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In this paper we provide the answer to the following question: given an arbitrary pure input
state and a general, unbalanced, Mach-Zehnder interferometer, what transmission coefficient of the
first beam splitter maximizes the quantum Fisher information (QFI)? We consider this question
for both single- and two-parameter QFI, or, in other words, with or without having access to an
external phase reference. We give analytical results for all involved scenarios. It turns out that, for
a large class of input states, the balanced (50/50) scenario yields the optimal two-parameter QFI,
however this is far from being a universal truth. When it comes to the single-parameter QFI, the
balanced scenario is rarely the optimal one and an unbalanced interferometer can bring a significant
advantage over the balanced case. We also state the condition imposed upon the input state so that
no metrological advantage can be exploited via an external phase reference. Finally, we illustrate and
discuss our assertions through a number of examples, including both Gaussian and non-Gaussian

input states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Improving the interferometric phase sensitivity is both
a classical and a quantum problem. The opportunity to
surpass the classical shot-noise limit, and enter what is
commonly called quantum or sub-shot-noise regime [1] is
due to quantum metrology [2]. The boost of this field in
recent years is correlated with the exponential growth of
quantum technologies [3], however, it benefits from addi-
tional momentum from the gravitational wave astronomy
community [4], quantum-enhanced dark matter searches
[5] and QED (quantum electro-dynamics) vacuum phe-
nomena [6, 7).

The classical phase sensitivity limit Apsgr ~ 1/ VN
(also called standard quantum limit (SQL) where N de-
notes the average number of input photons) is a bound
one gets with classical input states. However, by em-
ploying non-classical states of light [1], the theoretically
attainable limit shifts from SQL, to Apgr ~ 1/N, also
known as the Heisenberg limit (HL) [2].

Among the available types of interferometric schemes
we limit our discussion to the Mach-Zehnder interfero-
meter (MZI) [8], nonetheless the whole discussion can be
adapted to other types of interferometers [9]. The bal-
anced (50/50) MZI is usually discussed in the literature
[10-14] and this scenario often yields simple expressions
for the phase sensitivity. Besides, it is the optimal setup
for a number of input states and detection schemes [10-
13, 15].

The question of optimal phase sensitivity for an inter-
ferometer arises, since one would like to optimize for all
possible estimators and for all detection schemes. The
elegant solution to this optimization problem is found by
employing the quantum version of the classical Fisher
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information, namely the quantum Fisher information
(QFI) [16-18]. Indeed, possesing the QFI, F, allows
one to employ the quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB),
Apgcrp = 1/V/F [19, 20]. Thus, the phase sensitiv-
ity achievable by any realistic detection scheme Agge: is
bound to be A@det Z A@QCRB-

Before moving on, one must mention other noteworthy
approaches for optimal parameter estimation, including
the Bayesian method [9, 21] or boson-sampling inspired
strategies [22].

The realization that employing the QFI as defined
above yields overly optimistic results [23] allowed to re-
fine the analysis. Following Jarzyna and Demkowicz-
Dobrzaniski [23], we associate the asymmetric single-
parameter QFI denoted by F(*) to the scenario when a
single phase shift ¢ is applied inside the interferometer.
For the scenario comprising two +¢/2 phase shifts (see
Fig. 3) we associate the symmetric single-parameter QFI
as FU% . Finally, by employing a two-parameter QFI we
are able to denote the relevant difference-difference QFI
denoted by F(?P) [24]. Employing the two-parameter QFI
guarantees that no external references are taken into ac-
count in the process of phase sensitivity evaluation.

As already discussed in the literature, the balanced
case is not always optimal [24, 25] and unbalancing the
interferometer can actually be beneficial [24-26]. When
the interferometer is unbalanced, two supplementary pa-
rameters appear, namely the transmission coefficients of
the first (7') and second (7”) beam splitters (BS).

As we will emphasize in this paper, optimizing the
transmission coefficient of the first BS is enough to en-
sure the maximization of the QFI. This is due to the fact
that the second BS has no effect whatsoever on the QFI
calculation [26]. The statement remains true for both
single- and two-parameter QFT scenarios, in other words,
with or without an external phase reference. Thus, the
question we set to answer in this work is what transmis-
sion coefficient T' optimizes each of the aforementioned
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QFTs, given a general input state, |t ).

While optimum transmission coefficients for an unbal-
anced interferometer have been reported for some given
constraints [26, 27] or for specific input states [24], no
universal solution to this problem was proposed, to the
best of our knowledge. Moreover, in the previous studies
[26, 27], a specific QFI was considered only, namely the
two-parameter QFT F(2P),

In this paper we consider a general pure input state and
an interferometric setup with/without external phase re-
ference. We employ F*, F() and F(2P) and each time
we obtain an optimal beam splitter transmission coef-
ficient. We show that the value of the optimal beam
splitter transmission coefficient can always be analyti-
cally found.

Although not a central topic in this paper, the input
phase matching conditions (PMC) [14, 24, 27] will be
be discussed due to their connection to our optimization
problem. We will show that different choices of QFI will
point towards different optimal input PMCs.

After introducing the formal part, we go on to discuss
these noteworthy scenarios. The first one deals with the
conditions to be fulfilled by the input state in order to
yield no quantum metrological advantage if an external
phase reference is available. The second one involves an
interformeter with one input in the vacuum state [28].

Finally, for a number of input states [14, 24, 25, 29—
34], we obtain the optimum transmission coefficient, Ty,
and thoroughly discuss the QFI performance for each sce-
nario. Whenever possible, we compare our findings with
previously reported ones in the literature.

Among the Gaussian input states, the squeezed-
coherent plus squeezed-coherent input state was dis-
cussed previously for a balanced interferometer [14, 32,
35]. The same input state however employing the two-
parameter QFI was considered at length in reference [14],
the discussion including the PMCs optimizing the two-
parameter QFI as well as the performance of realistic
detection schemes. Three input PMCs were singled out,
each one maximizing FP) in a certain regime. In ref-
erences [32, 35] the authors employed the asymmetric
single-parameter QFI and considered only the balanced
case with an input PMC with all phases set to zero, ex-
cept for one. As we will show in this paper, this PMC set-
ting is not necessarily optimal, especially for the single-
parameter QFI. To the best of our knowledge, there has
been no discussion in the literature about the squeezed-
coherent plus squeezed coherent input state applied to
a non-balanced interferometer. We address this topic in
this work and show that, similar to other Gaussian states
[24], using an unbalanced interferometer and having ac-
cess to an external phase reference can bring a substantial
increase in the QFT.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section II we
give the quantum optical description of our interferome-
ter, introduce some notations and make some conven-
tions. The Fisher matrix and the two-parameter QFI
are both introduced in Section III. The two considered

single-parameter QFIs are introduced in Section IV. The
BS transmission coefficient maximizing each considered
QFT is given in Section V, with all cases and sub-cases
detailed. In Section VI we consider some noteworthy sce-
narios. Thoroughly discussed examples start in Section
VII, where both Gaussian and non-Gaussian input states
are evaluated. The paper ends with a short discussion in
Section VIII followed by the conclusions from Section IX.

II. THE QUANTUM OPTICAL DESCRIPTION
OF AN UNBALANCED MZI

In an interferometric setup one usually knows the input
state vector |¢;,) and wishes to determine the output
one. If we consider more specifically a Mach-Zehnder
interferometer (see Fig. 1), the output state [thoyt) can
be formally written as

[Yout) = Ups (9) UpUps (9) [in) - (1)

We can model each beam splitter via the unitary operator
Ups (@) = =7 (2)

where @ € {1,%'}. If one wishes to connect the abstract
angle ¥ to the more common beam splitter transmission
coefficient, T, we can use the relation ¢ = 2arccos|T|
and, similarly for BSy, ¥ = 2arccos|T”’| [29, 36]. J,
denotes the first Schwinger angular momentum operator
[29, 36],

f= ayan + aoal 3

the other two being

A a

Jy=—5— (4)
and
J, =" 1 (5)

where a;/ d} denote the usual annihilation/creation oper-
ators for the input modes [ = 0,1 [37]. We also introduce
the input total photon number operator,

N =ng + iy (6)

where n,, = dindm denotes the usual number operator
for a mode m. The three Schwinger angular momentum
operators {J,|n € {z,y,z}} form a SU(2) Lie algebra (.
e. [Ju,Jy] = iJ. etc.) and the Casimir element of the
group is J’ = N/2(N/2 +1) [29]. Please note that N
commutes with all {J,|n € {x,y,z}} operators, a result
that will be used in the following.

We allow two phase shifts in our MZI (see Fig. 1),
©1 (¢2) in the upper (lower) arm of the interferometer.



e e ———— >»
reference beam

1

Ugs(9)

FIG. 1. A typical unbalanced Mach-Zehnder interferometric
setup. In the general case we consider two independent phase
shifts (p1 and ¢2) so that the effect of an eventual external
phase reference can be revealed. When evaluating the QFI
we call this setup “closed”, as opposed to the one from Fig. 2.

We also introduce the phase sum/difference i. e. s =
w1+ 2 and g = @1 — @2 variables. The effect of these
phase shifts is modeled via the unitary operator

~ _ - o N _ E . =
U«p — P12 o —ip2y _ o~ Ps g o —iPads (7)

Most authors prefer to add a fixed phase shift

and thus model the effect of the MZI via
[Yout) = U}_;S (V) U,Ups (9) [in).  This is especially
advantageous in the balanced case (9 = ¥ = 7/2)

because the output state can be simply written as
[27, 38, 39]

[Wout) = €720 [1h;,) . (8)

For the general, non-balanced case, one can use the Euler-
Rodrigues relations to simplify equation (1) (see e. g. [29]
or Appendix A in reference [38]). As we will show in the
following, for the sole purpose of QFI evaluation, these
relations are not be needed.

III. THE FISHER MATRIX AND THE
TWO-PARAMETER QUANTUM FISHER
INFORMATION

Before evaluating any QFI we remark that F being
a measure of information is additive [18], thus repeating
the same experiment N times implies F — NF. The im-
plied QCRB, accordingly becomes Apgcrp = 1/VNF.
For simplicity, throughout this work, we consider N = 1.

A. Field operator transformations

The annihilation field operators after the beam splitter
BS; can be written as

/ 9)

{ Qs = U};S () do(:]Bs () = cos Zag + isin 2,
i3 = ULy (9) a1Ups () = isin Sao + cos 3y

reference beam

Measurement

Ups (V) U,

FIG. 2. The “open” MZI setup considered when evaluating
the QFIL. The QFI evaluation is performed immediately after
the two phase shifts.

relation that can be easily proven using the Baker-
Hausdorf lemma [37]. If we use the parametrization
T = |T| = cos?/2 and R = i|R| = isind/2 we get the
usual field operator transformations for a symmetrical or
“thin-film” beam splitter [8],

a3 — Rao + Ta (10)

{ az = Tao + Ray
where T' (R) denotes the transmission (reflection) of B.S;.
For generic T' and R, energy conservation imposes the
constraints |T'|?> + |R|?> =1 and TR* + T*R = 0 [8, 37).
Since the last relation implies (T*R)? = —|TR|?, a sign
convention has to be made (i. e. T*R = +i|TR|). From
our parametrization we took the convention

i{T*R = —|TR| (11)

and it will be used throughout this work. In some opti-
mizations we will use |T'R| as variable, we thus employ
the replacement

o 1-+/1-4|TRZ 2 _1
S I LICEL SR
— 2
T2 = 1+ 124|TR| if T2 > 1

and the corresponding |R|? coefficients can be immedi-
ately deduced.

B. The Fisher matrix elements

We begin by discussing the two-parameter QFI. As
pointed out previously in the literature [10, 23], if one
wishes to discharge any additional resources that poten-
tially come from an external phase reference, a setup in-
cluding two phase shifts must be discussed. The wavevec-
tor we consider, |¢)) = Uy, |t)23) (see Fig. 2), can be ex-
pressed in respect with the sum/difference phase shifts
using equation (7), therefore

) = e~ iGepteiCoee yiny) (13)



where the generators are Gq = J, = (g — n3)/2 and
Gs = N/2 = (fg +n3)/2. We define the Fisher matrix
elements [10, 23] (see also Appendix E),

Fij = 4R{(0:|0;¢) — (0i[v)(¥]0;4) ) (14)

where i, j € {s,d}, R denotes the real part and we denote
|0j1) = 0|v)/0,;. The choice of the above definition of
the QFI (i. e. excluding BSs) is justified in Appendix
F, where it is shown that the effect of B.Ss on the QFIT is
null.

The first Fisher matrix element we consider is the so-
called “sum-sum” coefficient and recalling that [.J,, N| =
0 we immediately have (see also Appendix A),

Fas = WinlN2Win) — (Win| N|ihin)” = A2 (15)

and by employing the appropriate shorthand notations
from Appendix B, it reads

Fss - VJr + ‘/cov- (16)

The “difference-difference” Fisher matrix coefficient Fgq
is found to be (see Appendix C)

Faa=4 (cos2 VA2, + sin? 19A2jy — sin 2196&7(jz, AU))
(17)

where the symmetrized covariance is defined by

(Jody) + (Jy )

Employing the appropriate shorthand notations from Ap-
pendix B, we are taken to

Faa = V+ — Veov + |T“R|2 (A - 4(V+ - cho’u))
—2|TR|(|T|* — |R*) S4. (19)

The “sum-difference” Fisher matrix element Fyq is found
to be

Fsa = 2cosICov (]\7, jz) — 2sinYCov (N, jy) (20)

where the covariance of two operators A and B is defined
by

Cov(4, B) = (AB) - (A)(B) (21)
and details on the calculation of Fyq are given in Ap-
pendix D. Using again the shorthand notations from Ap-
pendix B, we can write equation (20) as

Fsa=(ITP* = |R*) V- = |[TR[(P+5-).  (22)

The fourth matrix element, Fys, is not needed, since
]:ds = ]:sd'

C. The two-parameter difference-difference QFI

We introduce now the quantum Fisher information rel-
evant for a phase difference detection sensitivity [10, 14,
23, 24] (see also Appendix E),

2

FOP) = Fuq— ::_.Sd (23)

and this QFI implies the difference-difference QCRB,

2
A‘P(QZ)RB = ) (24)

We recall that this is the “true” interferometric phase
sensitivity for a MZI with a detection scheme not having
access to an external phase reference [23, 24]. When con-
sidering balanced interferometers with a given input state
some authors take Fyq = 0, thus F(P) = Fyy [10, 11].
Since our focus in on non-balanced scenarios, we will use
the complete expression (23) throughout this work.

IV. THE QFI FOR THE SINGLE PARAMETER
CASES

A. The asymmetric single parameter QFI, FO

In this scenario we assume a single phase shift, @2 = ¢
and consequently @1 = 0 (see Fig. 2). We have the phase
shift generator G = 73 and thus the implied QFI can be
simply expressed as [18],

FO = 4A%h;. (25)
The QFI F@ implies the QCRB

(i) 1

Apgers = 530) (26)

and this scenario corresponds to the phase sensitivity
when an external phase reference is available [23, 24].

The calculation can be done by employing the field
operator transformations (9) and the result is given in
Appendix G. An alternative method to calculate F(*) is
to take advantage of the relation connecting the assy-
metric single-parameter QFI F() to the Fisher matrix
coefficients [24],

FO = Fog + Faa — 2Fsa- (27)

Since not all authors consider the phase shift in the lower
arm of the interferometer, we briefly consider the other

possible convention for the asymmetric single-parameter
QFT in Appendix H.
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FIG. 3. Mach-Zehnder interferometric setup with symmetri-
cal +¢/2 phase shifts. The QFI evaluating the performance
of this setup is FU,

B. The symmetric single parameter QFI yat

If we assume @1 = /2 and w2 = —¢/2, we have the
experimental setup depicted in Fig. 3. We have now!
i) = =72 (72-13)|4n4) | the QFI is thus given by

Flid) A2(’fL2 _ ﬁg) = ((hg — ﬁ3)2> — (ng — ’fL3>2 (28)

and this is actually the Fisher matrix element Fg4, al-
ready computed in equation (17). The achievable phase
sensitivity in this scenario is lower bounded by the QCRB

i 1
Apbdrp = T (29)

V. OPTIMUM TRANSMISSION COEFFICIENT

We are ready now to deduce the optimal transmission
coefficient (T,,;) of the first beam splitter in the sense
of maximizing each considered QFI. In order to lay bare
the T-dependence of each QFI we introduce some coef-
ficients that will allow an extremely compact writing of
each expression.

A. The two-parameter difference-difference QFI

We start our discussion with the two-parameter QFI,
F©P). From definition (23) and the using the appropriate
expression for each Fisher matrix element we arrive at

F) = Cy+ C1|TRI* + Co|TR| (T - |R*)  (30)

where the C-coefficients are given in Appendix I.

L If we take the opposite convention i. e. |[¢) = ei%m27ﬁ3)|w23)
the QFI from equation (28) remains obviously unchanged.

constraints obeyed by the C-coefficients
Ci=0 Ci#0 Cy=0
Cy=0 Cy #0 Ci>0|Ci <0
L+sgn(Cy), [$—2enCl1]
Tgif) irrelevant \/ 5 2V % % 0/1
2 2
.7‘-7(359)0 Co Coh + % + 7\/01;402 Co + % Ch

TABLE I. Optimal transmission coefficient Tgf ) and the cor-

responding maximum two-parameter QFI .7-"7(,359)0 in all dis-
cussed scenarios.

We can discuss now the maximization of F(2P) as a
function of |T'|. For simplicity, we consider T real in the
remainder of this section.

A) The case C1 = Co = 0 implies a constant QFI i. e.
F@p) = €, and the value of T becomes irrelevant.

B) The simple case when C; # 0 but Cy = 0 implies two
scenarios:

i) if C; > 0, then F?) is maximized in the balanced
case, 1. e.

1

2

T2 = % (31)
This happens for a number of input states, and
it is the most commonly discussed scenario in the
literature [10, 11, 38, 40].

i) if C; < 0, F®P) is maximized in the degenerate
case (i.e. T = 0/1). While not very common,
this scenario can happen even for the coherent plus
squeezed vacuum [25] and squeezed-coherent plus
squeezed vacuum [24] inputs, given some input pa-
rameter choices.

C) In the most general case when C; # 0 and Cy #

0, we arrive at the optimal transmission coefficient (see
Appendix I),

. 1 _ sgn(C1)|Ch]
o) 1 + bgn(C’2) 2 2\/@
Topt = 2 (32)

yielding the maximum two-parameter QFI
C \O? 4+ 402
F2p) = Cfy + gl + % (33)

where sgn denotes the signum function, 1. e.
sgn: R — {-1,0,1}, sgn(z) = —1if x <0, sgn(x) = +1
if x > 0 and sgn(z) =0if z = 0.

All results from this section are summarized in Table I.

B. The asymmetric single parameter QFI, FO

The single-parameter QFI (25) can be written as
FO = Cy+|TRIPCT + ITR|(T — |RI*)Cy
+(T* = |RI*)Cs + [TRICy (34)



constraints obeyed by the C’-coefficients
C,=05=C,=0 C,=0C,=0,C5#0 Ci=0C5=0
Ci<0| Ci>0 eq. (37) eq. (40) | eq. (42) leq. (44),C5 < 0|eq. (44),C5 > 0 Ci>0 i <0
(4) 1 1, ¢4 1 |CIsgn(Ch)
T, || 0/1 3 \/2 + o 0 1 0 1 2T 4(CL)2+(Ch)2 0/1
N / 12 Y] AV
Floa|| Cb | o+ G |co+ci(3+ ) |co—Cs|co+ci| o C Ch+ O | Oy MAGIHED oy oy
1

TABLE II. Optimal transmission coefficient and the corresponding maximum asymmetric single-parameter QFI in the discussed

scenarios.

where the C’-coefficients are given in Appendix J.
We start the optimality discussion with a less general
case, however comprising a large number of input states?.
We thus assume (ag) = 0 and from equation (B2) we
have S1 = P = 0 implying

ClL=C =0. (35)
A) If C% = 0, too, then:

i) if C1 < 0 then the optimum is in the degenerate
case i. e. T(lt =0/1 and ]—',(ﬁw = Cj.

ii) if C7 > 0 then the optimum is again in the balanced
case, i. e. TO;)t =1/v/2 and

C/
‘Fmam - CO (36)
4
B) For the general case with {C], C%} # 0, we have the
scenarios:

i) if the constraints

{A28§A2ﬁ1—

Cov(ig, 1
Ass (20 %; (37)

AQfLQ - COV(fLQ, le

are met, then 0 < T(f;i < 1 exists and its value is

i 1
To(p)t = 5 + = (38)

yielding the maximum QFI,

1 oy
fmam - C'0 + C'1 (Z C?2> : (39)
1

ii) if the conditions

— COV(?ﬁLO7 ﬁl ))

A>8 (A%,
{ éAQﬁO — Cov(fig, 7)) (40)

A<8

2 Among them, we mention the coherent plus squeezed vacuum
(24, 25], squeezed-coherent plus squeezed vacuum [24] (see also
Section VII'A) and the coherent plus Fock (see also Section
VIIC) input states.

are met then the optimal transmission coefficient is
in the degenerate case (T, T = 0) and

opt —
Fi) = C) — C4 =4 (A% + Cov(ig, 1)) . (41)

iii) if the conditions

{ A<8 §A27¢L1 — COV(fL07ﬁ1))

A > 8 AQfLQ - COV(’fLQ,le)) (42)

are met, then the optimal transmission coefficient
is again in the degenerate case (T(Zt =1) and

F8) = Ch+ Ch =4 (A% + Cov(ig, 1)) .  (43)

iv) finally, if
A < 8 (A% — Cov(io, 1)
A<8 AQfLQ — COV(’flo,ﬁl)
then then the optimal transmission coefficient is in
the degenerate yielding (Ep)t =0if ¢ < 0 and
T = 1if ¢4 > 0.

The second easily solvable scenario happens when C] =
C% = 0 (relevant for example for a double coherent input)

(44)

and we get
i 1 C! CY
To(pt 4 | 3|Sgn( 3) (45)
2 4(C3)* + (C})?
valid if €} > 0 and the maximum QFT is given by
4(Ch)2 4+ (C))?
]_—mam_cl ( 3)2+( 4) ] (46)

For C} < 0 we have the optimum QFI in degenerate case
with
T —

opt —

: /
{0 if ¢, <0 (47)

1 if ¢4 >0.
The optimal transmission coefficient in the general case

(when none of the C’ coefficients is assumed null) can be
found in the form

; 14 /1 —4y2
T(l) — Xsol (48)

opt 2

where Yso; are those solutions of the quartic equation
(J3) that obey xsor € R and [x?%,| < 0.5. More details
are found in Appendix J. The results from this section
are summarized in Table II.




constraints obeyed by the C”-coefficients
7 =0 Y20 =0
cy=0 Cy #0 >0 1|C! <0
sen(C7N|CT]
.. 1+sgn(Cé’) %7 g/ //é 1//2
Ts;lt) irrelevant \/ 3 2V A % 0/1
.. " 72 112 "
FOLll cp | cpa S NEIROR op o) oy

TABLE III. Optimal transmission coefficient T(S;? and the
corresponding maximum symmetric single-parameter QFI
}'7(,12)1 in all discussed scenarios.

C. The symmetric single parameter QFI F(*9

The symmetric single-parameter QFI (28) can be writ-
ten as

Fi = + C{|TR)* + C§|TR|(|T)* — |R]*)  (49)

and the coefficients are given by

Cy = VJr — Veow
C{I =A- 4(V+ - szov) (50)
Cél = —25_;,_

Since F(9) from equation (49) is formally identical to
F©P) from equation (30), in the following we will employ
the solutions from Section IIT C by simply replacing the
C-coefficients with the corresponding C"'-ones.

All results from this section are summarized in Ta-
ble III.

VI. TWO NOTEWORTHY SCENARIOS

Before discussing the applications of the previous re-
sults to some interesting input states, we focus on two
special situations.

A. The condition for no metrological advantage of
an external phase reference

From equation (27) (or equation (H2) as a matter of
fact) we can immediately obtain F®) > F(P) and the
condition F(*) > F(2) is also straightforward from equa-
tions (23) and (28). In other words, from a quantum
metrological point of view, having access to an external
phase reference can only be beneficial. Thus, an inter-
esting question to answer would be the following: what
input states render the availability of this external phase
reference useless, irrespective of the transmission coeffi-
cient, T'7

We start our discussion with the asymmetric single-
parameter QFI. The condition for having no metrologi-
cal advantage with an external phase reference translates
into F() = FP) an equality that must be valid for any

value of T'. From equations (30) and (34) we immediately
have

V++‘/cov:O
V. =0 (51)
S_+P=0

and if the input state is separable, the first two conditions
morph into

A?hg = A%y = 0. (52)

In the case of the symmetric single-parameter QFI,
the condition for no metrological advantage while hav-
ing access to an external phase reference translates into
F) = FCpP) implying immediately Foq = 0. From
equation (D2) this condition imposes

V_o=0
{53020 )

This time the first condition (equally valid for entangled
and separable input states) implies A27g — A%7; = 0, a
much weaker constraint wrt equation (52).

We remark that if () = F?P, then necessarily F(*) =
F?P, too. The converse is obviously not true.

As a first example we consider the twin-Fock input
state,

_ _ @)" @phm
[thin) = In1mo) = NN 0) (54)
and if we set m = n it is also called a Holland-Burnett
state [41]. Since the constraints (51) are fulfilled, we have

F) = 7O = ) — 4|TR2 (n +m + 2mn)  (55)

and there is no metrological advantage in having an ex-
ternal phase reference for both single-parameter QFI sce-
narios.

As a second example we consider the rather popular
coherent plus squeezed vacuum input,

|7/)m> = |06150> (56)

where the coherent state in port 1, |a1) = Dy (a)|01), is
obtained by applying the displacement or Glauber oper-
ator [37, 42, 43],

Di(0) = eadl—aa (57)
with a = |ale?=. The squeezed vacuum in port 0 is
obtained by applying the squeezing operator [37, 44]

So (&) = exleTed el (58)
to the vacuum state, i. e. |&) = So (€)]00). Here £ =

re??. Usually r € RT is called the squeezing factor and
denotes the phase of the squeezed state.
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Since the constraints (52) are impossible to satisfy with
the input state from equation (56), we can try to satisfy
the weaker constraints (53). Indeed if we choose now |«
and r so that

sinh 2r
\/5 )

the constraints from equation (53) are satisfied. This sce-
nario is depicted in Fig. 4 for the parameter » = 1.9. Al-
though the QFI implied by the input state (56) is heavily
PMC-dependent [13, 24], when condition (59) is fulfilled,
there is no metrological advantage for F(*)| regardless of
the input PMC.

ol = (59)

B. Optimal phase sensitivity with one input in the
vacuum state

Another interesting scenario arises with an interfero-
meter having one input in the vacuum state [28]. With-
out loss of generality we choose the input port 0 as
“dark”, i. e. {(fg) = A%hg = 0. From definitions (B2)
we have

Vi = £A%0
A= (i) (60)
St=P=0

we thus get the Fisher matrix elements
Fos = A0y

Faa = A0y + 4| TR ((n) — A%iy) (61)
Fa =~ (TP = |RI’) A%y

The two parameter QFI (23) becomes
FP) = 4T R|* () (62)
and two conclusions are immediate:
i) the QFT FP) is maximal in the balanced case
ii) the phase sensitivity cannot surpass the SQL [28]
In the case of the asymmetric single-parameter QFI we
get C) = C% = 2A%hy, C] = 4((R1) — A?ny) and Ch =
C, = 0 implying
FO = a(an)| T - 4((n) — A%n)|T* (63)
Once again we consider 7" real and conclude that:

i) for A%py > M) the optimal transmission coef-

2
ficient is TO(Z = 1, yielding the maximal QFI
FO = 4A%p,.

ii) for A%h; < <ﬁ;> the optimal transmission coeffi-
cient is

Fie = ) = Ay (65)

We remark that the above-mentioned limit (A%h; <
(f1)/2) is simply the existence condition (37) for Té;)t
adapted when port 0 is in the vacuum state.

For the symmetric single-parameter QFT F(%) = Fuy
and from equation (61) we have the coefficients C] =
A%fy, CF = 4({h1) — A%hy) and CY = 0. The optimum
transmission coefficient maximizing this QFT is

i 0/1 if (Ry) < A27y

7 — ] irrelevant if (hy) = Ahy (66)
opt 1 if (A AQA
NG if (1) > A%y

and we considered 7' € R again for simplicity. Thus, if
the input state at port 1 has a Poissonian statistics T, is
irrelevant since the QFT is constant, F() = A%y = (7).
This results carries on even if both inputs have Poissonian
statistics [24].

We provide in the following three examples of grow-
ing complexity allowing us to apply all aforementioned
results. As a first example we employ the single Fock
input state 4. e. equation (54) with m = 0,

[¥in) = [1100) . (67)

From equation (55), the two-parameter QFT (see the dis-
cussion in Appendix K) is

FCP) = 4|TRn. (68)
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Since the conditions from equation (51) are satisfied we
have

F) = 7O = D = 4T R|n. (69)

thus T2 = T = 79 — 1/3/2 and F32) = Flike =

opt = “opt

]—',(,?a)m = n. The fact that there is no metrological advan-
tage in having an external phase reference for a single
Fock input can be seen as a quantum metrological proof
that Fock states do not have a well defined phase [37].

As a second example we consider the single coherent
input, [t;,) = |a10p). Since this scenario was already
discussed in reference [24], we simply connect the results
to the formalism of this paper. In the two-parameter
scenario we have T(2p =1/v/2 and F, FiE), = ||, Since
A%y > (h) /2, for the asymmetric single parameter
QFI we have optimality for T(Zt —1and F), = 4|arl?.
For the symmetric single parameter QFI, from equation
(66) we get that To(p) is irrelevant and Fiid, = ]2
For the asymmetric single-parameter QFI we always have
FO > ]—',(351 Finally, for the symmetric single parame-
ter QFI we have F(9) > F(P) for any T # 1/+/2. Thus,
having access to an external phase reference brings a clear
advantage for both F() and F9).

A final and more complex input state that can depict
all scenarios described at the beginning of this section is
the squeezed-coherent plus vacuum input state,

|¢in) = [(@€)100) (70)

where |(a¢)1) = D; (@) S1 (¢) [01) and ¢ = ze?. We have
an average number of input photons

(1) = |a|? + sinh? 2 (71)
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FIG. 6. The three QFIs for a squeezed-coherent state applied
to input port 1 with the second input port in vacuum for
two phase-matching conditions. Parameters used: |a| = 10,
z = 0.6. The circle marks the maximum for the F??) curve.

and a variance

sinh? 22
2

—sinh 2z cos (20, — ¢)) (72)

adjustable via the input PMC, 26, — ¢. Indeed, setting
20, — ¢ = 0 implies A7, = sinh® 22/2 + |a|?e~?* and
this is the minimum variance one can achieve with this
input state. On the contrary, setting 26, — ¢ = + yields
A%h; = sinh? 22/2+ |a|?¢?* and this time the input state
(70) yields its maximal variance.

In Fig. 5 we depict two scenarios when A%7; < (A1) /2.
The two-parameter QFT F*P) (blue solid curve) having
no dependence on A2%7; implies that the two-parameter
QFT is invariant wrt the input PMC. T hus, for both sce-

narios, F(P) reaches its maximum F) = (n1) for the
balanced case, this statement remaining true for the two
scenarios depicted in Fig. 6.

The other two solid lines from Fig. 5 depict F(*) and
FUD for the input PMC 20, — ¢ = 0. Since A7y < (fg),
the single-parameter symmetric QFI F(% is maximi-
zed in the balanced case while F() peaks at T(p)t given
by equation (64). Given the parameters used (see the
caption of Fig. 5) the optimum transmission coefficient

(64) is found to be Té;t v/0.72.  The second sce-
nario depicted in Fig. 5 (red dotted line) still obeys
A%p; < (hy) /2, however this time the inequality is
barely satisfied. Indeed, with the PMC 26, — ¢ = 0.157
we find T(f;)t = V095 ~ 1 and thus f},ilm ~ 4A%,.
Since A%y < (f1) the single-parameter symmetric QFI
is maximized in the balanced case.

In Fig. 6 we depict two situations when condition
A?ny < (f1) /2 is no longer satisfied. Thus, the opti-
mum transmission coefficient for the asymmetric single

A?hy = + |a|? (cosh 22



parameter QFT is TO(Z =1 and Fi)s = 4A2A,; for both
PMCs (red solid and, respectively, dotted curve). For

input the PMC 6, — ¢ = 0.37 FU) (green solid curve)

although still peaked for Té;? = 1/4/2, it is almost flat,
making the very notion of optimal transmission coeffi-
cient less relevant.

For the input PMC 60, —¢ = 0.57 we have A%f; > (71)

and from equation (66) we find TO(;? = 0/1, the sym-
metric single-parameter QFI, (") (green dotted curve)

being thus maximized in the degenerate case.

VII. GAUSSIAN AND NON-GAUSSIAN INPUT
STATE EXAMPLES

A plethora of quantum states have been shown to have
a quantum metrological interest [1, 14, 30-33, 45-51].
The discussions however, were carried out in the balanced
case only, with few exceptions [24-26]. In this section we
re-discuss a number of these states in the non-balanced
scenario for all three QFTs.

A. Squeezed-coherent plus squeezed vacuum input

Consider the squeezed-coherent plus squeezed vacuum
input state [24, 25, 30],

|[¢in) = [(aC)160) (73)

and we recall the notations for the two squeezers:

€ =re" and ¢ = ze'. All QFIs are maximized if we
impose the input PMC [24],

20, —60=0

{3 02% (70)

Calculations are detailed in Appendix L. Since C; > 0
(due to the PMC choice) and Cy = 0, equation (32) im-
mediately implies that for the two-parameter QFI the
optimum is found in the balanced case. For the asym-
metric single parameter QFI, the optimum transmission

coefficient T(E;)t is found via equations (J1) and (L1). If

one imposes the optimal input PMC (74), Té;)t simplifies
to the expression given in equation (L1). In the experi-
mentally interesting high-intensity coherent regime i. e.
la|? > {sinh®r, sinh? 2}, from equation (L1) we can ap-
proximate [24],

() 1
Topt ~ 2(1 — eQ(Z,T)) (75)

and one can select an optimum transmission coefficient
by adjusting the ratio of the squeezing factors. Since
CY > 0 and C§ = 0, the symmetric single parame-
ter QFT is optimized for in the balanced case, too, thus

T = 1/V2.
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FIG. 7. The three QFIs for a squeezed-coherent plus squeezed
vacuum input state. Parameters used: |a| = 103, r = 1, PMC
20, — 0 =0, 20, — ¢ = w. The squeezing in port 1is z = 0.1
(dashed lines) and z = 0.6 (solid lines). The circles mark the
maximum value for each curve.

In Fig. 7 we depict the three QFIs for a squeezed-
coherent plus squeezed vacuum input state in the high-
coherent regime (see figure caption for the parameters
used). The dotted/dashed lines depict the case z = 0.1,
and the solid ones z = 0.6. While the QFIs F()
and F) are maximized in the balanced case (irrespec-
tive on the value of 2), this is not true for F(. In-
creasing the squeezing factor z has a notable effect on
F®_ and, remarkably, this advantage does not vanish
in the experimentally interesting high-coherent regime,
la|? > {sinh®r, sinh® z}.

We conclude that the input state (73) shows a metro-
logical advantage if an external phase reference is avail-
able. In reference [24] it has been shown that the theo-
retically predicted QFT F() can be approached via a
balanced homodyne detection technique, by suitably ad-
justing the transmission coefficient of the second beam
splitter, BS5.

B. Squeezed-coherent plus squeezed-coherent input

We consider now the squeezed-coherent plus squeezed-
coherent input state [14],

[Vin) = [(@€)1(BE)o) (76)

where for port 0 we have |(8¢)o) = Do (8) So (€) |0) and
B = |Ble?s. Calculations are detailed in Appendix M.
We remark that since this state does not necessarily im-
ply Cy = 0, the optimum for the two-parameter QFI is
not always in the balanced case. Unless a reduced sce-
nario is possible, the optimum transmission coefficient

TO(IZ is obtained from equation (48).
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FIG. 8. The three QFIs for a squeezed-coherent plus

squeezed-coherent input state. The addition of the second
coherent source brings no noticeable advantage. Parameters
used: |a| =10%,r =1, 2= 0.6, PMC 20, —0 = 0,200~ =7
and 0, — 03 = 0. The circles mark the maximum for each
curve.

In reference [14], the two-parameter QFI for squeezed-
coherent plus squeezed-coherent input state was thor-
oughly discussed in the balanced case. Among the input
PMCs that maximize F(?P), the first, denoted by (PMC1)
involved the constraints from equation (74) plus the sup-
plementary condition

O — 05 =0 (77)

for the second coherent source. From equation (M6) we
can immediately deduce Cy = 0 and C} = 0, the QFIs
F@) and F(®) being thus maximized in the balanced
case. Since Sy = P = 0, we can use the first reduced

scenario from Section (VB) to find Té;l. In Fig. 8 we
plot this scenario. We basically keep the same parame-
ters used in Fig. 7 (the z = 0.6 case is selected) and start
increasing the coherent amplitude |3| in port 1, while
obeying to the PMC (77). As seen from Fig. 8, the incre-
mentation of the second coherent source from |3| = 20 to
|3 = 500 brings an irrelevant increase for all QFIs. Fur-
ther increasing |8| < |af still yields a minimal increase
for all considered QFIs. We conclude that with the PMC
(77) all energy put into the coherent beam from port 0
is simply wasted.
The second scenario, denoted (PMC2) [14],

20, — 0 =0
20, — ¢ =0 (78)
fo — 03 = 0.

was shown to be adapted to the high-coherent regime
({|a)?, |87} > {sinh? 7, sinh? 2}), at least as far as F(?»)
is concerned. We extend now this scenario for all three
QFIs. Since again from equations (M7) we find Cy =
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FIG. 9. The three QFIs for a squeezed-coherent plus
squeezed-coherent input state. The addition of the second
coherent source brings some increase for F 2P) and FO in
the case of F¥. Parameters used: laf =103, =1, 2 = 0.6,
PMC 20, — 60 =0, 20, — ¢ =0 and 0, — g = 0. Each circle
marks the maximum of the corresponding curve.

CY = 0, we have T\?") = 7" — 1/\/2. Finding again

opt opt
S+ = P =0, we can use the first reduced scenario from

Section (VB) to find To(;l. We depict this scenario in
Fig. 9. The same input parameters from Fig. 8 are em-
ployed, except for the input PMCs. While F(??) and
FU show a relative enhancement as |3| increases, the
performance of F(®) remains modest, well below the re-
sults from Fig. 8. We conclude that (PMC2) is, too, a
rather poor choice as far as the maximization of F(*) is
concerned.

We discuss now the last scenario, implying the PMCs
from equation (74) plus the condition

%—%zg (79)

and we denote these combined constraints by (PMC3). In
reference [14], employing the two-parameter QFI, F(2P),
(PMC3) has been shown to be optimal in the low coher-
ent regime ({|a|?,|8]?} < {sinh®r,sinh® 2}). We will use
it nonetheless in the high-coherent regime and show that,
surprisingly, it can actually bring a substantial metrolog-
ical advantage, however not for F(P) but for the single-
parameter QFI, 7). From equations (M8) it becomes
obvious that for this scenario, none of the involved QFIs
is necessarily optimized in the balanced case.

The results for (PMC3) are depicted in Fig. 10. Even
for a small coherent amplitude in port 0 i. e. || = 20
(18> < |af?) its effect is noticeable when it comes to
the single-parameter QFI, F®). Contrary to (PMC1)

and (PMC2), F). rapidly increases with |6| and the
(PMC3) scenario simply outperformes the previously dis-
cussed ones.
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coherent source brings a hefty increase in the case of F @,
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We conclude that employing the PMCs (74) and (79)
for a squeezed-coherent plus squeezed-coherent input
state is more than justified if an external phase refe-
rence is available. In this case, it can bring a real
gain even for small values of the coherent amplitude
|B]. Even more interestingly, this advantage remains
intact in the experimentally interesting scenario where
la|? > {sinh®r, sinh? 2} and |B|? > {sinh®r, sinh? z}.

In reference [32] the input state (76) with a single-
parameter QFI F(*) was employed and the authors con-
cluded that: “Unbalanced devices may be also consid-
ered, which however lead to inferior performances”. As
we showed in this section, some input parameters and
PMCs confirm their assessment, however, others contra-
dict it.

C. Coherent plus Fock input

Consider the coherent plus Fock input state,

[Yin) = la1no) (80)

and from equation (B2) we have

Vi = :|:|CM|2
A=4(n+]|a]* +2n|al?) (81)
Sy =P=0

The C-coefficients Cop = Cy = 0 and Cy = 4 (n + 2n|a|?)
are immediately obtained from equation (I4), the two-

12

parameter QFT is thus found to be
F) = |a|? + 4|TR|* (n + 2n|al?) . (82)

Since C; > 0 (C; =0 only if « = 0 and n = 0, 4. e
the input is the vacuum state) the optimum transmission

coefficient is To(if) = 1/+/2 and in this case we get the
maximum two-parameter QFI

FE) = |af? + n(l + 2|af?), (83)

result also reported in reference [34]. The C’-coefficients
are found to be

Ch = Cf = 2|al?
¢l = 4n (1 + 2|af?) (84)
Ch=C1=0

consequently the asymmetric single-parameter QFI reads

FO =2)af? +4n (1 +2[a)?) |TR* + 2|a*(IT* - |R[?).
(85)
Imposing a balanced interferometer yields

FO =2]a)? +n (1+2|af?) (86)

however, this value is not optimal®. The optimum trans-
mission coeflicient T(E;)t is given by equation (38) and for

this scenario is found to be

. 1 |a|2
A R e B 87
opt \/2 * 2n (1 + 2|al?) (87)

result that is valid* for n # 0. Inserting this value into
equation (85) yields the maximum QFT,

) 4
FO =2l +n(1+2a]) + - el (88)

(1+2]af?)

For the high coherent input regime (|a|? > n, |a|? > 1)
we can approximate

F o ~2laf (n+1). (89)

The symmetric single-parameter QFT (49) is found to
be

F@) = |af? + 4n (1 + 2|af?) |TR]? (90)

3 In reference [33] the value reported for the QFT is F(*) = 4(|a|? 4
n (1 + 2|al?) cos ) and curiously, their result depends on the
internal phase shift, ¢, although being the result of the unitary
generator G = J, it shouldn’t [18]. If we consider the best case
scenario, i. e. ¢ — 0, we still get four times F(2P) from equation
(83), not F®) from equation (86).

4 For n = 0 the input state (80) degenerates into a single coherent
input state (67) and the discussion from Section VIB applies.
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FIG. 11. Coherent plus Fock state input for n = 0,1,2 and
|a| = 10®. The Fock states can be seen as a “boost” to the
coherent source in terms of QFI. Each circle marks the max-
imum of the corresponding curve.

and it is obviously maximal in the balanced case when
we have F — F2p) _ |a|? +n(1 + 2|a)?), result® also
found in reference [52].

What is truly remarkable about the input state (80)
is the total absence of an input PMCs, regardless on the
QFT considered. Once again, we can argue that this is
due to the Fock states having no well defined phase [37].

In Fig. 11 we depict the effect of adding n = 1 and n =
2 photons at input port 0, while having a coherent state
at input port 1. We voluntarily used the high-intensity
regime (Ja|?> > 1) in order to show that the effect of
a single photon in port 0 is having a significant impact

on all three QFIs in this regime. Adding more photons

in port 0 enhances the effect, while also displacing TO(IZ

towards the balanced case. This result could have been
also anticipated from equation (87), since for |a|? > 1,

; 1 1
TO(;% ~ 5 + ﬂ (91)
While the results from Fig. 11 might seem impressive,
it would be more useful to compare them with e. g. the
coherent plus squeezed vacuum input state (56) under the
constraint of having the same average number of input
photons, i. e. n = sinh?r.
We thus keep the same coherent amplitude from Fig. 11
and choose n = 1. In order to have a fair comparison we

5 In reference [52] the authors consider a slightly more complex in-
put state, namely the separable density matrix input state (some
notations have been adapted) pin = p1 ®|no) (no|. They find the
QFI F9) = 2 (A1) n 4 (1) + n. For a coherent state at input
port 1 we have (71) = |a|? implying the result from equation
(90) in the balanced case.
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FIG. 12. The coherent plus Fock input state versus the co-
herent plus squeezed vacuum input state. Parameters used:
|a| = 103, n = 1 for the Fock input and r = 0.88 (sinh?r ~ 1)
with the PMC 20, — 6 = 0 for the squeezed vacuum input.
Each circle marks the maximum of the corresponding curve.

choose for the squeezed vacuum r = 0.88, thus (ng) =
1.02 ~ 1.

In Fig. 12 we plot both scenarios for the same average
number of input photons N = 10% 4+ 1 ~ 10°. The coher-
ent plus squeezed vacuum input state outperforms the
coherent plus Fock input for all three considered QFIs,
with a factor of roughly 2. This tendency continues and
for n > 1 we can easily estimate the ratio of the maxi-
mum QFIs e. g. }',(,211|Coh,sqz/f,(,2m|coh,pock. The opti-
mal QFT F® for a coherent plus squeezed vacuum input

state in the high-coherent regime can be approximated
as [24]

Finsleon—sqz = la’e® = dlafVn(n+1),  (92)

while from equation (88) we have Fr(ézlﬂcoh, Fock ~
2n|al?. We end up with the ratio of the maximum QFIs,

W

In conclusion, both input states display a similar scal-
ing with the average number of input photons, with the
coherent plus squeezed vacuum input showing a better
scaling coeflicient. However, this advantage comes only
at a cost, namely by precisely obeying the input PMC
condition 20, — 6 = 0.

(2)
]:maz |cohfsqz

(2)
]:maz coh—Fock



D. Two-mode squeezed vacuum

As a last example we consider the two-mode squeezed
vacuum (TMSV) [31, 37] input state,

) = 3 S b ), (94

coshr

also called the twin-beam state. This state can be ele-
gantly obtained as [1;,) = Stm (£) |0100), where the op-
erator Sy, (£) defined by [37]

Stm (5) =€

and can be seen as a two-mode analog of the squeezing
operator (58). Calculations are detailed in Appendix N
and for the two-parameter QFI we find

F@) = 16|TR|? sinh? r(1 4 sinh? r) (96)

€ aoas —Eahal (95)

thus 7" = 1/v/2 and F$2) = 4sinh®r(1 + sinh?r).

opt
The asymmetric single-parameter QFI F® is found to
be

FO = sinh® 2r + 16| TR|? sinh? r(1 4+ sinh®r)  (97)
and the optimum transmission coefficient To(pi is found
in the balanced case, too, yielding ]-"7(721;5 = 8 sinh? r(1+4

sinh? r). Finally, the symmetric single-parameter QFI
FU0 is
F) = 16|TR|? sinh? (1 4 sinh? r) (98)

and TO(;5 =1/v2 V2. We immediately remark that in the
case of F(") there is no metrological advantage in having
access to an external phase reference. At a second glance
this should come as no surprise since the constraints (53)
are satisfied.

We can compare our results with previously reported
ones. The total average number of input photons for
TMSV is N = 2sinh® r, thus our previous results read

FC) = F@) — 4 TREN(N + 2) (99)

The optimum QFT is found in the balanced case, yielding
F@r) = Fl) — N(N + 2) and this is indeed the result
reported in reference [31]. In reference [53] the authors
report F(#%) = 0 (see Table I.) for TMSV and a balanced
interferometer, however they seem to have confused the
quantum states before and after B.S;.

We compare now the TMSV with a coherent plus
squeezed vacuum input state (56). We impose the
same total average photon number for both states N =
2sinh®r, we thus choose |a| = sinhr with the PMC
26, — 0 = 0, configuration that yields the optimum per-
formance [12, 13] for the input state (56).

In Fig. 13 we depict the performance of both input
states. Since condition (40) is satisfied, for the coherent

plus squeezed vacuum input state T( 1 =0 and

F) = 4A%h5 = 2N(N +2) (100)
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— F) TMSV
—F®, TMSV
------- F TMSV

___f(?p) coh. ® sqz. vac.
--- F coh. ® sqz. vac.

— 7 coh. @ sqz. vac.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
BS) transmission coefficient, |T'|*

FIG. 13. The TMSV input state versus the coherent plus
squeezed vacuum input state. Parameters used for TMSV:
r = 2 (sinh®r ~ 13) and § = 0. For the coherent plus
squeezed vacuum input we used the same r, || = sinhr and
the PMC 20, — 0 = 0. Each circle marks the maximum of the
corresponding curve.

thus both input states yield the same maximum single-

parameter QFI, }'7(,211, with the difference that while the
TMSV reaches this value in the balanced case, the co-
herent plus squeezed vacuum attains it in the degenerate
T = 0 case. Another advantage of TMSV is its lower im-
munity wrt the value of T', its QFI F() varying between
.7:1(,311/2 and Fig.

When it comes to the two-parameter QFI the perfor-
mances of both input states are nearly identical, with an
optimum transmission coefficient in the balanced case,

To(if ) 1/v/2. Finally, for the symmetrical single-

parameter QFI, F() | the performances are nearly iden-
tical with an insignificant advantage for the coherent plus
squeezed vacuum input state for values of T far from the
balanced case.

VIII. DISCUSSION

In this work we considered the QFI maximization for
an unbalanced interferometer with a generic pure input
state. However, since most reported works in the liter-
ature consider the balanced interferometric scenario, we
briefly give now the conditions to have the maximum QFI
in this case.

For the two-parameter QFT the necessary and sufficient

condition for Téﬁf) =1/v21is Cy = 0 and C; > 0. For
many input states this translates into well chosen input
PMCs plus the condition that at least one of (ao) = 0
or (a;) = 0 must be satisfied. The same remarks ap-
ply to the symmetric single-parameter QFI, (%) Thus,
for the single-coherent, coherent plus squeezed vacuum,



squeezed-coherent plus squeezed vacuum, twin-Fock, co-
herent plus Fock, TMSV — to name just a few —, the max-
imum for both 7P and F(*) is in the balanced scenario,
with the appropriate input PMC (when applicable).

In the case of the asymmetric single-parameter QFT,

F@ the conditions for having Té;)t = 1/4/2 are more
elaborate. For example, if C4 = Cj = 0 and C] > 0
(roughly equivalent to the previous conditions) one must
also add C§ = 0 implying A?h; = AZ%fy. The same
condition (C% = 0) must be imposed to the input states
yielding C] = C4 = 0. Thus, e. g. for the twin Fock and

TMSV the optimum QFI ]—',(,Qm is achieved for a balanced
interferometer.

This paper addressed the maximization the QFI and
this was done by choosing the appropriate transmission
coefficient (T") for the first beam splitter. As discussed
in Appendix F, the transmission coefficient of the sec-
ond BS (7”) had no influence whatsoever on the QFI.
However, this is not true when one considers a given de-
tection scheme. Indeed, when optimizing the interfero-
metric phase sensitivity for a specific detection scheme,
Apget, besides the input state, both T and T” come into
play. For some input states, analytic formulas for 7" that
optimize a specific input state and detection scheme can
be found [24, 25], but no general solution has been re-
ported, to the best of our knowledge. We will address
the optimization of T” for a generic input state and for a
number of given detection schemes in a future work.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we addressed the problem of finding
the optimum transmission coefficient of the first beam
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splitter in a Mach-Zehnder interferometric setup in the
sense of maximizing the quantum Fisher information. We
addressed both the single- and two-parameter quantum
Fisher information cases and gave closed-form analytical
expressions for the optimum transmission coefficient for
all discussed scenarios.

We also found the conditions needed to be fulfilled by
the input state in order to render the availability of an
external phase reference useless, irrespective of the value
of the beam splitter transmission coefficient.

A number of input states were discussed and the T-
dependence of each QFI assessed. Whenever possible,
we compared our findings with the ones already reported
in the literature. Among the considered input states,
the squeezed-coherent plus squeezed-coherent input was
shown to yield a significantly higher performance for the
asymmetric single-parameter QFI, F() than its two-
parameter counterpart, F(?P) | if one uses the appropriate
input phase matching conditions.

Possible evolutions of this work include the general-
ization to non-pure input states and taking into account
losses.

Appendix A: The Fisher matrix coefficient Fsg

From equation (15) and wusing the fact that
|0p,%0) = —iGs|Y), the sum-sum Fisher matrix element
yields

Fios = A%g + A%0y + 2Cov(ng, 7ty (A1)
and, remarkably, Fss is the only Fisher matrix coeffi-
cient not having a T-dependence. For a separable input
state Cov(ng,n1) = 0 equation (Al) thus simplifies to
Fss = A%0g + A%0y.

Appendix B: Shorthand notations

In order to improve readability, we introduce the following shorthand notations. For an entangled input state, we

define:

Vi = A%ng £ A%y
Veov = 2COV(ﬁ0, ﬁl)

P =43 {<aga1>}

S, — 43 {<agﬁ0a1> - (ﬁ@(%dﬁ} + 4G {<a0a1m>} — (An)do

an)|? = % {((@)*a?) - Gl

where & denotes the imaginary part. For a separable input state we have

Vi = A2y £ A%y

A= 4((R0) + () +2 ({0} (n) — (o) (@) ~
St =43 { (<d$ﬁ0> - <d$><ﬁo>) <d1>} +4

P =43 {@j)an}.
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Appendix C: The Fisher matrix coefficient Fu4

From equation (14) and using the fact that [9,,1) = —iGa|y)) = —iJ.|)) we have Fuq = 4A2%J,. We employ now
the relation

e~ s J e = cos, — sin1.J,, (C1)

to equations (F4) and (F5). After some straightforward algebra we are lead to the result from equation (17). We also
find by direct calculation

A%J, = ;1 (A%hg 4+ A?hy — 2Cov (R, 711)) ,
a%J, = (2 (o) — (afan) <a0a1>) () + ()~ 2%{« %ad) — {ajar) | ) (€2)
Cov(J, 1y) = 3 {(@ioin) — (o) {afan) | + 53 { (aoalin) — () (aoal) }

and since we parametrized T' = |T'| = cos 2 and R = iy/1 —[T'|2, we have cos? 9 = (|T|*> — |R|2)2, sin? 9 = 4|TR|?
and sin20 = 2|TR| (|T|> — |R|?). Thus, the difference-difference Fisher matrix coefficient Fyq for an unbalanced
interferometer is found to be

Faa= (T = |R]?)* (A2 0+A2n1—200v(ﬁ iir)
FATR? () + (o) + 2 (o) — (@) — R{((a})%a3) %}
~SITR| (T2 = |RP) (S {(@ioar) - <a$a1><ﬁo>}+%{<aoaim> (a0d})

If we assume a separable input state, equation (C3) simplifies to [24],

)
W)

Faa = (IT|* - |R|2)2 (AQA + A%7y)
HUTRP ({io) + (1) +2 (o) (n) — I{ao) @n)I? - R {((a)) (@) — (af)2(@1)?}) )
=STR| (1T~ |R1?) (S { ((@io) — (af) (o) ) (ar) + (o) (<a1n1 yah)}) (C4)

and wrt the cited reference we grouped some terms in order to make the T-dependence more obvious. Regardless
if the input state is separable or entangled, the Fy; Fisher matrix element can be written in shorthand notations

(30) by using the identity (|T'* — |R|2)2 = 1 — 4|TR|? where in the case of an entangled input state the notations
from equation (B1) are employed, while in the case of a separable input state, the ones from (B2) should be used. If,
moreover, we assume a balanced interferometer, Fy4 reduces to

Faa = A= {io) + () +2 (o)) — I(ao} @) — % {((a])?)(a2) — (a2 (@} ) (©5)

and this expression is found in the literature [11, 14], sometimes with supplimentary simplifying assumptions (e. g.
(ap) = 0 yielding equation (3) from reference [27] or equation (13) from reference [10] when assuming a coherent input
state in port 1).

Appendix D: The Fisher matrix coefficient F.4

Employing relation (C1), after some straightforward algebra we are led to the result from equation (20). Please
note that we used the covariance (21) and not the symmetrized covariance (18) because N commutes with both .J,,
and J,. By direct calculation one finds

Cov (N, J.) = 5 (A% — A%ny) (D1)
Cov (N, J, ) = & {(@}oin) - (o) (@}ar) } — S {(@0alin) - (@oal) (i) } + { (@ha) |

thus, wrt the input field operators the “sum-difference” Fisher matrix element is found to be
Foa= (T = |R?) (A% — A%n) - 4TRIS {(afar) }

4A|TR| (cs {<a0a1ﬁ1> - <a0a1><m>} -3 {<agﬁ0a1> - <aga1><ﬁo>}) . (D2)
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For a separable input state we get have the result [24],

Foa = (IT? = |R?) (A%(Ro) — A2 (7)) — 4|TR|S {

(
~4ITRIS { ((abio) — (ah) (o) ) (an) } + ATRIS {(@0) ((alin) — @l)an)) } - (D3)

Appendix E: The two-parameter QFI and the Fisher matrix

Since we have a two-parameter estimation problem (¢q and ¢,) we are compelled to use the Fisher matrix [23].
Definition (14) allows one to construct the 2 x 2 Fisher information matrix [10, 11, 18],

]:ss ‘Fsd
F = El
{ Fas Fdd ] (E1)
and the quantum Cramér-Rao bound inequality implies [10, 38]
A2p,  Cov(ps,¢a) -1 1 Fad —Fsd
) =Y>F = . E2
Cov(ps,pa)  A%pq - FssFad — FsaFas | —Fds  Fss (E2)

Generally, this matrix inequality i. e. ¥ > F ' cannot be saturated for all components. However, we are solely
interested in the difference-difference phase estimator, Ayg, thus the only inequality we are interested to saturate is

.7:
A%pq > (F g = >
v = ( )dd ‘Fss‘/—"dd - ]:sd‘/—"ds

and in order to simplify the writing we were led to introduce the definition from equation (23).

(E3)

Appendix F: Open versus closed MZI

When it comes to estimating the QFI in a Mach-Zehnder interferometric setup, most authors simply disregard the
second beam splitter [10, 11, 23, 28] and consider the quantum state |¢)) (see Fig. 2) when applying the QFI definition
(14). Other authors, though, consider the full interferometer (see Fig. 1), some in the case of the classical Fisher
information [12] (see also the supplementary material of [10]), but mostly in the case of QFI [27, 38, 39]. Indeed, in

the balanced case, starting from equation (8) and due to the exponential form of the generator (i. e. (A]g, = e'%C see
reference [18]) the QFI is simply [27, 38, 39, 50, 52]

F= 4A2jy =4 (<¢out|j§|wout> - <1/}out|jy|1/)out>2) . (Fl)

In the following, we will show that when it comes to estimating the QFI, ignoring the second BS is justified. This
assertion remains true even in the non-balanced case, with beam splitters having different transmission coefficients (i.
e. ¥ # ¢). This remark is not true for the classical Fisher information, since one starts from the output conditional
probabilities [18].

We focus on the difference-difference Fisher matrix element (see Section ITIB), but all other evaluations pursue an
identical route. From definition (14) we have

]:dd =4 (<a¢dwout|a¢dwout> - | <wout|a¢dwout> |2) . (F2)
Evaluating |0,,%out) = O |out) /Opa and considering the first term from equation (F2) takes us to
(OtboutlOpitbout) = (Win| Uls (9) ULJ-Ups (9') Uk (9') J-UUss (9) lin) (F3)
and unitarity implies U}LBS (") Ups (') =1 thus equation (F3) simplifies to
<8@dwout|8@d¢out> = <1/}m| ﬁ;s (19) jz2UBS (19) |1/}m> . (F4)

In this last expression we used the fact that (A]g, commutes with both J, and N. A similar simplification applies to
the second term of Fyyq,

<wout|a¢dwout> = <wzn| U]TBS (19) jZUBS (19) |"/Jm> (F5)

and the operator Ugg (¢') modeling the second BS does not appear in the final expression of Fzq. This remark equally
applies to the partial derivatives in respect with 4. This is why starting from Section IIIB we excluded B.S; from
our setup, arriving at the scheme usually found in the literature, namely Fig. 2.
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Appendix G: The single-parameter asymmetric QFI F

From equation (9) we obtain the field operator transformation

g = 5 cosJ, + sinJ, (G1)

and by applying it to the definition (25) we are led to
FO = A2N + 4cos? 9A%J, + 4sin® 9A2J, — 4sin 20Cov (jz, jy) — 4 cos¥Cov (N, jz) + 4sin¥Cov (N, jy) (G2)

By comparing the above expression with equations (15), (17) and (20), the relation (27) connecting F*) to the Fisher
matrix coefficients is immediate. By replacing the variance/covariance terms via equations (C2) and (D1) we obtain

FO = 4| R|* A%hg + 4| T* A%,
HAITRP ({i0) + (1) +2 (Covlio, i) + (o) — {aar) ) = R{((ah)?ad) — (afar)?}))
+16/TRI|R%S { ((abioar) — (o) @hin) ) | = 16T RITIES { ((oalan)} = () (aoal)) | +SITRIS{(@din)} (G3)
If the input state is separable, we have the result [24],
FO = 4|R* A% + 4TI A% + TR ({0) + (n) + 2 (o) () = a0} Plan)* = R {((@))(@3) — (af)*(@1)?}))
+8ITRIS {(ah) (@) | +16ITRIRPS { ((@hio) = (ab) (o) ) {ar) } = 16/TRITS { (ao) ((ali) — (al) () ) pGa)

We can use the identity 4|T|2A%7; + 4|R|?A%7g = 2(|T|*> — |R|?)(A%71 — A%fg) + 2(A%A1 + A?7g) in order to write
the above expressions in the form suitable for equation (34).

Appendix H: The single-parameter asymmetric QFI F9 with the phase shift in the upper MZI arm

In all our calculations from Section IV A we considered our phase shift in the lower arm of our MZI, 4. e. 1 = 0 and
w2 = ¢ in Fig. 2. Other authors might take the opposite setup with @1 = ¢ and @2 = 0. This implies the modification

of the definition of the QFI to .7-'((22) = 4A%f,. Using the field operator transformation 7y = N/Q + cos¥J, — sin 19jy
we are led to

]—'(12) = A%N +4cos? 9A%J, + 4sin® A2 J, — 4sin 21900V( Jy) + 4 cos ¥Cov ( N, J. ) — 4sin¥Cov (N, ju) (H1)
and this time the relation connecting ]-"((:;1)2) to the Fisher matrix elements is

70

(R2) = Fos + Faga + 2Fsq. (HQ)

The results in terms of maximal QFI remain unchanged, only the input PMCs have to be adapted.

Appendix I: Calculations for the two-parameter QFI

For an entangled input state, the Fisher matrix coefficient Fuq from equation (C3) can be put in the form
Faa = Vi = Vegu + [TRP (A = 4V = Vi) + [TRI(TI? — |RJ))S (11)

and we employed the shorthand notations (B1). If the input state is separable (V.,, = 0) the above expression
simplifies to

Fada = Vi + |TR[> (A= 4Vy) + |TR|(|T|> - |R[*)S+. (12)

For both entangled and separable input states Fsq from equation (22) can be put in the form
Fsa=(IT* = |RP)V- — |TR|(P+5-).  (I3)



Combining the appropriate Fgs, Fgqq and Fgq coeflicients
in shorthand notation allows us to write F(*?) from equa-
tion (30) where, for an entangled input state the coeffi-
cients are given by

V2
CO:V-l-_‘/cov_m

V2 2
Or = A= 4(Vy = Viow) + 4y — Yl (14)
Cy =2 (—s+ i M)

Vi+Veou
while for a separable input state they simplify to

_ 4 A%A0A%0,
Co = 47‘/+

C1 = A— 162707 _ (P+5-) (I5)

0222(—s++%).+

In order to find the optimum transmission coefficient,
Topt, we use equation (12) to write |T'|> — |R]? =
++/1—4|TR]? (“4” if |T| > |R]), thus equation (30)
becomes

FB) = Cy + C1|TR[* + Co|TR|\/T—4|TR]?.  (I6)

We seek the extrema of this function and find the solu-
tions

1
2 3 E el (17)

8y/C? +4C3

By solving the equation |T'|? — |T'|* = |TR|?,, we have a
double + indeterminacy. Replacing the found solutions
into equation (I6) and using some simple arguments we
eliminate the non-desired solutions ending up with the
result from equation (32).

ITR|

sol —

Appendix J: Calculations for the single-parameter
QFI F¥

Applying the notations from equation (B1) to the QFI
(G3) yields the coefficients

06 - 2V+
Ch = A= 4(Vi — Veo)
b= —2V_

3
Cl=2(P+85.).

If the input state is separable, we employ the notations
from (B2) to the QFI (G4) and the result is formally
identical to the above one except that V.., = 0.

In order to find the optimum transmission coefficient
in the most general case, we apply the replacement (12)
to equation (34) arriving at the result

FU) = Cy+ |TRPPC} ¥ |TR|\/1 - 4TRPC
1 = 4|TR[*Cs + |TR|C). (J2)
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We consider now |T'R| as our variable and impose
OF® JO|TR| = 0. After some simple algebra we get the

quartic equation
AP+ B +CxP+Dx+E=0 (J3)

where for readability we denote |T'R| = x and the coeffi-
cients are

A=16(C}% +4C57)
B =16(4C5C} + C,CY)

C =4(4C5* — 40y — )2 + ¢ (J4)
D = —4(2C4C% + CCY)
£=Cy - Cy

Equation (J3) is analytically solvable [54, 55]. After find-
ing the four solutions s, it is likely that some results
can be immediately removed by the conditions xs, € R
and X0 < 0.5 (equivalent to |T'| < 1). For the remaining
ones we have to solve [T R|? = x? , and using the identity
|R|? =1 — |T|? we immediately arrive at equation (48).

Appendix K: The two-parameter QFI for the single
Fock input

One can argue that F(??) from equation (68) is mean-
ingless because Fgs and Fyq for the input state (67) are
null, we are thus in a 0/0 situation while applying defi-
nition (23). We can avoid this inconvenience by assum-
ing an input state slightly different from equation (67),
namely by applying a small coherent amplitude in port
07

[in) = |n150)-

This is actually the scenario discussed in Section VIIC,
however with the input ports inverted. We have the re-
sult FP) = 4|TR| (n+|B[> + 2n|8|?) and by applying
the limit 8 — 0 equation (68) is immediate.

(K1)

Appendix L: Calculations for the squeezed-coherent
plus squeezed vacuum input

Using the previously found results from equations (71)
and (72) we find the shorthand notations
_ sinh? 2r sinh? 2z
B e
+|a|? (cosh 2z — sinh 2z cos (20, — ¢))
A= 4(|o<|2 (cosh 2r + sinh 2r cos(26, — 0))
cosh 27 cosh 2z+sinh 2r sinh 2z cos(0—¢)—1 )

+ 2
Sy =P =0.

Since Cy = 0, the optimum for the two-parameter QFI
occurs in a balanced interferometer. For the single-
parameter QFI, we insert the above results into (J1) to
get the C'-coefficients. If we impose the optimum input



PMC (74) we find the optimum B.S; transmission coeffi-

cient [24],
(M)? _ 1
(1) =3
1 sinh? 2z — sinh? 27 + 2|a|?e??

7 (L1
4| (€2 — e22) — sinh®(r + z) cosh 2(r — 2) (L)

Appendix M: Calculations for the squeezed-coherent
plus squeezed-coherent input

In order to compute the shorthand notations (B2) for
a squeezed-coherent plus squeezed-coherent input state
we first need to assess some terms appearing in these ex-
pressions. The variance for a squeezed-coherent state in
input port 1 was already given in equation (72). Similar
calculations for a squeezed-coherent state in input port 0
and be easily done [14] and combining these results gives

Vi = smh 2r

+ |B]? (cosh 27 — sinh 27 cos(205 — 0))
12
" s #) (1)
For the second term, after some calculations we find
= |B|? (cosh 2z + sinh 2z cos(205 — ¢))
+|a|? (cosh 27 + sinh 2r cos(260,, — 6))
. cosh 2r cosh 2z — sinh 2r sinh 2z cos(6 — ¢) — 1

+ + |a|? (cosh 2z — sinh 2z cos (20, —

5 .(M2)
We also have the results [14],
(A1dy) — () {a;) = asinh? z — &= sinh 2z¢'® (M3)
(odo) — (fo)(ao) = Bsinh® r — £- sinh 2re®

thus
St =2lap|(2 (sinh2 7 F sinh? z) sin(fa — 0)
— sinh 27 sin(6, + 05 — 6)
Fsinh 2zsin(0, + 05 — ¢)). (M4)
Finally, we find
P =4|af|sin(0, — 03). (M5)

If we impose (PMC1) i. e. equations (74) and (77), the
shorthand notations read

V:I: — :sith2 2r 4 |ﬂ|28_2r + :simhz2 2z + |a|2€2z

A=4(|B]2e™% + |af?e? +sinh*(r + z))
Sy =P=0

(M6)

and we immediately have Co = C% = 0 implying that
both F2P) and F(") are optimized in the balanced case
under the constraints C7 > 0 and, respectively, C{ > 0
If we assume (PMC2) from equation (78) we end up with
the coefficients

V:I: — sinhz2 2r + |ﬂ|2672r + sinh22 2z + |a|2€72z
A =4(|8%e* + |af?e? +sinh?®(r — 2))
S, =P=0

(M7)
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and again, since Cy = C% = 0 both FP) and F) are
optimized in the balanced case if the constraints C; > 0
and, respectively, C7 > 0 are met.

Finally, if we assume (PMC3) we find the coefficients

Vi _ blnh 2r + |B|2 2r + :amh2 2z + |a|2 2z
A=4 (|[3|2 22 4 |af2e?" + sinh®(r + 2))
Sy =2]af| (2 (sinh® 7 F sinh? 2) + sinh 2r =+ sinh 2z)
P = 4jaf
(M8)
and this time none of the QFIs is necessarily maximized
in the balanced case.

Appendix N: Calculations for the two-mode
squeezed vacuum input

We recall the fundamental relations needed to work
with TMSV states [37],

ST (€) @oSim (€) = coshrag — sinhreal (N1)
St (€) a18um (&) = coshra, — sinhre~*a)
Since the input state is entangled we use now equations
(B1) as definitions and get

L2
V+ _ sth 2r
V_=0
sinh? 2r
‘/cov - TQ ) (N2)
A = 16 sinh” r cosh” r
Sy =S5 =P=0.

Through straightforward calculations we find the aver-
ages

(fg) = (A1) = sinh®r (N3)
and the variances
A2hy = A2 = Sim]z2 2r (N4)
Since this input state is entangled, we expect
Cov(ng,n1) # 0. We find by direct calculation
(fngf1) = (cosh? r + sinh? ) sinh? r (N5)

and by employing equation (N3) the covariance is found
to be

inh? 2
Cov(ig, fiy) = = ; r (N6)

For the two-parameter QFI we compute the C-
coefficients from equation (I4) and have

Co=0
Oy = 16 sinh® r cosh? r (NT)
Cy=0



and we immediately get the result from equation (96).
Inserting the shorthand notations (N2) into equation (J1)
takes us to the C' coefficients

C! = sinh? 2r
C = 16 sinh? r cosh? r (N8)
CL=C=0C1=0
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we thus find ) from equation (97). Finally, from equa-
tion (50) we have

Cl =
C" = 16 sinh? 1 cosh? r (N9)
CY =

yielding the symmetric single-parameter QFI from equa-
tion (98).
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