arXiv:2406.06528v1 [quant-ph] 29 Mar 2024

Phase estimation via number-conserving operation inside the SU(1,1) interferometer
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Utilizing nonlinear elements, SU(1,1) interferometers demonstrate superior phase sensitivity com-
pared to passive interferometers. However, the precision is significantly impacted by photon losses,
particularly internal losses. We propose a theoretical scheme to improve the precision of phase mea-
surement using homodyne detection by implementing number-conserving operations (aa' and afa)
within the SU(1,1) interferometer, with the coherent state and the vacuum state as the input states.
We analyze the effects of number-conserving operations on the phase sensitivity, the quantum Fisher
information, and the quantum Cramér-Rao bound under both ideal and photon losses scenarios. Our
findings reveal that the internal non-Gaussian operations can enhance the phase sensitivity and the
quantum Fisher information, and effectively improve the robustness of the SU(1,1) interferometer
against internal photon losses. Notably, the aa' scheme exhibits superior improvement in both ideal
and photon losses cases in terms of phase sensitivity. Moreover, in the ideal case, aa’ scheme slightly
outperforms afa scheme in terms of the quantum Fisher information and the Quantum Cramér-Rao.
However, in the presence of photon losses, a'a scheme demonstrates a greater advantage.

PACS: 03.67.-a, 05.30.-d, 42.50,Dv, 03.65.Wj

I. INTRODUCTION

Optical interference measurement plays a crucial role
in many scientific and technological applications such
as quantum metrology for precise measurements, imag-
ing for capturing detailed visual information, sensing
for detecting and measuring physical quantities, and in-
formation processing for manipulating and transmitting
data [1H9]. Consequently, there has been extensive re-
search and significant advancements in the field of op-
tical interference measurement. To satisfy the need for
high precision, a variety of optical interferometers have
been proposed and developed. One of the most practi-
cal interferometers is the Mach-Zehnder interferometer
(MZI), whose phase sensitivity is limited by the standard
quantum-noise limit (SQL) A¢ = 1/ VN (N is the av-
erage number of photons within the interferometer), to-
gether with solely classical resources as the input of the
MZI [10]. Over recent decades, various schemes have
been proposed to improve the phase sensitivity of the tra-
ditional MZI [11}[12]]. It has been demonstrated that the
quantum states as the input states to make the traditional
MZI beat the SQL. For example, NOON state [13} [14],
twin Fock state [[15]], and the squeezed state [16}[17] et
al can achieve or even exceed the Heisenberg limit (HL)
A¢ =1/N [18,[19].

Another possibility to realize quantum-enhanced
phase sensitivity is the SU(1,1) interferometer [20} 21]],
which replaced traditional linear beam splitters (BSs)
with optical parametric amplifiers (OPAs). It splits and
mixes beams using nonlinear transformations, which is
first proposed by Yurke et al. [22]. In the SU(1,1) in-
terferometer comprising two OPAs, the first OPA serves
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the dual purpose of acquiring entangled resources and
suppressing amplified noise. Meanwhile, the subsequent
use of the second OPA can lead to signal enhancement,
offering a viable pathway for achieving higher preci-
sion in phase estimation. By utilizing entangled photon
states, the SU(1,1) interferometer can surpass the SQL,
enabling higher precision. This technique revolutionized
phase estimation, becoming a vital tool in quantum pre-
cision measurements. Then, there has been significant
interest in studying the SU(1,1) interferometer [23H25].
For instance, Hudelist et al. demonstrated that the gain
effect of OPA results in the SU(1,1) interferometer ex-
hibiting higher sensitivity compared to traditional linear
interferometers [27]. In 2011, Jing et al. [28] success-
fully implemented this interferometer experimentally. In
this nonlinear interferometer, the maximum output in-
tensity can be much higher than that of linear interfer-
ometer due to the OPA. Apart from the standard form,
various configurations of SU(1,1) interferometer have
also been proposed [24], [29437].

As previously mentioned, although SU(1,1) interfer-
ometer is highly valuable for precision measurement
38, 391, the precision is still affected by dissipation,
particularly photon losses inside the interferometer [[40,
41]]. Consequently, to further enhance precision, non-
Gaussian operations should serve as an effective ap-
proach to mitigate internal dissipation. Most theoreti-
cal [42H45]] and experimental [46H48]] studies have for-
tunately indicated that non-Gaussian operations, such
as photon subtraction (PS), photon addition (PA), pho-
ton catalysis (PC), quantum scissor and their coher-
ent superposition, are effectively enhancing the nonclas-
sicality and entanglement degrees of quantum states,
thereby enhancing their potential in quantum informa-
tion processing [49] [50]. Experimental studies have il-
lustrated the conditional generation of superpositions of
distinct quantum operations through single-photon in-



terference, providing a practical approach for prepar-
ing non-Gaussian operations [51]]. This advancement
has unveiled new possibilities in quantum state manip-
ulation and implications for various quantum technolo-
gies. In Ref. [45]], Zhang et al. proposed a theoretical
scheme to improve the resolution and precision of phase
measurement with parity detection by using a nonclas-
sical state generated by applying a number-conserving
generalized superposition of products (GSP) operation
on a two-mode squeezed vacuum state as the input of
the MZI. Interestingly, under the same parameters, the
phase sensitivity with the GSP operation, in the pres-
ence of photon losses can be better than that of both the
photon subtraction operation and photon addition oper-
ation. Additionally, Xu et al. examined the phase sen-
sitivity of SU(1,1) interferometers with internal photon
losses and determined that performing photon addition
operations internally provides superior results compared
to those at the input [52]. Thus, can the internal non-
Gaussian operations effectively suppress the influence of
noise?

Therefore, in this paper, we concentrate on employing
the number-conserving operation (NCO) scheme inside
the SU(1,1) interferometer to enhance the measurement
accuracy , and then analyze the improvement effect of in-
ternal non-Gaussian operations on the phase sensitivity
and the quantum Fisher information (QFI) in the pres-
ence of photon losses. The remainder of this paper is ar-
ranged as follows. Sec. II outlines the theoretical model
of the NCO. Sec. III delves into phase sensitivity, encom-
passing both the ideal case and the internal photon losses
case. Sec. IV centers on the QFI and quantum Cramér-
Rao bound (QCRB) [53] 54]. Finally, Sec. V provides a
comprehensive summary.

II. MODEL

This section begins with an introduction to the SU(1,1)
interferometer, as illustrated in Fig. 1(a). The SU(1,1)
interferometer typically consists of two OPAs and a linear
phase shifter, making it one of the most commonly used
interferometers in quantum metrology research. The first
OPA is characterized by a two-mode squeezing operator
Us, (£) = exp(&fab — €1a'bl), where @ and b, af and bf
represent the photon annihilation and creation opera-
tors, respectively. The squeezing parameter £; can be
expressed as £; = g1e'%*, where g, represents the gain
factor and 6; represents the phase shift. This parameter
plays a critical role in shaping the interference pattern
and determining the system’s phase sensitivity. Follow-
ing the first OPA, mode a undergoes a phase shift process
Uy = explip(ata)], while mode b remains unchanged.
Subsequently, the two beams are coupled in the sec-
ond OPA with the operator Us, (¢) = exp(&5ab — £xaTbl),
where & = g2¢'%2 and 0, — 6, = 7. In this paper, we set
the parameters g = go = g, 61 = 0, 2 = w. We utilize

2

the coherent state |a), and the vacuum state |0), as in-
put states, and homodyne detection is employed on the
mode a of the output.

The SU(1,1) interferometer is generally susceptible
to photon losses, particularly in the case of internal
losses. To simulate photon losses, the use of fictitious
BSs is proposed, as depicted in Fig. 1(a). The op-
erators of these fictitious BSs can be represented as
Ug =Up, ® Up,, with Ug, = exp [Ha (aTaU — aa):)] and
Up, = exp [0y (bb, — bb})]|, where a, and b, represent
vacuum modes. Here, T}, (k = a,b) denotes the trans-
missivity of the fictitious BSs, associated with 6, through
T} = cos® ), € [0, 1]. The value of transmittance equal to
1 (T, = 1) corresponds to the ideal case without photon
losses [52]. In an expanded space, the expression for the
output state of the standard SU(1,1) interferometer can
be represented as the following pure state, i.e.,

|90.:) = Us,UgUgUs, |a), [0),10),.

0, . @

v

a,
= . =, .
 — U¢ Da
USI Us2
—

07,
b, (@)
a,
2 »-
USl US7
‘0>/, -
—_— — =
b, (b)

FIG. 1. Schematic diagram of the SU(1,1) interferometer. (a)
the standard SU(1,1) interferometer, (b) the SU(1,1) interfer-
ometer with NCO. The two input ports are a coherent state |a),,
and a vacuum state |0),. a, and b, are vacuum modes. Ugs,
and Usg, are the optical parametric amplifier, U, is the phase
shifter. Up is the number-conserving operation and D, is the
homodyne detector.

To mitigate the impact of photon losses, we introduce
a distinct non-Gaussian operation inside the SU(1,1) in-
terferometer, i.e., after the first OPA, called the NCO
scheme, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b). As referred to Ref.
[45]], this NCO can be seen as an equivalent operator,

Up = saa’ + ta'a, (2)

where s +t = 1, a and a' are annihilation operator and
creation operator, respectively. It should be emphasized
that for simplicity we only consider two cases, s = 1 and
s = 0. From Eq. (2), one can obtain the photon addi-
tion then photon subtraction (PA-then-PS) aa', and pho-
ton subtraction then photon addition (PS-then-PA) a'a,
respectively. The process can be described by operators
Up, = aa', and Up, = a'a, respectively. In this case, the



output state of the interferometer can be written as the
following pure states

(W3.) = A1Us,UsU, UgUs, |a), 0),10), [0}, , (3)
and

W2,.) = A2Us,UsUp, UpUs, |a), |0),10), [0), . (4

v

A; and A, are the normalization constants for the PA-
then-PS and PS-then-PA, respectively, given by [52]

[N

Al = (P2200+3Pi100+1) 2, )
_1
Ay = (P22o0+Piio00) 2, (6)
where Py, y, 2oy, = OF1TVITT2F02 JGATIONTLONT2ONY?

{€w4}|/\1=)\2=>\3=)\4=0 , as well as

wy = AT sinhr (Agsinhr — As coshr)
+MT sinhr (Agsinhr — Agcoshr),  (7)

W2 = Al\/TCOShT — /\4\/Tsinhr, (8)
ws = ApV/T coshr — /\3\/Tsinhr, ()]
wy = wy +wea® + wsa. (10)

ITI. PHASE SENSITIVITY

Quantum metrology is an effective approach utiliz-
ing quantum resources for precise phase measurements
[5556]]. The objective is to achieve highly sensitive mea-
surements of unknown phases. Within this section, we
delve further into investigating the phase sensitivity for
the NCO within the SU(1,1) interferometer [[57]]. Various
detection methods are available for this purpose, such as
homodyne detection [58, [59]], parity detection [[60} 611,
and intensity detection [62]. Each of these methods of-
fers different trade-offs between sensitivity, complexity,
and practical implementation. It is important to note that
the phase sensitivities of different detection schemes may
vary for different input states and interferometers [63]].

Homodyne detection is chosen as the method to de-
tect the output a, mainly due to its straightforward ex-
perimental implementation. In homodyne detection, the
measured variable is one of the two orthogonal compo-
nents of the mode a, given as X = (a + af)/v/2. Based
on the error propagation equation [22], the phase sensi-
tivity can be expressed as

(X?) - (X)*
0(X) /09|

_ _VIAZX)
CloXx)/od]

A¢ (1D

Based on Egs. (3), and (11I), the phase sensitivity
for the NCO can be theoretically determined. The detail
calculation steps for the phase sensitivity A¢ of the PA-
then-PS and PS-then-PA are provided in Appendix A.

A. Ideal case

Initially, we consider the ideal case, T, = 1 (where
k = a,b), representing the scenario without photon
losses. The phase sensitivity A¢ is plotted as a function
of ¢ in Fig. 2. The observations from Fig. 2 can be sum-
marized as follows. (i) The phase sensitivity improves
initially and then decreases as the phase increases, with
the optimal sensitivity deviating from ¢ = 0. (ii) Both
PA-then-PS and PS-then-PA schemes within the SU(1,1)
interferometer effectively enhance the phase sensitivity
A¢. (iii) It is clear that the PA-then-PS scheme out-
performs the PS-then-PA scheme at small phase values,
while the opposite is true at large phase values. (iv) And
the optimal phase sensitivity is obtained in the PA-then-
PS scheme, raher than the PS-then-PA scheme.
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'
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FIG. 2. The phase sensitivity of NCO based on the homodyne
detection as a function of ¢ with & = 1 and g = 1. The black
solid line corresponds to the standard SU (1,1) interferometer;
the red dashed line and the blue dotted line correspond to the
PA-then-PS and PS-then-PA, respectively.

Fig. 3 illustrates the phase sensitivity A¢ plotted
against the gain factor g for different schemes. The plot
confirms that an increase in the gain factor g enhances
the phase sensitivity. Additionally, it is observed that the
phase sensitivity of both schemes improves more signifi-
cantly at lower g values, and the difference between the
two schemes initially decreases and then increases with
g. Notably, the PA-then-PS scheme demonstrates higher
phase sensitivity than the PS-then-PA scheme across the
entire range of g values.

Similarly, we analyze the phase sensitivity A¢ as a
function of the coherent amplitude o, as depicted in
Fig. 4. The phase sensitivity improves with the coher-
ent amplitude «, attributed to the increase in the mean
photon number with «, then enhancing intramode cor-
relations and quantum entanglement between the two
modes. Furthermore, the enhancement effect diminishes
as the coherent amplitude « increases. It is notewor-
thy that the PS-then-PA scheme yields higher phase sen-
sitivity than the PA-then-PS scheme at small values of «,
while the reverse is observed at larger values of a. And
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FIG. 3. The phase sensitivity as a function of g, with « = 1 and
¢ = 0.6.

the optimal phase sensitivity is obtained in the PA-then-
PS scheme, again.
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FIG. 4. The phase sensitivity as a function of «, with g = 1 and
6 = 0.6.

B. Photon losses case

The SU(1,1) interferometer plays a critical role in
achieving high-precision measurements. However, pre-
cision is significantly affected by photon losses, particu-
larly internal losses. Here, we focus on internal photon
losses, corresponding to Tj € (0,1). The phase sensitiv-
ity, depicted as a function of transmittance 7} in Fig. 5
for fixed g, «, and ¢, improves as anticipated with higher
transmittance Tj. Lower transmittance corresponds to
increased internal losses, weakening the performance
of phase estimation. Both PA-then-PS and PS-then-PA
schemes within the SU(1,1) interferometer effectively
enhance the phase sensitivity A¢. Moreover, it is notable
that as transmittance 7}, increases, the improvement in
phase sensitivity first increases and then decreases for
both schemes. Notably, the PA-then-PS scheme consis-
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tently demonstrates higher phase sensitivity than the PS-
then-PA scheme across the entire range.
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FIG. 5. The phase sensitivity as a function of transmittance T},
withg=1,¢ =0.6and a = 1.

C. Comparison with SQL and HL

Additionally, we compare the phase sensitivity with
SQL and HL in this subsection. The SQL and HL are de-
fined as Apsor = 1/V'N and A¢py = 1/N, respectively,
where N represents the total average photon number in-
side the interferometer before the second OPA for each
scheme [64, 65]. N can be calculated as

Ny = AN, UL ULUL (ata+b10) Up UpUs, |9,,)
= A} (P3300+5P2200+4P11,0,0
+P 011 +3Pi111+FPooa), 12)

for PA-then-PS and

No A%(‘I’m\UglU;UJDQ (a'a+b'b) Up,UpUs, |¥;1,)
A3(P33.00+3P2200+ Pi100

+P011+ Pii11),

(13)

for the PS-then-PA, respectively.

In this subsection, we set the parameters g = 0.7 and
a = 1 for all schemes and compare the phase sensitiv-
ity A¢ with the SQL and the HL of the standard SU(1,1)
interferometer, as shown in Fig. 6. Our findings demon-
strate that (i) the original interferometer (without NCO)
cannot surpass the SQL. (ii) Within a wide range, the
NCO schemes are capable of surpassing the SQL even in
the presence of significant photon losses (Fig. 6(b)). This
suggests that the NCO schemes exhibis better robustness
against internal photon losses. (iii) It is clear that the
PA-then-PS scheme outperforms the PS-then-PA scheme

at small phase values, while the opposite is true at large
phase values.
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FIG. 6. Comparison of the phase sensitivity with the SQL and
HL. The blue circle is the SQL and the yellow triangle is the HL.
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IV. THE QUANTUM FISHER INFORMATION

In the previous discussions, we have explored the in-
fluence of NCO schemes on phase sensitivity and the cor-
relation between phase sensitivity and relevant parame-
ters using homodyne detection. It is crucial to recog-
nize that the discussed phase sensitivity is influenced by
the chosen measurement method. Hence, the question
arises: how can we achieve maximum phase sensitiv-
ity in an interferometer that is independent of the mea-
surement method used? This section shifts our focus to
the QFI, which represents the maximum information ex-
tracted from the interferometer system, regardless of the
measurement method employed. We will examine the
QFI in ideal and realistic scenarios, respectively.

A. Ideal case
For a pure state system, the QFI can be derived by [66]
F=al(wlvy) - [(Wwa)l’]. s

where |U,) is the quantum state after phase shift and
before the second OPA, and ‘\%> = 0|U4) /0¢. Then

the QFI can be reformed as [66]
F=4(A%n,), (15)

where (A2n,) = (4] (ata)2[W,) — (Wy] atalW,))2.

In the ideal NCO, the quantum state is given by |¥4) =
A;jUyU, Us, [¥4y,) with [Vy,) = |a), ® |0),, and Up, =
aa’, Up, = a'a. Thus, the QFI is derived as

Fy = 4{A3 (Py4,00+8P3300+14Ps200+ 4Py 100)
2
— [AT (Ps3,00 +5P2200 + 4P1100)] 1, (16)

for the PA-then-PS and

Fy = 4{A3(Py4,00+6P3300+TP2200+ Pi100)
2
—[A3 (P3 300 +3P2200+ Pr100)] ), (A7)

for the PS-then-PA, respectively. In the above equations,
T, = 1. It is possible to explore the connection between
the QFI and the related parameters using Egs. and
@7D.

Figs. 7 and 8 illustrate the QFI as a function of g («) for
a specific a (g). It is evident that a higher value of g («)
corresponds to a greater QFI. Both the PA-then-PS and
PS-then-PA result in an enhanced QFI due to the non-
Gaussian nature. The QFI of PA-then-PS is slightly higher
than that of PS-then-PA in both figures. Moreover, we ob-
serve that the improvement of QFI due to non-Gaussian
operations increases with the increase of the value g (as
shown in Fig. 7), while it does not significantly change
with the variation of the value « (as shown in Fig. 8).
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FIG. 7. The QFI as a function of g, with a = 1.

Actually, the QFI can be associated with the phase sen-
sitivity through [67]]

1

ApgcrB = N (18)

where v represents the number of measurements, we
simplify by setting v = 1. Another quantum limit, the
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FIG. 8. The QFI as a function of «, with g = 1.

QCRB [53] [54], denoted as A¢gcrp, defines the ulti-
mate limit for a set of probabilities derived from mea-
surements on a quantum system. It is an estimator im-
plemented asymptotically by a maximum likelihood esti-
mator and provides a detection-independent phase sen-
sitivity.

Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 illustrate the variation of Apgcrs
as a function of g () for a specific « (g). It is shown that
A¢gcrp improves with increasing g and «. Similarly,
due to the non-Gaussian nature, both the PA-then-PS and
PS-then-PA are able to improve the A¢gcrp. Further-
more, the improvement in A¢gcrp is more obvious for
small coherent amplitude « (refer to Fig. 10). Overall,
the PA-then-PS exhibits a better performance than the
PS-then-PA.
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FIG. 9. The A¢gcrp as a function of g, with o = 1.

B. Photon losses case

In this subsection, we extend our analysis to cover the
QFI in the presence of photon losses. Specifically, we
examine homodyne detection on mode a, which is sus-
ceptible to photon losses. Consequently, our attention is
directed toward the QFI of the system with photon losses
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FIG. 10. The A¢gcrp as a function of o, with g = 1.

in mode a, as depicted in Fig. 11. For realistic quantum
systems, we have demonstrated the feasibility of com-
puting the QFI with internal non-Gaussian operations by
redefining the Kraus operator according to the method
proposed by Escher et al. [66]. The method can be sum-
marized as follows.

In an expanded space, the pure state |¢) =
Us, o), |0), is the correlated probe state after the input
state |cr) ,®|0), is injected into the first OPA of SU(1,1) in-
terferometer. According to Ref. [66] , the quantum state
|t of the input system can be described by the Kraus op-
erators after undergoing photon losses, resulting in the
quantum state |¥g) as follow

|VUs) = Bi2Us e |¥)[0)g

By T (6,m,0) ) |0) s, (19)
l

where II, (¢,n,«) is the new Kraus operator, B » is the
normalization factor, and |0) ; represents vacuum noise.
Thus, for the whole purified system, the QFI turns out to
be

Iy,

IN

Co [1) 0 (6,1, )]
i -[wmaf]. e

where Hermitian operators H 1,2 are defined by

dHl (¢ m, )
do

oo -

. H
H1 _ Z ¢an7 (21)

l
sl
A G l“’ MmN, @2
l

Therefore, by finding the minimum value of
Co [W}f[l ((;5,77,)\)} using Eq. , we can obtain

the QFI of the SU(1,1) interferometer based on internal
non-Gaussian operations under photon losses.

Next, we analyze the QFI of the NCO schemes with
the photon losses occurring before the NCO and after the



phase shifter in the mode a, as shown in Fig. 11. Subse-
quently, we can get the new Kraus operators II;, (¢, 7, \)

and II;, (¢,n, \) for the PA-then-PS and the PS-then-PA,
respectively, i.e.,

l
1-— . n
( 77) ewﬁ(n—kl)nf

1, (¢,m,) = B I

xal [anr — (14X l] , (23)
and
~ 1 _ l ) .
1L, (.0, A) = B> (17'7])6“;5("*”)775
xa' [ala— (1+N)1], (24)
where A = 0 and A = —1 represent the photon losses

before the NCO and after the phase shifter, respectively.
7 is related to the dissipation factor with n = 1 and 7
= 0 being the cases of complete lossless and absorption,
respectively. By and Bs are the normalization constants
for the PA-then-PS and PS-then-PA, respectively. n is the
particle number operator.

Thus, we can obtain the QFI for non-Gaussian opera-
tion inside the interferometer under photon losses [24].
The detailed calculations are summarized in Appendix B.

a, a,
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=

FIG. 11. Schematic diagram of the photon losses on mode a.
The losses occurs before the NCO.

In the presence of photon losses, we analyze the effects
of each parameter on the QFI to further characterize the
degradation of QFI due to photon losses. An observa-
tion from Fig. 12 is that the QFI increases with the rising
transmittance 7, and the NCO can enhance the QFI. This
increase can be attributed to the NCO raising the number
of photons internally, resulting in higher quantum infor-
mation, akin to the ideal case. For both non-Gaussian
operations, the improved QFI increases with the trans-
mittance n. Additionally, over a wide range (presumably
0 < n < 0.95), the PS-then-PA exhibits a higher QFI than
the PA-then-PS. However, as n approaches 1, the PA-then-
PS demonstrates a superior QFI.

Fig. 13 and Fig. 14 illustrate the QFI as a function of
g (a) for a given « (g), with = 0.7. The QFI increases
with the rise in g (a), and both non-Gaussian operations
can enhance the QFI. The improved QFI is observed to
increase with g (refer to Fig. 13), while improvement
decreases with « (refer to Fig. 14). Moreover, the PA-
then-PS scheme performs better than PS-then-PA when
g is smaller, but the opposite is true when g is larger.
However, in the curve showing the variation of «, the
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FIG. 12. The F., as a function of transmittance 7, with g = 1
and a = 1.

PS-then-PA scheme outperforms the PA-then-PS scheme
consistently.
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FIG. 14. The F, as a function of o, with g =1 and = 0.7.

Similarly to the ideal case, the calculation of A¢gcrp,
is given by A¢gcrp, = 1/VvFL, with v = 1. From
Fig. 15, it is evident that the A¢gcrp, improves as the
transmittance 7 increases, and the improvement initially
increases and then decreases. In general, the PS-then-



PA scheme is superior to the PA-then-PS scheme, with
the improvement advantage increasing initially and then
decreasing as 7 increases.
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FIG. 15. The A¢qgcrp, as a function of transmittance 7, with
g=landa=1.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have analyzed the effects of NCO
schemes on the phase sensitivity, the QFI and the QCRB
in both ideal and real cases. Additionally, we have inves-
tigated the effects of the gain coefficient g of the para-
metric amplifier, the coherent state amplitude « and the
beam splitter transmittance T} on the performance of the
system. Through analytical comparison, we have verified
that the NCO schemes can improve the measurement ac-
curacy of the SU(1,1) interferometer and enhance the
robustness to internal photon losses. The non-Gaussian
operations can elevate the total average photon number
of the SU(1,1) interferometer, consequently reinforcing
intramode correlations and quantum entanglement be-
tween the two modes.

We further analyze the disparities between the two
non-Gaussian operations. Concerning phase sensitivity,
the improvement of the PA-then-PS scheme is superior
in both the ideal and photon losses cases. In terms of
the QFI and the QCRB, in the ideal case, the PA-then-
PS is slightly outperforms the PS-then-PA. However, in
the photon losses case, then PS-then-PA demonstrates a
greater advantage.

In summary, the NCO schemes play a role in overcom-
ing the internal photon losses in SU(1,1) interferome-
ters and in improving the accuracy of quantum measure-
ments. This study highlights the potential of the non-
Gaussian operations as valuable tools for improving the
performance of quantum metrology and information pro-
cessing systems.
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APPENDIX A : THE PHASE SENSITIVITY OF NCO

In this Appendix, we give the calculation formulas of
the phase sensitivity in NCO as follows

(UL,,] (at +a) |Wl,,)°

out

pg, - VWbl 0 0 0~

0(W5y,] (af +a) [Wg,,) /0]

(A1)
In our paper, the output state |\I/(1mt> is given by equation
(3D, so the expectations related to the phase sensitivity
in PA-then-PS are specifically calculated as follows [52]]

(our| (af +a) [W5,,)

=A3le " coshg (P32,00 +4Ps1,00 + 2P1,0,0,0)
+sinh g (P2 2,0,1 +3P1,1,0,1 + Po,0,0,1)
+ e cosh g (Pa,3.00 +4P1.2,00 4+ 2Ps.1.00)

+sinh g (P22,1,0 + 3P1,1,1,0 + Po,0,1,0)], (A2)

and

<‘I’;ut| (aT + a)2 ’\I’;ut>

=Af[e™ %% cosh® g (Py,2,0,0 + 5P3,1,0,0 + 3P2,0,0,0)
%% cosh® g (Pa.4.00 + 5P13.00 + 3P0.2.0.0)
+2cosh® g (P33.0.0 + 5P22.00 +4P11.00)
+ 2¢ " sinh g cosh g(Ps2.0.1 + 4Ps1.0.1
+2P1 001+ P321,0+4P211,0+2Pip1,0)
+ 2¢'¢ sinh g cosh g(P231,0 +4P1.2,1,0

14y

+2Py110+ Peso1+4P1201+2Py1,01)
+ sinh? g(Pa2.02 +3P11.02 + Pooos

+ P2220+3P11,20+ Poo20+2P0211
+6P111,1+2FP00,1,1+2P2200

+6P1 100+ 2)+ A7 (A3)

The phase sensitivity of the PS-then-PA can be calculated
as

(02| (at +a) |¥2,,)°

out

2
VI2, ] (0t +a)? [92,,) -

Abr = D02, [ (aT +a) [02,,) /09

(A4)
where the output state |UZ,,) is given by equation ,
and the expectations associated with the phase sensitiv-

)



ity in PS-then-PA can similarly be calculated as follows

(W3] (a' +a) [92,)

:A% [e*i‘ls cosh g (P3,2,0,0+2P21,0,0)
+sinhg (P2 201 + P11,0,1)
+e" cosh g (P23,0,0 + 2P12,0,0)

+sinh g (P22,1,0 + Pi,1,1,0)], (A5)

and

(@2 (a' + a)2 W3.0)

=A3[e=%% cosh® g (Py,2,0,0 + 3P3,1,0,0)
+ €% cosh® g (P2,40,0 + 3P1,3,0,0)
+ 2cosh? g (P3.3.0.0 + 3P22.00 + P1.1.0.0)
+ 2e~* sinh g cosh 9(Ps210+2P 110
+ P3201+2P21,0,1)
+ 2¢4¢ sinh g cosh g(P230,1 + 2P1 2,01
+Po310+2P121,0)
+sinh® g(P2220 + Pr12,0 + P2202
+3Pi102+2P211+2Pi111

+ 2Py 200+ 2P1100) + 457 (A6)

APPENDIX B : THE QFI OF PHOTON LOSSES

We define the new Kraus operators by Egs. and
for the PA-then-PS and the PS-then-PA, respectively.
The model satisfies the normalization condition Trp =
Tr W) (U] = 1, ie.,

5 O] (Y I (6,0, M) I (6,1, A) [#) [0) = 1. (BL)
l

Thus, we can then calculate the normalization factors us-
ing the following equation

oo l 1
By = [ Sty (1 il )
Dl

(B2)
for the PA-then-PS and

[e’e] l 1
By = [ Yty (- Pt ]  8®)
D

for the PS-then-PA, respectively. Then we can obtain the
specific analytic formula for B; and Bs.

By =[14u (a2 cosh? r + sinh? r)
+ ug (o cosh* r 4+ 2sinh* r

_1
+ 402 sinh? r cosh? r)] ?, (B4

where
uy = 30+ 22 — 2X — A+ A2, (B5)
ug = 2\n? — 2\ + 1% + N2 — 207 + N2 (B6)
And
By = [ug1 * (a2 cosh? r + sinh? 7‘)

+ upg * (ot cosh*r + 2sinh* r

+ 402 sinh? r cosh? 7")]7% , (B7)

where
u =1 — AN+ A2, (B8)
w2 =N =1 +n*+22(n-1). (B9

Using the new Kraus operator, we can derive Eq.
to obtain the QFL In order to derive Eq. using Eq.
or Eq. (24), we need to adopt the technique of inte-
grating within an ordered product of operators (IWOP)
68l to derive the operator identity; i.e.,

q
n,q __. (ne®—1)n .
n'nd =: —axqe le=0: , (B10)
where : -: indicates the symbol of the normal ordering
form, which further leads to the formula
00 l

1— »

§ :( l'77) l aTlnnnqal

l

oItp .
- A0y ne” + (1 = n)e?]" |a=y=o- (B11)
Using Eq.  (B11), the upper bound of the QFI

Co, [|1/)> 0, (0,1, )\)} for the PA-then-PS can be calcu-
lated as

Cau [0 11, (6,7, )]

= 4{[Bf (uz (¢ n* [¢)) + ua (| n® |)
+ us (Y[ n® 1) + ug (Y| n [¥))]

— [Bi (ug (| n® |4) + ug (| n* [)

+ ug (Y] n |1))]?}, (B12)
where

uz = (1 — A+ An)?, (B13)

ug = =2[(n— A+ An)?
x (3X2n2 — 3\%n + 6)7)°

—TAn+ X+ 3n% — 4n)], (B14)

us = A* (11" — 26n° + 199* — 4n)
+ A% (44n* — 1021 4 761° — 18n)
+ 2660 — 150n° + 1097* — 261 4 1)
+ A\(44n* — 981> + 6612 — 121)

+ 11n* — 247 + 1472, (B15)



ug = —n(A+1)*(n - 1)
(6X%n?% — 60210 4+ A2
+ 120 — 160 + 4\
+ 6n% — 10 + 4), (B16)

Uy = (77—)\+)\77)3, (B17)

ug = —[A* (3n® — 6n° + 3n) + 3n°
+ A% (9n® — 17n% + 10 — 2)
+ A (99° — 16n* + Tn) — 51°], (B18)

ug = N (20° — 3> + ) +2n°
+ A2 (6773 —11n* + 577) — 51?
+ A (61> — 130> 4+ 8y — 1) + 4n, (B19)

where (-) is the average under the state |¢), and |¢)) =
Us, o), |0), is the state after the first OPA. n is the par-
ticle number operator. Similarly, we can obtain an upper

bound on QFI Co, {|z/1> I, (0,7, )\)] for PS-then-PA as
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follows

Cau [[¥) 10, (6,7, 0)]

= 4{[B3 (us (| n* ) + w13 (¥ n® 1)

+ urg (Y| 0 [¥0) + urs (] n[1))]

— [B3(ur (¥ n® 1) + uie (1| n? )

+urr (Y] n|P))]*} (B20)
where

uig = —6n(A +1)°(n = 1)(n— A+ )%, (B21)

upg =n(A+1)%(n—1)

X (4X — T — 15n + 1102 + 119%), (B22)
us = —n(A + 1)*(6n° — 120% + T — 1), (B23)
u1s = =3n(A+1)%(n—1)(n — X+ An), (B24)

urr =n(A+1)*(2n* = 3n + 1). (B25)

In particular, when Cy, , [|z/)> ,ﬁlm ((j),n,)\)} reaches
the minimum value, it is corresponding to the QFI Fp ,.
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