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Quantum fidelity is a measure to quantify the closeness between two quantum states. In an
operational sense, it is defined as the minimal overlap between the probability distributions of
measurement outcomes and the minimum is taken over all possible positive-operator valued mea-
sures (POVMs). Quantum fidelity has been investigated in various scientific fields, but the identifi-
cation of associated optimal measurements has often been overlooked despite its great importance
both for fundamental interest and practical purposes. We find here the optimal POVMs for quan-
tum fidelity between multimode Gaussian states in a closed analytical form. Our general finding is
applied for selected single-mode Gaussian states of particular interest and we identify three types of
optimal measurements: an excitation-number-resolving detection, a projection onto the eigenbasis
of operator Zp + pz, and a quadrature variable detection, each of which corresponds to distinct
types of single-mode Gaussian states. We also show the equivalence between optimal measurements
for quantum fidelity and those for quantum parameter estimation when two arbitrary states are
infinitesimally close. It is applied for simplifying the derivations of quantum Fisher information
and the associated optimal measurements, exemplified by displacement, phase, squeezing, and loss

parameter estimation using Gaussian states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantification of the similarity between quantum
states is of the utmost importance in quantum infor-
mation processing such as quantum error correction and
quantum communication [IH4]. There are various mea-
sures of the closeness between two quantum states such
as trace distance [B], quantum Chernoff bound [6] [7], and
quantum relative entropy [§]. Among the diverse mea-
sures, one of the most common measures is quantum
fidelity [9]. Theoretically, it is defined as the minimal
overlap of the probability distributions obtained by an
optimal positive-operator valued measure (POVM) per-
formed on two states. It has also been widely employed
to verify how close actual states are to target states in
experiments [T0HI2], practically assessing quantum infor-
mation processing protocols such as quantum teleporta-
tion [I3HI6] and quantum cloning [I7H21]. It has been
known that the quantum fidelity not only plays a crucial
role in quantum parameter estimation [B, 22], but also
sets a bound for quantum hypothesis testing [5], 23] and,
particularly, quantum Chernoff bound [6] [7].

One useful platform for quantum information process-
ing is continuous-variable systems, such as optical fields
with indefinite photon numbers [3]. In particular, bosonic
Gaussian states are practical resources because they are
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relatively less demanding to generate and manipulate in
experiments [3, 24H27]. Due to the importance of quan-
tum fidelity between Gaussian states, there have been nu-
merous attempts to find an analytical formula between
constrained Gaussian states [28437], but only recently
arbitrary Gaussian states have been implemented in a
computable analytical formula of quantum fidelity [37].
The quantum fidelity can be obtained with the optimal
POVM, but the optimal measurement setting achieving
quantum fidelity between Gaussian states has not yet
been found, although a general method of finding an
optimal measurement for two given quantum states is
known [38]. Furthermore, an explicit relation between
quantum fidelity and quantum Fisher information, found
in Ref. 22| raises a further intriguing question on the rel-
evance of optimal measurements for quantum fidelity to
those required for optimal quantum metrology.

po = (o) p1(z)
p1 =

X

FIG. 1. Quantum fidelity between two states po and p1 can be
measured by the minimal overlap between the probability dis-
tributions po(z) and p1(x), where the measurement outcomes
x are obtained by an optimally chosen POVM {E, }.
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In this work, we find the optimal POVMs, in a closed
analytical form, enabling one to measure quantum fi-
delity between two multimode Gaussian states. Such
general form of optimal POVMs allows us to classify op-
timal measurements for quantum fidelity between two
single-mode Gaussian states of particular interest. In ad-
dition, we demonstrate the equivalence between optimal
measurements for quantum fidelity and those for quan-
tum Fisher information, upon which we discuss quan-
tum parameter estimation in the context of single-mode
Gaussian metrology [39H42], such as displacement, phase,
squeezing, and loss parameter estimation.

Preliminaries. Consider that a measurement described
by a POVM {FE,} satisfying [dzE, =1 and E, > 0 is
performed on two states gy and p;, yielding the proba-
bility distributions for outcomes z, written by p;(z) =
Tr[p;E,] for j = 0,1, as shown in Fig. 1. One notable
measure of statistical distingmshabihty of two probability
distributions is the Bhattacharyya coefficient 2], B8] 43],
written as

BC(po,p1) (/\/po x)p1(x dx) .

This quantity takes the maximum value of 1 if and only
if two given probability distributions are equivalent, i.e.,
po(z) = pi(z) for all possible outcomes z. This no-
tion of distinguishability has been extended to the quan-
tum regime by minimizing BC(pg,p1) over all possible
POVMs {E,}. The quantum fidelity is thus defined as

F(ﬁ07ﬁ1) = JILIE}'H}» Bc(pOapl)v (1>

which further reduces to a known form as [9]
2
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From the definition of quantum fidelity in Eq. , it
is obvious that finding the optimal POVM is crucial to
maximally distinguish two given quantum states. It has
been found that the optimal measurements have to sat-
isfy

F(po,p1) = (Tr

EY? () — pap W) = (2)

0
(W”Z E.p?) R, (3)

1/2 4 1/2 .

where W is a unitary operator satisfying Wp

Pi/ POpi/

rank states po and p1, the optimal measurement {E,} is
unique and consists of projections onto the eigenbasis of
a Hermitian operator written by

M(po, in) = py >\ oy > popy*py °. (4)

Thus, simplifying the operator M to find its eigenbasis
is the central task to identify optimal measurements. In

and p, is a constant [38]. In the case of full-

addition, we note a simple, but highly useful property of
the operator M,

M(UpoUt,Up Uy = UM (po, 1)U, (5)

where U is a unitary operator.

II. OPTIMAL MEASUREMENTS FOR
MULTI-MODE GAUSSIAN STATES

Consider n bosonic modes described by quadrature
operators Q = (&1,P1,&2,D2, ..., Tn,DPn), satisfying the
canonical commutation relations [44]

Qj,Qk] =%, Q=1,® (_01 é) ;

where 1,, is the n X n identity matrix. Transformations
of coordinates that preserve the canonical commutation
relation can be represented by symplectic transformation
matrices S such that SQST =

Gaussian states are a special class of continuous-
variable states. They are defined as the states whose
Wigner function is a Gaussian distribution [3, 24H27]. It
is known that an arbitrary Gaussian state p can be writ-
ten in the Gibbs-exponential form as [37} [45]

Paivbs |G, u] = exp —%(Q -w)TG@Q )| /Zyv, (6)

where u = Tr[pQ)] is the first moment vector, G is the
Gibbs matrix defined as G = 2iQ coth™*(2ViQ) with the
covariance matrix Vj, = Tr[p{Q; — u;, Qx — us}+]/2,
and Zy = det(V + iQ/2)'/? is a normalization factor
which we omit throughout this work for convenience.
The Gibbs-exponential form of Eq. @ makes it easy to
deal with the square root of the density matrices, e.g.,

in Eq. .

Let us substitute two arbitrary Gaussian states p;(j =
0,1), characterized by u; and G; through Eq. @, to the
operator M of Eq. in order to find the optimal mea-
surement for quantum fidelity between Gaussian states.
As the first main result of this work, we find, after some
algebra (see Appendix A for the detail), that the op-
erator M takes the exponential form, written up to an
unimportant normalization factor as

M o D(uy) exp —%QTGMQ — Q| DT (u),  (7)

where the matrix Gy is the solution of the equation

SZQGM eiQGle’iQGl\/{ — eiQGO, (8)

D(u) = e=*"1%Q ig the displacement operator, and vy is
a real vector, which can be explicitly expressed for par-
ticular cases as below. Note that Gy is not necessarily



positive definite, unlike G and G characterizing Gaus-
sian states, indicating that the operator M may not be
written in the form of a Gaussian state depending on the
feature of Gy.

When the Gibbs matrices of two multimode Gaussian
states are equal, i.e., Go = G1 = (S™)T[@]_,9;15]5"
with g; being the symplectic spectrum, Eq. has
a trivial solution Gy = 0, allowing Eq. to take
a simpler form of M o evn(@=u1)  where oM =
(S~Y)T[@®}_, tanh(g;/2)12](ug — u1). The eigenbasis of
the operator M is thus that of a quadrature operator fol-
lowed by a unitary operator D(uq), which is overall still
a quadrature operator. When Go # G, on the other
hand, the operator M of Eq. reduces to

M o< D(u1)D(unt) pcivns[Gar, 01D (ung) D (ug) - (9)

where vy = Gyun is used and the expression of uyp is
provided in Appendix A. Note that vy = 0 for equal
displacements (ug = u1). When Gy and G; are diagonal-
ized by the same symplectic matrix S, individual modes
of the states can be completely decoupled to be a prod-
uct of single-mode states by applying a Gaussian unitary
operation Ug corresponding to S. We thus investigate
the single-mode case more intensively in the following
section.

It is known that the Gibbs matrices are singular when
symplectic eigenvalues of the covariance matrix are equal
to 1/2 [37]. The continuity of the above expression en-
ables the singular case to be treated as a limiting case.
To this end, we replace the singular symplectic eigenval-
ues by 1/2 + € with a small positive e, so that Eq. is
well defined as

2GNM — —i0G1/2 [ i0G1 /210G i0G1 /212G /2 (10)
In the limit ¢ — 0, the above expression leads to an
optimal measurement, but note that the optimal mea-
surement may not be unique when rank-deficient states
are involved.

III. OPTIMAL MEASUREMENTS FOR
SINGLE-MODE GAUSSIAN STATES

The operator M of Eq. (7)), whose eigenstates consti-
tute the POVM elements of the optimal measurement,
can be analyzed for specific cases of interest. Here we
concentrate on single mode Gaussian states, exhibiting
rich physics and the immediate relevance to quantum
parameter estimation as will be discussed in the next
section. An arbitrary single-mode Gaussian state can be
written as

p = D(w)S(€)prST(€)D (u),

where pp = 7 7"/ (n+1)""tn)(n| is a thermal state
with the average number of thermal quanta 71, and S )
is a squeezing operator with a squeezing parameter & =

res € C. Note that when 6, = 0, the Gibbs matrix in
Eq. @ is written as

_ er 0
G =2coth™'(2n + 1) < 0 6_2,.) . (11)
For two given arbitrary single-mode Gaussian states,
one can always find a Gaussian unitary operator V which
transforms one state to a thermal state and, accord-
ingly, the other state to a general Gaussian state but
squeezed in & or p and displaced by ug. The property
in Eq. thus makes it sufficient to consider, with-
out loss of generality, two Gaussian states: a general
state written as pp = Paibbs[Go, uo], with G being a
diagonal matrix as Eq. , and a thermal state writ-
ten as p1 = ﬁGibbs[Glaul = 0], where G; = g11s with
g1 = 2coth™(2a; 4 1).
Let us first consider the case that gy and p; are full-
rank states, i.e., n; # 0 for both j = 0,1. For the states

with Gg = G1, one can easily show that M e”ng,
where vy = tanh(g1/2)(S71)Tug, and its eigenbasis is
that of a quadrature operator as in the multimode case.
When G # G1, on the other hand, the operator of M can
be expressed as M oc VD (un)pgivbs| G, 01D (un) VT,
similar to Eq. @ The identification of optimal mea-
surements requires the operator of M to be diagonalized,
which boils down to a diagonalization of jcibbs (G, 0] for
which the feature of the matrix Gy, not necessarily posi-
tive definite, matters. Interestingly, it turns out that the
type of the optimal measurements or that of the eigenba-
sis of the operator pgibbs[Gm, 0] can be simply classified
by the signs of eigenvalues, d; and ds, of the matrix Gy;.
The identified types are listed below as the second main
result of this work.

(i) If the signs of the eigenvalues of Gy are the same
(i.e., d1dy > 0), i.e., Gy is positive definite or nega-
tive definite, then the eigenbasis of M is that of the
number operator 7 = (22+p*—1)/2 followed by the
unitary operation V and a squeezing operation that
makes the magnitude of the eigenvalues the same.
Thus, an excitation-number-resolving detection is
the optimal measurement.

(ii) If the signs of the eigenvalues are different (i.e.,
didy < 0), then the eigenbasis of M is that of &p +
pz followed by a similar unitary operation to the
one considered in type (i). Hence, a measurement
scheme performing projection onto the eigenbasis
of Zp + px is the optimal measurement.

(iii) If only one of the eigenvalues is zero (i.e., either
dy = 0 or dy = 0), then the eigenbasis of M is that
of a quadrature operator along a certain direction.
Therefore, homodyne detection is the optimal mea-
surement.

Note that the optimal measurement of type (ii) is a def-
initely non-Gaussian measurement [42], the implementa-
tion of which is unfortunately unknown. The eigenvalues
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FIG. 2. Classification of optimal measurements as a func-
tion of 7o and 7o for a given 7;. The regions where type (i)
and type (ii) are optimal are divided by the the black curves,
at which type (iii) is optimal, also including the intersection
point when the Gibbs matrices of the states are identical.

can be found by solving Eq. and written as a func-
tion of the squeezing parameter rg, and thermal quanta
fig and 7i; (see Appendix B for the detail). It enables
mapping the above classification to the parameter space
of rg, Ny and 71, as depicted in Fig. 2| for a given 7y. The
case that Go = G1, where type (iii) is optimal, is also rep-
resented by the intersection point where ng = ny. Thus,
the diagram shown in Fig. [2] covers all pairs of single-
mode Gaussian states through the Gaussian unitary op-
erator V.

It is worth discussing special cases, when each type
is optimal. First, consider the case when pjy is a dis-
placed thermal state. Thus, Gy = diag(go, go), which
corresponds to the case where the distinct Gibbs ma-
trices of two Gaussian states are diagonalized by the
same symplectic transformation. In this case, Eq.
leads to pPaibbs|GMm, 0] = exp [ - %(gl — gO)QTQ], and
the eigenbasis of M is the number basis followed by 1%
and D(uy ). Hence, type (i) is optimal. This result can
also be inferred by the fact that the same unitary oper-
ation diagonalizes both states into thermal states, and
their eigenbasis is the number state. Second, consider
the case when ng = n; and Gy has distinct eigenvalues,
i.e., po is a squeezed state. It renders the signs of d; and
dy different regardless of ro and ng = 71, i.e., type (ii)
is optimal. Third, consider the case that the amount of
nonzero squeezing rg obeys a certain ratio of functions of
thermal quanta 7y and 71, given as

ot2ro _ Moo +1)(201 +1)

T (1 + 1) (2Ro + 1) (12)

where the signs + in the exponent correspond to the cases
of da = 0 and d; = 0, respectively. When dy = 0, the

operator M is simply written as M oc V.D(uy)exp [ -
#2] Dt (um) V' and thus type (iii) with the quadrature

measurement of & is optimal, whereas type (iii) with the

quadrature measurement of p is optimal when d; = 0.

Now consider the case of rank-deficient Gaussian
states. Since all rank-deficient Gaussian states are a pure
state and the inverse of a pure state does not exist, M
of Eq. needs to be treated with care. Assuming p; to
be a pure state without loss of generality and projecting
both pp and p; onto the support of p1, where their in-
verses can be defined, one can write the operator M of

Eq. as
N = py 2 oy polly py 2 oy 2,

where II; is the projector onto the support of p; [2]. For

p1 = |¥1){¢1]| and, consequently, Il = [1h1){ep1], it is
therefore clear that M o [¢1)(11]. The same result can
also be derived by considering pure states as a limiting
case of zero temperature (see Appendix C for the detail).
Thus, the optimal POVM set is {|11){(¢1],1 — |[¢1)(¥1]}
and can be implemented by applying the Gaussian uni-
tary transformation ST(£1)DT(uy) that transforms p; to
a vacuum state, followed by performing on-off detection.
It is worth emphasizing again that the optimal measure-
ment offered by the operator M for pure states is not
unique, so that the suggested setup is merely one of the
optimal measurements, all satisfying the conditions of

Egs. and .

IV. RELEVANCE TO QUANTUM METROLOGY

Quantum parameter estimation is an informational
task to estimate an unknown parameter 6 of interest by
using quantum systems [5] [46]. In the standard scenario
of quantum parameter estimation, N independent copies
of quantum states that contain information about an un-
known parameter are measured by a POVM and the es-
timation is performed by manipulating the measurement
data. The ultimate precision bound of the estimation
is governed by quantum Cramér-Rao inequality, stating
that the mean square error of any unbiased estimator is
lower bounded by the inverse of quantum Fisher infor-
mation multiplied by the number of copies N [5]. Thus,
quantum Fisher information is the most crucial quan-
tity which determines the ultimate precision of estima-
tion [22], which is written as

H(6) = Tr[poL3),
where Ly is the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
operator satisfying dpg/00 = p“gIA/(; + ﬁgﬁg.

The quantum Fisher information H(6) can be written
in terms of quantum fidelity F(dg, po+d0) as [37]

4[1 — F(pg, po+ao)]
do?

H(0) =

This implies that quantum parameter estimation is re-
lated to distinguishing two infinitesimally close states pg
and pg4q9. Indeed, similar to quantum fidelity, quantum



Fisher information is defined as the maximal classical
Fisher information over all possible POVMs, and the op-
timal POVM {E,} has to satisfy [22]

EYV2(ph* — \eLopy?) =0, (13)
Tr[EwpeLQ] €R, (14)

where ), is a constant. It is known that the projection
onto the eigenbasis of Ly is the optimal measurement
for quantum Fisher information [I5]. This means that
the SLD operator plays the same role as the operator
M does for quantum ﬁdelity We prove that the above
conditions of Eqgs. and . are indeed equivalent
to the conditions of Eqs and (| . resulting in the
relation for arbitrary quantum states pg and pPotqe,

M (P, posag) ~ 1 + Lgd0/2 (15)

for infinitesimal df (see Appendix D for the proof). This
indicates that the optimal POVM for quantum fidelity
between py and pgiq¢ offers the optimal measurement
for quantum parameter estimation, yielding the maximal
Fisher information, i.e., quantum Fisher information.

Especially for Gaussian states, since the matrix Gy
and the vector vy are infinitesimal for pg and pg 49, and
thus

D(ug)(Q"GmQ/2 — 131 Q) D' (up),
the SLD operator is simply written as

Lodd = —D(up)(Q"GuQ — 203,Q) D' (ug) + v,  (16)

M (po, po+ae) =1 —

where v = Tr[ﬁT(ug)ﬁgﬁ(ua)QTGMQ] can be deter-
mined from Tr[pLy] = 0. Taking an infinitesimal limit
in Eq. 7 one can show that Gy for an infinitesimal df
is the solution of

Ve

and is formally written in a basis-independent form as

—’LQZWG

and vy = V, *(Oug/00)d0/2. Here, ug and Vp are the
first moment vector and the covariance matrix of pg, re-
spectively, and Wy = —2Vpi€d. The derivation of Gy
and vy is provided in Appendix E. The relation of M
and Ly, and the expressions of Gy and vy, enable one
to find the SLD operator Ly directly from the operator
M. Finally, from the SLD operator, one can easily derive
the expression of the quantum Fisher information:

18W9 5 W 9. (18)

H(0) = ~Tr| 6| +

8u9 1 8u9
00 a0 V0

a0 00 (19)

The derivation is provided in Appendix D. As a remark,
note that the expressions of Gy, vy and quantum Fisher

information are equivalent to those found in Refs. 27
and 47, but our derivation based on quantum fidelity
is significantly simpler and more straightforward. Fur-
thermore, replacing a single parameter 8 by a vector of
multiparameter g and defining the SLD operators f/gj by
dpg/ 39} = ﬁ(;ﬁgj + IA/QJ. pg> the expression of the quantum
Fisher information matrix ij(ﬁ) = Tr[ﬁé*{igj,igk}_;,_]
can be easily derived by using a similar method [48], 49].

In the following sections, we find optimal measure-
ments for displacement, phase, squeezing, and loss pa-

rameter estimation in relation to our results for quantum
fidelity.

A. Displacement parameter estimation

For a single-mode Gaussian probe state p, the displace-
ment operation D(«a) only changes the first moment while
keeping the second moments fixed:

u—u+(a,00t, V-V,

where a € R is assumed without loss of generality. There-
fore, the first moment vectors and the covariance matri-
ces of P, and Py 440 are related as

Ua+da = Ua + (dav O)Ta Vaera = Vom

respectively. Since the covariance matrix is invariant,
corresponding to the case of the intersection point in
Fig. 2| one can immediately see that the optimal mea-
surement for quantum fidelity between p, and pg 4o is
type (iii), so that the optimal measurement for estima-
tion of the displacement parameter « is also type (iii).
Explicitly, using the expression of vy, one can easily ob-
tain the SLD operator and quantum Fisher information,

Lo = D(uo)([Vy 11d + [V 120) D (ua)
= Vi 112 — ua) + [V Mh2b,
[

H(a) = [V '

Thus, the optimal measurement is homodyne detection
as expected.

B. Phase parameter estimation

Let us consider a single-mode Gaussian probe state p
that undergoes a phase shifter R(f) = e~ Q" Q/2 with a
phase parameter 6 to be estimated. Since the displace-
ment operation performed to the probe state can be fac-
tored out as shown in Eq. @D, we focus on only the state
with zero mean for simplicity, i.e.,

R(6)S(€)prST(©R(6).

The relevant states under investigation are gy and pg4qp,
but the full expressions with an arbitrary angle 6 get in-
volved without altering the type of optimal measurement.

p— po =



We thus focus on the states pg and pgyqp at € = 0 and
further assume pg and pge to be the p-squeezed thermal
state and a rotated squeezed thermal state, respectively,
without loss of generality.

Let us proceed with pg and py first, and then take the
limit # — 0 at the end. The covariance matrices of pg
and py are, respectively, written as

e 0
‘/OO<<O 6727” )

(cosh 2r + cos 20 sinh 2r
Vo o

sinh 27 sin 260
sinh 27 sin 20 ’

cosh 2r — cos 260 sinh 2r

where the proportionality becomes an equality with
adding a prefactor of (2n + 1)/2. Through the Gaus-
sian unitary operation V, these states are transformed
to a squeezed thermal state and a thermal state with the
same number of thermal quanta. Thus, one may imme-
diately infer from Fig. [2| that the optimal measurement
is type (i) regardless of #. Let us see if this is indeed the
case. For the states pg and pg, it can be shown that
—sinf cosf
Gu =4 ( cosf sinﬂ) ’

where a constant A is given such that cos A = (4n? +
47 +2) /(402 + 20+ 1) (47 + 60+ 3) + (20 + 1)2 cos 20 +
2(27n + 1)? cosh 47 sin® 0]'/2. Since the eigenvalues of Gy
are different, the optimal measurement for quantum fi-
delity between pg and py is type (ii). To apply this to
quantum Fisher information, we take the limit § — 0,
resulting in

(272 + 1) sinh 2r 01
=—"—df .
M= i ont1 10
Hence,
~ 2n + 1) sinh 2 -
N =1 Bntl)sin D d0(ip + pi) = 1+ Lodd /2,

2(2n% +2n+1)

where Ly is the SLD operator in phase estimation [42].
This reveals that the operators M and Ly have the com-
mon eigenbasis. It is now clear that the optimal measure-
ment for phase parameter estimation is type (ii), as also
recently found via the SLD operator in Ref. 42l Also note
that while the above result is derived by an explicit op-
timal measurement for quantum fidelity, the same result
can be easily derived by using Eq. .

C. Squeezing parameter estimation

We consider squeezing parameter estimation with an
arbitrary Gaussian state as a probe state,

p = pc = 8(Q)D(w)S(€)prST(€) DT (w)ST(¢),

where we assume (¢ € R for simplicity. It corresponds to
the case when we estimate the strength of the squeezing
parameter along the p axis. Since p¢ and p¢yq¢ have
different squeezing parameters under the same average
number of thermal quanta, just like the case of phase
estimation, the optimal measurement is type (ii). Indeed,
one can derive the SLD operator using Eq. (18],

. 2n4+1 ~ ap
=————D
ST o2 ron+1 ()@

x diag [672C(COSh 2r — cos 0 sinh 2r),
— €*(cosh 2r + cos 0, sinh 2r)] QD (u) + v,

which is clearly type (ii) because the signs of eigenvalues
of Gy are different. Quantum Fisher information can
also be easily obtained as

2(2n + 1)
H(s) = %(cosh2 21 — cos® @, sinh? 2r)
i i
4)af? .
11 (cosh 2r — sinh 2r cos(26. + 6;)),

where we have defined u = v/2|a(cosf.,sinf.)T and 6,
is the displacement angle.

D. Loss parameter estimation

Consider a single-mode Gaussian probe state p that
undergoes a phase-insensitive loss channel, and the dy-
namics of the state is described by the quantum master
equation as

0
P _ Yioapat — atap — pata), (21)

dt 2
where G = (& + ip)/+/2 is the annihilation operator and
v is the loss rate to be estimated. The solution of the
above differential equation for a single-mode Gaussian
probe state can be given in terms of the first moment
vector and the covariance matrix as [24]

Ut—o — up = € 2,
Vico =V = e_’YtVQ + (1 - e‘”t)12/2.

Note that the dynamics of the covariance matrix does
not change the symplectic transformation diagonalizing
the covariance matrix. Therefore, the Gaussian unitary
operation V may transform these states to two thermal
states with different number of thermal quanta. It is thus
clear from Fig. [2that the optimal parameter for quantum
fidelity between p., and p+4 is type (i), so the optimal
measurement for the loss parameter estimation is also
type (i). Specifically, one can easily obtain that

Gy = A x diag(sin® ¢ — e72" cos* ¢,
sin ¢ — 2" cos* ¢)tdry,
cos® ¢(1 — 2sin? ¢ cos? ¢) sinh? r

sin® (1 + 2sin? ¢ cos? ¢ sinh? r)

H(y) =

)



where we have defined cos?¢ = e and A =
4/(—2sinh? 7 cos 4¢ + cosh 2r + 7)sin® ¢ and zero-mean
input states are assumed for simplicity. The matrix
G\ is obviously negative definite; thus it corresponds
to type (i). This reproduces the result in Refs. 39 and
40. The optimality of type (i) holds also for other phase-
insensitive loss parameter estimations as long as the sym-
plectic matrix that diagonalizes the covariance matrix re-
mains the same with loss parameter v or time ¢.

V. DISCUSSION

We have found the optimal POVMs for quantum fi-
delity between two multi-mode Gaussian states in a
closed analytical form. The full generality of our re-
sult has allowed us to further elaborate on the case of
single-mode Gaussian states in depth. We have demon-
strated that there exist only three different types of op-
timal measurements, along with Gaussian unitary oper-
ations. An excitation-number-counting measurement is
optimal when the covariance matrices of the states are
diagonalized by the same symplectic matrix, while the
projection onto the eigenbasis of Zp+ pZ is optimal when
the average numbers of thermal quanta of two quantum
states are equal. While there exist other cases where the
aforementioned optimal measurements are, respectively,
optimal, the optimality of the quadrature measurement
holds only for two cases: when the covariance matrices
are the same or when the squeezing strength of pg is equal
to a particular ratio, represented in Eqs. , of thermal
quanta contributions between the two states.

We have also shown the relevance of the optimal mea-
surement for quantum fidelity to quantum parameter es-
timation. We have proven the equivalence between the
optimal measurement for quantum fidelity and that for
quantum Fisher information, enabling one to readily de-
rive optimal measurements for quantum parameter esti-
mation using Gaussian states. We expect our approach,
based on the fundamental relation we proved, to pave
a way to study quantum parameter estimation or other
quantum information processing.

A particularly interesting potential application of our
optimal measurements is quantum hypothesis testing
[BL B0H52). The minimal error probability of quantum
state discrimination is given by the Helstrom bound,
achieved only by the Helstrom measurement [5]. How-
ever, finding a closed form of the Helstrom measurement
for Gaussian states is generally challenging. The quan-
tum fidelity is known to set an upper bound for the
error of quantum state discrimination [23] 53, [54], and
the optimal measurement for quantum fidelity enables
one to lower the error of particular schemes such as the
maximum-likelihood test [55]. In this context, one could
address the question of whether the optimal measure-
ments we have found can be exploited for variants of
quantum state discrimination such as quantum illumina-
tion [56l [57] and quantum reading [58].

While the excitation-number-resolving detection and
the quadrature variable measurement are experimentally
feasible with current technology, the measurement setup
projecting onto the eigenbasis of the operator Ip + pz
is not yet known. We hope that an appropriate mea-
surement setup will be constructed in the near future in
response to the significance having arisen not only from
this work but also from the recent study for phase es-
timation [42]. We also leave further classification of the
optimal measurements for multi-mode Gaussian states as
future work, which can be straightforwardly made from
our results at the expense of increased complexity.
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APPENDIX
A. Simplification of the operator M

Here, we simplify the operator M =

=172 [A1/2. A1/2A—1/2 . . _ (Q@=v)"Go(Q=vq)
P1 / \V /)1/ P0P1/ P1 /% with Po = € 2

and p; = e‘QTzle Note that el iQe—Q7TGQ/2
e~ (Q-WTGQ-W/2 with 4 = (e~ ¢ — 1)~1, which is
frequently used in this section. Simplifying py in the
following way,

~ 1
po = €2 2

with Iy = (e7**% — 1)y, one can have

o= 512, s1/2

7QATG1QA lTiSZQ 7QTG()QA 7QTG1@
=py pPop; Xe i e e 2 e .

Bringing all the displacement operators to the left side,
one can further simplify the matrix K as

_QTcgQ
2 )

N Ty A
K o ef Q¢

where we have defined k = e~ #2G1/2]) and

_QTcka _QTc¢;60 _Q@%cee _@%ciQ
e T o =e¢ 2 e 2 e 4 (A1)

Defining ux as (e7**¢x — 1)ux = k, the operator K

takes the Gibbs-exponential form, written as

K e—(QA—UK)TGK(Q—HK)/?7

) ) . AT & R
inQeiIQGOUOe(eflnGO vo—vo)TiQQe— Q Go@ x elgiQQe—

QTcg0
2



where wugx is a real vector. The operator M =
;31_1/2 Y% Kﬁ;l/z can thus be written as

oRerte]
e 4 s

~ QTG1Q T.04 QTera
R

M xe

where I} = (e **¢x/2 — 1)ug. Again, we bring all the
displacement operators to the left side,

~ T:0A QTGMQ
m-iQQ — =
M xe e z
where m = ¢¥2G1/2]; and
_Q%emQ QTc1@  QTege QT4
e T = T ¢ T e 1 (A2)

When Gy = 0, corresponding to the case that G =
Gi, we obtain M o e™ %9 where m = ei?CG1/2]; is
a pure imaginary vector. Especially if Go = G; =
®}_19j12, we obtain m = —i[@7_; tanh(g;/2)12]Quvo.
If Gy = G are not diagonal, we introduce a symplec-
tic transformation that diagonalizes the Gibbs matri-

ces, Go = G = (S_l)T[69?:1gj12]S_1, or, equivalently,
leading to e—QG0Q/2 — [A]Se*QT[@?’:19112]62/2(7;7 where

USQU; = S71Q. As a consequence,
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where uy; = (e7¥ 6™ — 1)~1iy. Therefore, M can be

written as
~ 1 4 N ~
M o exp {—2QTGMQ — UE/IQ} .

Here, vyy = 0 if vg = 0, vy = Gumunm if Gog # G, and
Gu = 0 and vy = (S7H)T @7, tanh(g;/2)12]v if Gy =
G;. From Eqgs. (Al]) and (A2), it is clear that Gy is the

solution of

eiQGMeiQG1eiQGM _ eiQGo7

and the vector uy is written as

un :(efiQGM o 1)7161'QG1/2(671'QGK/2 o 1)(671'QGK . 1)71

Xe*iQGl/Z(efiQGQ _ 1),1}0.

Finally, in order to return to the original prob-

lem between two general Gaussian states, pg =

_ (Q@=un)TGo(Q=uq) . _@-upTe1(@-uy) .
2 and p; = e 2 , we simply

introduce a displacement operator D(u;) with ug —u; =
v, so that, by using Eq. (4), we obtain M of the original
problem written as,

~ ~ 1 - o ~| A
M o D(uy)exp [—ZQTGMQ — o5 Q| DT (uy).  (A4)
B. Full equation for d; and ds.
We simplify Eq. (7) for the single-mode case by assum-

ing Gg and G to be Gibbs matrices of a general single-
mode Gaussian state and a thermal state, respectively.

M o Uge¥o €51 ta“h(gj/ml?@[]'; — v (@], tanh(g;/2)12]S7'Q Expanding the matrices by Pauli matrices and using

where we have used Eq. (4).

When Gy # 0, the operator M can always be written
in the Gibbs-exponential form,

2n1 +1

212 + 2y + 1
2n1(ng + 1)’

h =
oL 201 (2y + 1)

sinh gy = ,

the left hand side of Eq. (7) is written as

Loly + L6, + LaGy,

M e—(Q—uM)TGM(Q—UM)/Q_ (A3) where
J
27_11 +1 sinh 2\/ d1d2 27_1% + 27_11 +1

Ly=(d1+d + cosh 24/dyds, B1

0= (c 2)2ﬁ1(77l1 +1) 2y/dids 201 (N1 + 1) o Y

. Q’FL% —+ Q’FLl +1 sinh 2\/ dldg 27_11 +1 (dl —+ d2) sinh2 vV d1d2
Ll = —1 (d1 — d2) ——— ——— 3 (BQ)
214 (n1 + 1) 2v/d1ds 2711(77/1 + 1) 2d1ds

I 2’)3% +2n1 + 1 (dl - d2)2 - (d1 + dg) 2 cosh 2v/d1ds 2n1 + 1  2+v/dydo (dl + dg) sinh 2+/d1d2 (B?))

2= o ’

2’711(’711 + 1) 4d1ds

The right-hand side, on the other hand, is written as

ROlQ + Rla'a: + RQ&ya

2’711(’711 + 1) 4d1do




where
R e
n h
Ro— (2n20n—(|)—(}l)0c—c’)_sl)2r0. (B6)

Equations of Bl to B6 enable d; and ds to be written as
functions of rg, g, and 7.

C. Pure state limit

Consider a single-mode state with a diagonal covari-

ance matrix of
1
=+e¢ O
— (2
v=( )

Such state is pure in the limit of ¢ — 0. The analysis can
be trivially extended to a non-diagonal case by adding a
squeezing operation SV ST. One can find that

, W —1 1
QG _ 2
-+1)|P 1
=W (€+ ) +eQ+0(e?), (C1)
; W+1 1
—i0QG 2
= =(=4+1 P 2
e i (6+)Q+e +0(), (C2)
where W = —2Vi) and
1/1 —
P_Q(i 1), Q=1-P.
Note P? = P and Q? = Q, so they are projection opera-

tors. The Gibbs matrix of the operator M satisfies

¢iQG1 _ —iQGM ;0G0 ,—iQGN (C3)
In the limit where Gy corresponds to the pure state
[t1) (1], we use Egs. to write ¢’?“1 ~ £ Then
a possible solution for e *OM jg ¢=®CM ~ P be-
cause the above equation becomes a2Pe*Cop =
G %, which is approximately true for some «. In-
deed, for any state pg with nonzero overlap with gy, it is
Pe*G1 P oc P. Therefore, e "M oc P oc €291 namely,
M o 1—|11) (¢1], where all approximations made in the
above equations refer to the corrections that disappear
in the limit of € — 0. The operator M implies that the
measurement with projectors {|11) (¥1|,1— 1) (¥} is
optimal.

D. The relation between optimal measurements for
quantum fidelity and quantum Fisher information

Let po = p+dp and p; = p. For simplicity, we assume p
is a full-rank state, which implies that pg and p; are full-

L1/2 4 A
Pl/

rank states. Let POP}/Q = p+ X, where X  dp.

Taking the square, we get

A1/2 4 A1/2

o prpy " = P74 pMPdpp'? = 57 + pX + Xp,

leading to p/2dppl/? = pX + Xp. For p =Y, pilk) (k|
with (k|l) = dx;, one can show

X, = \/pn\/pmdA

Prm -
Do+ Dm0

When the states are full rank, the first optimality condi-

tion becomes En/ (1 — Hapq 1/2 \/pi/zﬁ ﬁl/Qﬁ 1/2) 0.

In the limit of small dp,

~—1 A1/2 4 A1/2 4 P ~A
o oy by Py P = 1 T R
dnm
—HZ .

77/ + Tﬂ
where Lgdf = 2 > n.m nm/(Pn + pm)|n)(m| is the SLD
operator, so that the condition becomes

-~ ~—1/2 A1/2 0 A1/2 A—1/2
EY2(1 = papy P 5y popy oy )

=EY2(1 = pp(1 + Led/2)) =0

m| =1+ Ldf)/2,

This results in
EY2(1 = \,Ly) =0

with a constant )., which is equivalent to the optimal
condition of Eq. (12) for quantum Fisher information.

Now, we turn to the second condition. For two quan-
tum states that are infinitesimally close, Eq. (2) can be
simplified as

[Ud/z wA}/z] . A1/2 1/2 wﬁ/z]

= Te[\/ 51/ % hody
= Tr[(1+ L9d9/2) xp] eR.
One can immediately see that this is equivalent to

Eq. (13).

E. Limit of Gym matrix

Consider the problem of estimating parameter §. The
matrix Gy is given by the solution of

G — —10G0/2, /i01Go /210G a0 012G /212G /2

Since the zeroth order of the two matrices Gy and Gy g9
is equal in an infinitesimal limit of df, the zeroth order
of G\ is zero. Therefore, one can write iQ2Gy = Cdf
for some unknown matrix C' and, similarly, iQGy = A
and QG149 = A + Bdf for some matrices A and B.
From the above equation, it can be shown that C' is the
solution of

eATBA A 4 eACdH + Cdfe™ + O(dh)>.



Using the notation from Ref. [37], one may write e?}¢¢ =

Wé’ ]1 and expand the matrices Wy as Wyrqo = Wa +

WBdG with Wy = W 4. Therefore,
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Writing in the basis, in which Vj is symplectically diag-
onalized, one can recover the previous result [47],

2w Sivy - a%ia)e

(GM)k 6 00
! AN -1

do (E3)

€A+Bd«9 _ eiQGeH—da -1 - 2#
Woyao + 1
do
= e+ (et~ DWp(e! — 1) +0(dh)’

and C'is the solution of

e+ Cet = %(eA —1)Wa(et —1),

or C' can be implemented into the discrete Lyapunov
equation written as

oW,
1 0
06 a9 Vo

for which (Wg—‘r]l)C(We—]l)—l—(Wg —]l)C(W9+]1) =2Wp
is used. The solution of the Lyapunov equation is

C-wyltew,t =wy

C = ZwmlaWGWml

and thus,

m— 13W9

mla
89W9 d

Gy = i€ i Wy
m=0

Especially when 0n;/060 = 0 and isothermal states, i.e.

n; = n for all j,
= oW, 1 oW,
— 1 m+1 —2m—2 0 - _ 6
¢ mz::()( W a0 2(2n%2 +2n+1) 06’
(E1)

where we have used W7 = (21 + 1)?1,,. Thus,

1 oV
Gu =53 T 2n + 125 240-

It can also be shown that from the definition of C' and
Wy = —2Vpif), Gy is also the solution of

oV

AVo GV + QG + 20 5 = 0. (E2)

where the superscript of s denotes operators being trans-
formed by the symplectic operator S, A;’s are the sym-
plectic eigenvalues of Vjp, and S is a symplectic matrix
that diagonalizes Vj.

The vector uy; for an infinitesimal df is written as

up = (7Z‘QGM)7162’QG9/2(671’QG’9/2 7 1)(6721'526?9 _ 1)71
. . ou ou,
—iQGe/2(,—i102Ge __ 1 adg = G< 1V 1 ede )
xXe (@ ) 89 60 / )
where we have used e*2Ge = %g +1 Thus,
vn = Gapng = V! 3“9 =g 46/2. (E4)

As a final remark, we highlight that Eq. (E2|) with Gy
and vy facilitates the derivation of the quantum Fisher
information, being made as

H(0) = Tr[D* (ug) po D(ug)(QT GuQ — 2031Q + v)?]/db?
= Tr[p)(Q"GuQ)* + 40 Q)* + v(QTGMQ) + v*]/db?
_ | OQug . Oug
ﬂ[ae GM}/(dGH Vi S
where pj = lA)T(UQ)ﬁgD(UQ) is a Gaussian state

with zero mean and the same covariance matrix
as  pg. We also have used Tr[ﬁanQleQk] =
> (miry T00Qn Q] Tr[pgQuQx], where (mlk) denotes
a cyclic permutation, and Tr[ﬁanQm} = Vam +
1Qnm/2 [B9]. Note that the method we provide above can

be straightforwardly applied to multi-parameter cases so
as to derive a quantum Fisher information matrix.
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