® pi, @ pit, with p, = D(a,)pl,D'(c,); the v-frequency noise field associated with
the gain medium is in the vacuum state pid‘f = |Oe, 04)(0c, 0] for the operator di, so that the
average excitation number ng, = (JT cz,,>in . The waveguide output state p2"* = &, p°Ut

takes a Gaussian form. As noted in Appendlx C, the Gaussian state p"“t

is fully deter-
mined by the expectation values X, = [(X1,), (X,,)] and the covariance matrix (C),; =
§<(Xi,y)2'j’y + X'j,yf(i,y)) — (X,;,)(X;,). For the input state p™, we have

7 = v | Rt = neGul) G Ly (Dsa)

Im[a, (1 = 9. Go(V))] 2
where n;, = 1, + (7, + %)7@$K|Ga(y)gGl(71d)(V)\/SZQGG&O)(V)P is the gain medium modified
average photon number.

The QFI of the parameter € follows Eq. (C3). Utilizing Eq.(D8), we obtain

2 2
[ [4 ow | ’ds,,

2 | 2n), + 1] de

laﬁﬁu‘Q
n!(n!, +1)

(D9)

where S, = 7.,G,(v) characterizes the scattering amplitude. The explicit expressions of n),

and S, are obtained as

exh QSz 2 ﬁu"'&
(v —v1)(v — o) (v — 13)[?
s, :%x(u—l/b—l—i%)(y—Vb+ig)+5zgé' (d11)

(v—11)(v— o) (v —13)
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Here v;—1 23 are the eigenvalues of the coefficient matrix

!

€—il g 0
M=ul+| ¢  —i2 Sy |- (D12)

0 -V Sng —Zg

Comparing Egs. (D10) and (D11) with (D12), we find that both S, and n!, are well defined
unless the matrix M, = (vI — M) is singular, i.e., det[M,] = 0. This singular condition
indicates a lasing transition. Below the lasing threshold, 0.5, and 0.n!, are well defined, so
the QFI shows no singularity. Near the singular point, we have det[M,] &~ 0, i, ~ |M1|?
S, ~ |M;t|. Thus the QFI scale as

dv

Fén | —
2T

M (D13)

The validity of Eq. (D13) is based on the linear description of the sensing system. The
linearization is invalid near the transition point where the critical fluctuations diverge. The
diverging critical fluctuations may prevent the QFI from diverging.

For k > ~, and ~,, one can adiabatically eliminate the gain medium mode and get an

effective two dimensional coefficient matrix

€
Meg = vpI + 2 | (D14)

where v, = 7, — % is the effective decay rate of cavity b. The EP occurs at ¢ =0 and g =
1(74 — ). The lasing threshold is determined by the singular condition det[v] — Mg] = 0,
which yields
_K_(49® Ya.
S — 4gé(7{1 +7b)7 g < 2 (D15>
z(atm), 9= %
Here we suppose the cavities are in resonance so that ¢ = 0. By implementing the same

2
approximation to the gain medium propagators, we obtain Gy4(v) ~ Ggo)(u) S 252%, and

hence
V— U+ 1
Sl/ ~ ’Yeac ( i 2 ) 9
(v—v)(v—v-)
245292; n + Ne
%wm+mg“(” s.) (D16)




where v are the eigenvalues of Mg. Applying these results into Eq. (D9), the QFI of the

active-passive coupled cavity system is obtained. Around the threshold, the same conclusion

as Eq. (D13) is obtained only with the substitution of Mg for M.
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