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Quantum illumination employs entangled states to detect a weakly reflective target in a thermal
bath. The performance of a given entangled state is evaluated from the minimum error probability
in the asymptotic limit, which is compared against the optimal coherent state scheme. We derive an
upper bound as well as a lower bound on the asymptotic minimum error probability, as functions of
the quantum Fisher information. The upper bound can be achieved using a repetitive local strategy.
This allows us to compare the optimal performance of definite-photon-number entangled states
against that of the coherent states under local strategies. When optimized under the constraint of a
fixed total energy, we find that a coherent state outperforms the definite-photon-number entangled

state with the same signal energy.

I. INTRODUCTION

The aim of quantum illumination (QI) is to detect
the presence of a weakly reflective target embedded in
a thermal background [I]. Surprisingly, it was shown
that an entangled Gaussian quantum probe, namely the
two-mode squeezed vacuum (TMSV) state, enhances the
performance of the task and that the enhancement is
maximal for low signal energy and large thermal noise
[2]. Many theoretical developments [3H20] and experi-
ments [2IH26] have followed in the subsequent decade,
which are well documented in reviews [27H29]. An ex-
tension to radio-wave frequency has been proposed and
proof-of-principle experiments have been demonstrated
[30H34].

The two-mode squeezed vacuum state has been proven
to be optimal in the asymmetric (Neyman-Pearson) case
[35] and nearly optimal in the symmetric case [36] B7].
The corresponding optimal measurements require a col-
lective measurement over M copies of the input state as
M — oo and are thus difficult to implement [6]. For
local measurements Sanz et al. derived an achievable up-
per bound on the minimum error probability [38] using
the concept of quantum Fisher information (QFI) exten-
sively used in quantum estimation theory [27, B39 [40].
The use of QFI makes it easier to go beyond the Gaus-
sian regime and investigate the potential benefits of using
non-Gaussian entangled states.

In this work, we provide a simple derivation of the
same upper bound on the minimum error probability as
a function of the QFI. The same method also provides

* lcnoh@knu.ac.kr

T 'suyong2@add.re.kr

a loose lower bound. Using these, we investigate pos-
sible advantages of using definite-photon number entan-
gled states of the form ZQLO an|N — n,n)gr, which we
will call N-photon entangled (NPE) states. These states
have been shown to be useful for quantum estimation
purposes [41]. Possible advantages of using NPE states
in QI were first investigated in Ref. [I7], where an op-
timized NPE state was shown to outperform the coher-
ent state under repetitive local measurement strategies.
The optimum NPE state, for a given value of N, was
found by numerically maximizing the QFI. Furthermore,
by considering a specific non-optimal scheme, a perfor-
mance measure (signal-to-noise ratio) was shown to in-
crease with a thermal photon number for large enough
values of the latter. Here, we show that, contrary to the
findings in Ref. [I7], the QFIs for the optimized NPE
states are slightly lower than those of the coherent states
when the signal energy is constrained to be equal. By
performing an exact calculation, we also show that the
signal-to-noise ratio decreases monotonically as thermal
noise is increased.

II. QUANTUM ILLUMINATION

Figure[I] illustrates a general QI protocol. The central
goal is to detect the presence of a target that may or
may not be there. The target is modeled by a weakly
reflective beam splitter with reflectivity n < 1 and the
thermal noise is modeled as a separate field entering the
unused port of the beam splitter. Explicitly, the unitary
transformation describing the beam splitter can be writ-
ten as U, = exp[n(a:gb — agbl)] for small 7, where ag
and b are the annihilation operators for the signal and
thermal photons. After receiving the reflected signal, the
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quantum state is given by p, = Trg[U,|¢)(¢| ® pthU];],
where pg, = Y, [0 /(1 4 nen)"H|n)(n| is the thermal
state with the mean photon number ng,. |¢) is an in-
put two-mode entangled state that can be written as
>k VPr|[Yr)s|¢k) 1 in the Schmidt form. S and I denote
signal and idler modes, respectively. The goal is then to
distinguish between the two density operators p, (target
present) and po (target absent). Following the language
of hypothesis testing, we label the two cases H; and Hy
respectively.

Entangled light

Signal Target

Reflected Thermal Bath

Detector

FIG. 1. Generic quantum illumination scheme. A signal mode
of a two-mode entangled light is sent to a weakly reflective
target embedded in a thermal bath, while an idler mode re-
mains protected. The reflected signal mode from the target
is measured together with the idler mode at a detector. The
presence of the target is inferred from the measurement result.

The task at hand is thus to come up with the best de-
cision strategy to distinguish between the two hypothe-
ses, or in other words to reduce the error probability.
There are two types of error. The false-alarm probabil-
ity Prase = P(1]0) is the probability that H; is chosen
when Hj is true, i.e., the object is assumed to be present
when it is not. The miss probability Puniss = P(0[1) is
the probability that Hy is chosen when H; is true, i.e.,
the object is assumed to be absent when it is present.
The total error probability is then

Perr = 7T(J-Pfalse + 7T1Pmissa (1)

where 7y and 7 are the prior probabilities of the object
being absent (Hy) or present (Hp), respectively. Differ-
ent optimal strategies exist depending on how the errors
are minimized, because the two types of errors cannot
be reduced independently. Two types of approaches to
hypothesis testing are widely used.

In Bayesian hypothesis testing, one aims to reduce
both types of errors simultaneously and minimize the to-
tal error probability Pe,,. The lowest achievable P, is
given be [42]

1
Pery = 5(1— l[mopo — mip1ll1) (2)

where p; = p, and ||A||; = TrvV AT A is the trace norm of
an operator A.

In the Neyman-Pearson approach one aims to mini-
mize one of the errors, say Ppiss, while keeping the other,
Prase, below a certain tolerance threshold. This approach
is more useful for certain cases, but will not be considered
further in this work. Instead, we concentrate on symmet-
ric Bayesian hypothesis testing, where g = m; = 1/2.

Given M copies of the input state, the decision strate-
gies fall into two categories. The first is to perform ‘non-
local” measurements on the collective states, for which
the performance measure depends on |[pd™ — pPM||;.
This quantity is difficult to evaluate, but fortunately
the error probability is bounded by the so-called quan-
tum Chernoff bound as Por < QM (po,p1)/2 where
Q(po,p1) = infocsc1Tr(pgp1 ) [@3]. The bound is
known to be tight in the asymptotic limit of M — oo.
Using the fact that Tr(pgp} *) can be calculated ana-
lytically for Gaussian states [44], Tan et al. evaluated
the quantum Chernoff bound for the coherent state:
Peob < o=Mn*(VIFnm—vam) /9 @], For nyg, > 1 the

err
right hand side becomes e‘M"2N5/4”°“/2. For the TMSV
state, they derived a non-tight upper bound at s = 1/2,
the quantum Bhattacharyya bound, which reduces to
PIMSV < o=Mn*Ns/n /2 in the limit of n < 1, Ng < 1,
and ng, > 1. Thus QI with a TMSV state was shown
to be able to achieve a 6dB (4 times larger) improve-
ment in the error exponent over the classical (coherent
state) illumination. The optimality of the TMSV state,
under a joint measurement strategy, has been established
recently [36], [37].

The second option is to perform ‘local’ measurements
on individual copies of the received states and form a de-
cision with the M results. Local strategies can be further
divided into adaptive and non-adaptive ones, depending
on whether measurement results are used to modify an-
other measurement. In this work we only consider a par-
ticular types of non-adaptive strategy, where the same
measurement is used throughout. This type of measure-
ment strategy is called a repetitive strategy.

III. MINIMUM ERROR PROBABILITY FOR
REPETITIVE LOCAL STRATEGIES

Consider a generic local measurement that yields an
unbiased estimator of 7. For a given input state, the
measurement results follow a certain probability distri-
bution. If the measurements are repeated M > 1 times,
the mean value of the estimator follows a Gaussian dis-
tribution according to the central limit theorem. The
upshot is that the error probability scales as [4] (see also
[18] for a more detailed explanation)

Perr ~ e_M(SNR)2/27 (3)

where the signal-to-noise ratio, SNR, is defined as

N, — Np

SNR = .
o1+ 09

(4)



Here N,, is the expectation value and o, is the standard
deviation of the estimator assuming hypothesis H,,. Hy-
pothesis Hj is chosen if the average value of the estima-
tor after M measurements is below the threshold value
Ninr = %, while H; is chosen otherwise. Here
we use this expression to obtain an upper bound and a
lower bound on the error probability as functions of the
QFI.

To obtain the bounds we use a well-known inequality
between the error probability and the fidelity

1—/1—F(po, p1)*" F(po, p1)™

2
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as well as a relation between the fidelity and the QFI

FQ(P;)dGQ' (©)

Here Fq denotes the QFI and the fidelity is defined as
F(po,p1) = Try/\/p1poy/p1- Because n < 1, we can

-7:(,007/79+d0) =1-

write
Folpo)n® | _Fateom?
Flpo,pg) =1 - —Hg e s (7)
Plugging this into Eq. , we obtain
1 MFq(po)n? 1 MFq(po)n?
16 4 5 Perr(pOa Pn) 5 56 8 (8>

The upper bound coincides with the one derived in
Ref. [38]. There, both Pryse and Ppiss were shown to
scale as exp[—n?FqoM/8] and the corresponding optimal
local measurement was shown to be the one that gives
the QFI in the estimation scenario. That is, the optimal
observable is L/Fg where L is the symmetric logarithmic
derivative of p, at n = 0. We note that the bounds in
Eq. are not known to be tight, so our derivation does
not guarantee that the bound can be achieved.
To summarize, we have derived

_ MFq(po)n?
e 8 , (9)

1 MFgq(pg)n?
1° R

_ M(SNR)?
2

A
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for local repetitive strategies when M > 1 and n < 1.
Using these inequalities, the QFI can be used to put
bounds on the minimum error probability. Even if the
measurement is not optimal, one can use the SNR to ob-
tain the error probability via Eq. . From Ref. [3§],
we know that the upper bound is achievable while the
lower bound is generally known to be loose. As an ap-
plication of this result we study performances of optimal
NPE states by calculating their QFI, FATF.

A. Quantum illumination with NPE states

In Ref. [I7], Lee et al. showed that an optimized NPE
state has a larger QFI than the coherent state with the
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FIG. 2. Ratio between the QFIs, F3"® /F&™, for an optimized

4PE state and coherent states|v/2, v/2) and |2,0), as functions
of the thermal photon number.

same total energy when the energy is evenly distributed
between the two modes. That is, when the input co-
herent state is fixed as |[v/N,v/N). For example, with
N = 4, 4PE state has a larger QFI than the coherent
state [v/2,v/2) as shown in Fig. [2l This, however, is not
the optimal case for the product coherent state with fixed
total energy N. By concentrating all the energy N on
the signal mode, the QFT for the coherent state becomes
larger than that of the optimized 4PE state, except at
ngy, = 0 at which point the QFIs are equal. This is illus-
trated in Fig.

Actually, only the signal energy is relevant for sepa-
rable states since the QFIT only depends on it. In par-
ticular, the QFI of the separable coherent state |a, )
goes as F(SOh = 4Ng/(1 + 2n4,) with Ng = |a|?. Figure
a) displays the QFIs for the 4PE state, a single-mode
coherent state |a), and the TMSV, for the same values
of the signal energy. To obtain the curve for the 4PE
state, we have numerically optimized over the coefficients
{an}. The latter can be taken to be real because the
phases can be absorbed into the definitions of the idler
states without affecting the QFI. Contrary to the result
in Ref. [I7], where the joint coherent state |/2,+/2) has
been assumed, there is no advantage in using the 4PE
states. In fact, the coherent state performs slightly bet-
ter. The QFI for the TMSV state is significantly lower
than the others and will not be discussed further. In
Fig. b), the signal energy Ng is shown as a function of
ngn. It quickly decreases from the maximum value 4 as
n¢p increases from 0 to 1 and then very slowly decreases
to a value slightly less than 3. This signifies that in the
presence of noise it is better to distribute some of the
energy in the NPE state to the idler mode, in order to
observe correlations with the signal mode.

Figure a) shows how the QFI changes with N for
ngn = 5. It increases almost linearly in N for both states
and Fg’h > Fg PE for all values of N. The differences
between the QFlIs, AFq = Fé‘)h — FgPE increases with
N and eventually saturates, showing that the difference
becomes insignificant for a large value of N. Other values
of ng, produce similar graphs with differing gradients,
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FIG. 3. Quantum Fisher information as functions of the ther-
mal photon number n¢,. (a) Fq for the optimized 4PE state,
the coherent state and the TMSV state. All states have the
same signal energy Ns. (b) The signal energy, i.e., the mean
photon number, as a function of ny.
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FIG. 4. (a) Quantum Fisher information for the coherent
state (F™) and the optimized 4PE state (F)"") as functions
of N, for ngn = 5. (b) Normalized difference between the
QFIs, AFq/N = (F&" — F&TP)/N as functions of N and
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where the gradient decreases with increasing ny,. Figure
[4(b) illustrates how AFq/N changes as a function of ng,
and N, showing that the difference is the most significant
around ng, ~ 0.1 and N < 1.

Lastly we study the fraction of the total energy stored
in the signal mode, i.e., Ng/N. As shown in Fig. |5} the
fraction of the total energy carried by the signal mode
increases in proportion to N. That is, Ng/N increases
with N for a given value of ng,. For N > 30 at least 90%
of the total energy is carried by the signal mode. For
nyn = 0 the optimal state is always |N,0) so Ng/N =1,
and the ratio Ng/N quickly decreases with increasing nyy,
until ngy, &~ 10, from which point the changes become very
slow. This indicates that it is beneficial to increase the
fraction of the total energy carried by the idler mode as
the noise level increases, but only up to a certain point.
Past a modest noise level of ny, ~ 10, the optimum frac-
tion of the idler energy remains more or less the same,
regardless of the total energy N.

For the coherent state, the optimal local measurement
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FIG. 5. Fraction of the total energy carried by the signal
mode Ns/N as a function of ny,. Different curves correspond
to different values of N in the NPE state.

is known to be the homodyne measurement and in the
asymptotic limit it coincides with the optimal global mea-
surement for ny, > 1 [4]. The error probability in this
case goes as exp[—(n?NgM)/(4ny, + 2)], which is the
same as the bound given by the QFI. Therefore, from
the above results, we conclude that the performance of
the NPE state is worse than that of the coherent state in
the asymptotic limit, as long as local measurements are
concerned. Furthermore, the optimal measurement gen-
erally depends on the probe state, so the measurement
yielding Fé\' PE is likely to be complicated and dependent
on ngy.

Because the QFI for the 4PE state was higher than
that of the coherent state in the scheme of Ref. [I7], the
authors considered a particular setup involving photon
counting measurements. Under the non-optimal mea-
surement scheme the SNR for an NPE state was shown
to increase with ng,. Such behaviour is surprising in light
of the conclusion drawn above, so we investigate the mea-
surement setup in detail in the next section.

IV. SNR FOR A NON-OPTIMAL
MEASUREMENT SCHEME

Let us now consider the QI setup of Ref. [17], which is
reproduced in Fig. [6] The measurement operator can be
worked out straightforwardly and reads

Mn =dd—efe
= n(a}as + azaTS) +41- n2(a§b +arbh), (10)

where ag and aj are the annihilation operators for the
signal and idler modes, respectively. For pi, = [¢)s7{(¢|®
Pth, We have

(M) = n{ajas + aral)s; (11)

(M) = 1 (ajas + aral)?) + (L= 1) {(afb + arb')?).
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FIG. 6. Specific QI setup considered in Ref. [I7]. The input
state is an optimized NPE state. For the measurement part,
the reflected signal mode and the idler mode are mixed to-
gether by a 50:50 beam splitter and the number difference of
the output modes is measured.

The SNR for this measurement is
() — ()
V(AM,)? + /(AMj)?

Unlike the QFI, the SNR depends on the idler energy as
well as the signal energy, even for the separable coherent
state input. Therefore, for fair comparison, we fix the

total energy N and consider coherent states of the form
|v/Nse?s, /N — Nge'1).  For such states one readily

calculates the numerator to be 2n./Ng(N — Ng) cos¥,

where 6 = 65 — 07, and in the denominator

SNR =

(13)

(AM,)*> =N — (1 —=7*)Ns
+ (2(N = Ng) + 1)(1 — *)ng,.

The maximum value of the SNR is obviously at 8 = 0,
so we set g = 07 = 0 without loss of generality. The
optimization is performed over a real variable Ng.

The SNR for the 4PE state was claimed to be several
times larger than that of the coherent state for ng, = 10
in Ref. [I7]. It was shown to decrease initially for small
values of nyy,, but then to eventually increase linearly with
ni,. However we have seen that the maximum value of
the SNR is proportional to the QFI, which decreases with
increasing nt,. This makes the claimed behaviour puz-
zling. The apparent conflict results from the assumption
of the separability of the thermal noise after the target
reflection. Our exact calculation shows that the SNR de-
creases monotonically for an NPE state and is equal to
that of the coherent state with the same signal energy.

Figure [7] plots the SNRs for the 4PE state and the
coherent state when their signal energies are the same.
The 4PE state has been optimized to maximize the SNR
and the corresponding signal photon number was used
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FIG. 7. Signal-to-noise ratio for the optimized 4PE state
(solid blue curve) and the corresponding result for coherent
states with the same signal energy (red dots).

to set Ng for the coherent state. We note that the op-
timized coefficients are different to those maximizing the
QFI, and that the optimization can be performed over
real coefficients as shown in the Appendix. Interestingly,
two states yield indistinguishable SNRs for all values of
nen (the differences are in the order of 10719 ~ 1075 and
these results persist for larger values of N (not shown
here). Therefore, we conclude that in contrast to the
findings in Ref. [I7], NPE states show no perceptible ad-
vantage over the classical case even under the particular
non-optimal measurement scheme.

V. DISCUSSION

We have derived an achievable upper bound and a loose
lower bound on the minimum error probability, in the
asymptotic limit and under repetitive local strategies.
Both bounds are functions of the QFI, which are easier
to calculate than the usual bounds in quantum hypothe-
sis testing, such as the quantum Chernoff bound. As an
application, we have considered definite-photon-number
entangled states, which are known to be useful for quan-
tum estimation purposes. We find that coherent states
outperform the NPE states in the asymptotic limit, as
far as local strategies are used.

We note that because the QFI is independent of an ar-
bitrary unitary transformation on the idler mode, NPE
states are equivalent to a general class of states in the
Schmidt basis, which includes the truncated TMSV state.
This result may seem to indicate that the infinite dimen-
sional states are better than finite dimensional states for
QI purposes. One must remember however, that NPE
states have been optimized over all possible signal ener-
gies and that the TMSV states only outperform coherent
states when Ng < 1.

In this regard, it is interesting to ask if NPE states
can exhibit quantum advantage if Ng is smaller than the
optimal value that gives the maximum QFI. Preliminary
results indicate that this is so. There are signal energy
regimes in which NPE states perform better than the
coherent states. Detailed investigation on this will be



reported in a future work.
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Appendix A: Proof of the optimality of real
coeflicients

Here we prove that the optimal NPE states with re-
spect to the SNR has real coefficients in the limit n < 1.
To start with, note that the noise part of the SNR con-
sists of terms independent of 7 and those proportional
to n?. The dominant term is independent of 1 and thus
independent of the signal photon state. It only depends
on ny, and the idler photon number n;, which do not
depend on the phases of the coefficients {a,}. On the
other hand, the signal part of the SNR does depend on
the relative phase differences because it is proportional to
Re[(a}agﬂ. For the NPE states ), ¢,|N —n,n), the lat-
ter consists of terms of the form |¢,||cp1]| cos(0pt1—60n)-
Because they are all positive terms which are added to-
gether, the maximum signal is achieved when all phases
are equal.
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