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The trade-off relations of a relativistic spin-¥z particle for two-parameter

TITLE . . .
unitary model with commuting generators

NAME  |rynada Shin

We treat estimating the expectation values of commuting as a quantum parameter
estimation problem. A new method for obtaining the trade-off relation is proposed. As a
result, we quantitatively derive a trade-off relation of the commuting observables, which is
inconsistent with Heisenberg's uncertainty relation. We applied the proposed approach to
the problem of estimating the expectation value of the position operator of a relativistic
particle with spin 1/2. We obtained the non-trivial result that the trade-off relation, which
does not exist in the rest frame due to the classical (non-quantum mechanical) model,
always exists for a moving observer because the relativistic effect causes the spin to
rotate depending on the observer's velocity.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background

1.1.1 Uncertainty relation and quantum estimation theory

The uncertainty relation based on the quantum estimation theory was investigated by many
authors, see for example [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. It is known that the one-parameter unitary
model with a pure reference state, the Heisenberg-Robertson type uncertainty relation and the
uncertainty relation by the parameter estimation has the same form. Further, this approach is
more general than the traditional one, since one can derive the uncertainty relation for non-
observables. The celebrated energy-time uncertainty relation [9] is a well-defined relation for
time and energy when treated by the quantum estimation theory. Many authors in the literature
discussed the similarity between the two types of uncertainty relations. In Ref. [6], they showed
that the uncertainty relation for a generic full parameter qudit model can be different when
derived from the quantum parameter estimation theory. Usually, when the uncertainty relation
is discussed, the uncertainty relation of two non-commuting observables is discussed, see for
example [10, 11, 12]. Therefore, as far as we know, trade-off relation has not been investigated
when the two observables commute.

1.1.2 Quantum information theory with relativity taken into account

Relativistic quantum information theory brings a new direction to physics research. The sig-
nificance of the effect of relativity on the quantum state is that the state vector for a moving
observer changes depending on the observer’s motion while the physical state in the rest frame
remains the same. As a natural consequence, information that the moving observer obtains
changes depending on the motion of the moving observer since the state vector changes. There
are studies of quantum information theory with relativity taken into account. The studies in the
realm of relativistic quantum information have increased in number in the past. Here, we briefly
list some of them. Firstly, the information paradox about black holes is now formulated in the
framework of information theory; see recent reviews [15, 16]. Secondly, quantum information
in non-inertial frame was investigated [17, 18, 19, 20, 21]. Thirdly, the effect of relativity on
Bell’s inequality. The degree of Bell’s inequality violation was investigated [22, 23, 24, 25, 26].
The entropy changes due to the relativistic effect [27] and its effect on Bell’s inequality are also
studied, which was initiated in [28].



Among these early studies about the relativity and the quantum information, the papers [22,
23, 29, 30] brought the use of the Wigner rotation [31, 32] into the realm of quantum informa-
tion. As other examples, the Wigner rotation is used to discuss the limitation given by a quan-
tum entropy in the relativity domain [27]. The entanglement [29, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40] and
Bell’s inequality [23, 22, 41] are also discussed by using the Wigner rotation. The essence of
the Wigner rotation is that it ‘rotates’ the spin of the relativistic particle by the angle, which is a
function of the particle’s momentum. Thus, the spin and the momentum couple in a non-trivial
way that the Wigner rotation gives.

1.2 Trade-off relation based on relativistic quantum estima-
tion

Based on the previous investigations in relativistic quantum information theory, it is natural to
pose a question: what is the effect of the Wigner rotation for parameter estimation of quantum
states? To phrase it differently, we ask: how does estimation accuracy change for a moving
observer? However, to the best of our knowledge, there has existed no study about the change
in estimation accuracy that a moving observer undergoes. We demonstrate how estimation
accuracy changes for the moving observer in the framework of the quantum estimation the-
ory [1, 2]. To obtain the limit of estimation accuracy as a function of the moving observer’s
velocity, we utilize the quantum Fisher information matrix which enables us to quantify the
accuracy limit. Among those quantum Fisher information matrices, we consider the symmetric
logarithmic derivative (SLD) Fisher information matrix as an indicator of estimation accuracy.
As the main result, we obtain the analytical expression of the SLD Fisher information matrix
for an arbitrary moving observer as an integral form Eq. (6.52). This then sets the estimation
accuracy limits between the observers in the rest frame and in the moving frame. To illustrate
our result, we plot the relativistic effect on estimation accuracy in Fig. 6.4. Estimation accuracy
obtained by the SLD Fisher information matrix is finite even at the relativistic limit where the
velocity vapproaches the speed of light. This suggests that estimation accuracy remains finite
at the relativistic limit.

As for the model, we set up a specific pure-state model that describes a single spin-1/2 parti-
cle. A parametric model is defined by a two-parameter unitary shift model. We next consider
an observer moving at a constant velocity in one direction with respect to the rest frame. The
moving observer then makes a measurement to estimate the parameters encoded in the state
without accessing the spin degree of freedom. Thus, our parameter model in the moving frame
is given by the Wigner rotation followed by the partial trace over the spin. We investigate how
estimation accuracy for the moving observer changes as a function of the velocity. In our study,
the parameters correspond to the expectation value for the position of the particle. We evaluate
the limits for the mean square error (MSE) upon estimating the expectation value of the posi-
tion operator by the SLD Cramér-Rao (CR) bound and ALD CR bound. As a result, we show
analytically that a trade-off relation always exists for the moving observer once we consider
relativity.



1.3 Trade-off relation by commuting observables

We also investigate a trade-off relation between two commuting observables based on the two-
parameter quantum estimation theory. From what has been said so far, it may seem that such a
trade-off relationship is impossible at first glance. However, as we show in this thesis, the quan-
tum estimation theory allows us to derive a non-trivial trade-off relation, or trade-off relation by
estimating the expectation values of two commuting observables in the following way.

We first treat the estimation of the expectation value of commuting observables as a quantum
parameter estimation problem. Then, we quantitatively derive the trade-off relation between
estimation errors, which cannot be derived from the trade-off relation. More specifically, we
considered a two-parameter unitary model with the commuting generators. We evaluated the
lower bound of the mean square error (MSE) matrix by applying the quantum Cramér-Rao in-
equality for one-parameter families based on quantum estimation theory. The proposed method
in this thesis consists of 1) giving a trade-off relation by the components of the MSE matrix
and of the quantum Fisher information matrix, and ii) narrowing the lower bound by combin-
ing multiple quantum Cramér-Rao inequalities. We confirm the effectiveness of the proposed
method.

As for the trade-off relation of the commuting observables, we investigate the cases of the
state generated by the unitary transformations with two commuting generators. In other words,
we assume X and Y as generators with parameters 8 = (6;, 6,) and use the unitary transforma-
tions generated by them. The state py generated by this transformation from the reference state
po which is known in advance is defined as follows.

p0 — e—iOIXe—i92 Ypoeielxei62 Y‘ (1 . 1)

When the reference state pg is a pure state or a qubit, we show that the trade-off relation does
not exist. However, in the three-dimensional case, when py is a qutrit, we give conditions for
the trade-off relation to be established, construct such an example, and show numerically that
the trade-off relation does indeed exist generically.

After we confirmed that the trade-off relation of the commuting generators does exist, we
come to a thought that it may be nothing unusual to see the trade-off relation when the gener-
ators commute. To see if that is the case, we next investigate the trade-off relation of a model
with a infinite degree of freedom.

Our physical model for this purpose is a model of one electron in a uniform magnetic field.
We also assume that the electron is in the thermal state, which is a mixed state, because a pure
reference state does not provide a trade-off relation when the generators of the transformation
commute. Then, we investigate the trade-off relation regarding the position of the electron
by the parameter estimation problem of the two-parameter unitary model. In this model, the
Heisenberg-Robertson type uncertainty relation [13, 14] of the position operators X, Y of an
electron only yields the following trivial inequality.

1
(AX)(AY) = §|[X’ Y][=0, (1.2)
where [X, Y]:=XY-YX. AX denotes the (quantum) standard deviation about X with respect to
a state p, which is defined by (AX)* = tr[p(X — (X),)*].

To derive the trade-off relation, we are to use a parametric model that describes the position

9



measurement of the particle. Here we utilize the unitary transformation generated by the canon-
ical momenta p, and p, with the parameter 6 = (6;,6,). By the same token as in Eq. (1.1), we
can write the state py generated by the unitary transformation from the reference state p, which
is known in advance as follows.

P = e—lé)lpXe—l(szypOel(szyel(Jlpx. (13)

By using the momenta p, and p, as the generators, we obtain the expectation value of the
position operators as follows.

(X)o = (X)o + 01, (1.4)
(Y)g = (Y)o + 65, (1.5)

where (X)y = tr[ppX] and (X)¢ = tr[poX]. We define (Y)y and (Y), similarly. From the above,
it can be seen that estimating the parameters 6, and 6, is equivalent to measuring the positions
X and Y. Note that the generators of this model also commute and [p,, p,] = 0.

Based on the analysis by the quantum estimation theory, we see that this model is an example
of showing the intersections of the SLD and RLD bounds. By using the method explained
above, we get non-trivial bounds that give the trade-off relations between the two commuting
observables, x and y, unlike the result of Heisenberg-Robertson type uncertainty relation.

Finally, we set up another physical model also with a continuous infinite degree of freedom.
In a similar setting for the reference state, we add a moving observer to investigate how rel-
ativistic effects affect estimation accuracy. As the reference state, we set up a particle with
spin-1/2 in the rest frame, where an observer is not in motion with respect to the physical sys-
tem. As for the spin state, it is known that it is in the spin down state in the rest frame. As a
relativistic effect, it is known that the moving observer observes the change in the wave func-
tion as well as the spin rotation once the relativity is taken into account. It is also known that
the Wigner rotation describes these changes. This relativistic effect is expected to affect the
accuracy of the estimation of the position by the moving observer.

Our method is then applied to this statistical model to show the existence of the trade-off
relation between the components of the MSE error matrix. As a statistical model, we place the
pure state in the rest frame, obtain the wave function in the moving frame based on relativistic
quantum mechanics. Then, the spin degrees of freedom are traced out (averaged).

As a result, we obtain the non-trivial result that a trade-off relation is always established
when the observer moves although this model is a classical (non-quantum mechanical) model
in the rest frame. Therefore, a trade-off does not exist in the rest frame. In this way, our model
is an example that a relativistic effect gives rise to the trade-off relation.

1.4 Derivation of the trade-off relation

Furthermore, in this study, a general method for determining the trade-off relation from quan-
tum estimation theory is also given. This method is used to investigate the uncertainty relation,
or trade-off relation. First, we regard the trade-off relation based on the quantum estimation the-
ory as the diagonal components of the MSE matrix [8]. Next, we establish a formulation of the
diagonal components of the MSE matrix for the case of two-parameter estimation. We prove

10



that our formulation is the best estimate as long as we are interested in the relation between the
diagonal components.

In addition, we propose a use of two different quantum CR bounds, for example, the SLD
and the ALD CR bounds so that we can narrow the lower bound region by combining the two.
Since this method is not always possible, we give conditions as to when we can use this method
as well.

1.5 OQOutline

The outline of this thesis is as follows. Chapter 2 reviews the definitions of quantum Fisher
information and quantum Cramér-Rao inequalities. In chapter 3, we propose the method for
deriving the trade-off relation. Our proposal is twofold. First, we give a formula for the trade-
off relation given by quantum Cramér-Rao inequalities in the case of the two-parameter model,
assuming that we are interested in the relation between the diagonal components of the MSE
matrix. This formula gives the trade-off relation in terms of the relation between the diagonal
components of the MSE matrix. Next, we apply this formula to the SLD and the ALD Fisher
information matrices separately and combine the obtained bounds to narrow down the lower
bound. In chapter 4, we pick up the reference state as i) a pure state and ii) a finite-dimensional
state and investigate whether the trade-off relation exists when the generators of the unitary
transformation commute. We prove that when a pure state and a qubit state are the reference
states, there does not exist a trade-off relation if the generators of the unitary transformation
commute. However, we find a condition for qutrit states having a trade-off relation. Chapter
5 presents an example in which the trade-off relation exists while the generators of the unitary
transformation commute. The physical model is one electron in a magnetic field with a contin-
uous infinite degree of freedom. We assume that the reference state is a mixed (thermal) state.
We find that the trade-off relation exists. The strength of the trade-off relation or even the exis-
tence of the trade-off relation strongly depends on the expectation value of angular momentum.
In chapter 6, we set up a physical model similar to the one we use in chapter 5. Our model here
is a massive particle in the x-y plane with its wave function described by a gaussian function and
spin-1/2. However, the difference in this model is that we investigate in the framework of rel-
ativistic quantum mechanics. For that purpose, we assume that an observer is moving toward
the z direction. We evaluate his/her estimation accuracy. This chapter analyzes the problem
using the SLD Fisher information matrix only. The RLD Fisher information matrix does not
exist. Hence, we do not see a trade-off relation. In chapter 7, we find the formula that gives
the ALD and, thus, ALD Fisher information matrix for the non-full-rank model. Then, we apply
the formula to the same physical model in chapter 6. By combining the SLD and the ALD CR
bounds, we find that a trade-off relation exists with any given spread of the wave function and
with any given observer’s velocity.
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Chapter 2

Quantum Cramér-Rao inequalities and
quantum Fisher information matrices

In this chapter, we define a quantum state, a quantum parametric model, quantum CR bounds,
and quantum CR type bounds.

2.1 Preliminary

In this section, we explain the notations used in this thesis.

2.1.1 Dirac notation
Ket

In the case of an n-dimensional complex Hibert space H = C”, a ket |yy) € C" is a column
vector.

&
w=|2] 2.1)

&n

The dimension of Hilbert space can be extended to infinity, i.e., H = C*. However, we only
consider that the kets of their norm are finite such as

Wiy = DI < oo, (2.2)
=1

that is, |y) € I, where
P = {a = {2, € C ) layf < oo}. (2.3)

=1
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Bra

A bra (Y| is defined by the row vector whose entry is the complex conjugation of a ket.

W=, &, 58 2.4

We denote complex conjugate of a by .

Products

The inner product of the two kets |¢) and ket |y) is written as

&
NS -
Gy =1, m, o[ | = e 2.5)
: i=1
&En
The i) (¢l is a matrix [|y) (¢[];; and is expressed as
&1
&
W) <¢| = . (771, M2 57 s nn)9 (26)
&n
) <@llij = Em- 2.7

2.1.2 Hermite conjugate

The Hermite conjugate of a matrix M is denoted by M which is obtained by taking the trans-
pose of M and by taking the complex conjugate of each element.

(M, = (IM1;)", (2.3)

2.1.3 Positivity
Positive semi-definite

A matrix M is positive semi definite & (x|M|x) > O for all |x) € H.
In this case, we denote M > 0.

Positive definite

A matrix M is positive definite & ¥ |x) € H, if |x) # 0, (x|]M]|x) > 0.
In this case, we denote M > 0.

13



2.2 Quantum state, measurement, Born rule

2.2.1 Quantum state

A quantum state is represented by a matrix called state, p. The state p is positive semi definite
and its trace is 1. Mathematically, p > 0 and trp = 1.

2.2.2 Measurement

We define the concept of measurement in quantum theory. In quantum theory, measurement is
mathematically described by a set of matrices called positive operator-valued measure (POVM),
IT.

I = {I1i}rex, (2.9)

where X is an index set of measurement outcomes. 1, are non-negative and satisfy the normal-
ization condition.

an -1, (2.10)

where I is the identity matrix.

2.2.3 Born rule

This rule is one of the axioms of quantum theory and often called Born rule. The probability of
getting outcome x, p(x|II) is given by

p(x[IT) = tr(oll,). (2.11)

From the positivity of state p and the positivity of POVM I1,, p(x|II) is positive for all x. The
summation over x gives 1, i.e.,

Z P(x|TT) = Z tr(pll,) = tr(p Z IL,) = tr(ol) = 1. (2.12)

xeX xeX xeX

2.3 Model, MSE matrix, and quantum information matrices

2.3.1 Model

Let us define a quantum statistical model as a parametric family of quantum states on a Hilbert
space H.

M := {pglf € ® C R}, (2.13)

where 6 = (6,,65,--- ,6,).
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MSE matrix

The mean square error (MSE) matrix Vg[I1, 0] = [Vg, i1, 9]] is defined by

Vi, i;[11, 4 = Z tr(peI L) (Bi(x) — Qi)(éf(x) —0)),

xeX

where 8 = (91, 0, - - - ,9n) is an estimator.
The set of a POVM and an estimator, IT and § are called locally unbiased at @ if

D bxytr(peIly) = 6

xeX

and

~ a
2 Bz lr(pl1)] = 6,
J

xeX

hold for all i, j.

2.3.2 Qutantum Fisher information

SLD, RLD, and ALD

(2.14)

(2.15)

(2.16)

The symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD), Lsg, ;, the right logarithmic derivative (RLD),
Lrg,;, and the A logarithmic derivative (ALD) L,4; [42, 43] are defined by the solutions of the

following equations.

1
0ipg = i(PeLs 6,i t Lse,iPs), (2.17)
0ipo = polrg,is (2.18)
1+ 1-4
0ipy = 3 poLae.i + Lo, ipos (2.19)
where P
iPo
0ipg = —. 2.20
Lo 06, ( )
From Eq. (2.17), we can show the following.
Theorem 2.3.1 (Theorem SLD: Hermitian)
The SLD is Hermitian when the model is full rank.
L, = Lso.: (2.21)

15



Proof

The SLD is defined by Eq. (2.17), i.e.,

1
Oipg = E(P(;Ls 9,i + Lso,ips), (2.22)

By taking Hermite conjugate on both the left and right-hand sides, we have

.1 ,
0ipy = E(p(JLS 0.i + Lsa.ipe), (2.23)
1
& dipg = 5(Lg 0.0 +PoLE, ). (2.24)
1
= dipp = E(ngg oi T L, o) (2.25)

We use pg = pg. By comparing Egs. (2.22, 2.25), we have

Lsg,; = L}

Lo (2.26)

This is because the SLD is unique when py is a full rank. Therefore, the SLD is Hermitian. O

As for the relation among the SLD, RLD, and ALD, the ALD includes the SLD and the RLD
as the special cases of 4 = 0 and 1, respectively.

SLD, RLD, and ALD inner products
Let us define three kinds of inner products, the SLD, RLD, and ALD inner products.

X, Yy = %tr[pg(YXT +X'1)], (227
X, Y)p = trpg(YX'), (2.28)

1+4 .
X,Y), = ——trpe(YX") +

5 trpe(X'Y), (2.29)

where X, Y are any linear operators on H.

SLD, RLD, and ALD Fisher information matrices

Let us denote the SLD, RLD, and ALD Fisher information matrices by Jsgy, Jrg, and J, 4,
respectively. Then, the SLD, RLD, and ALD Fisher information matrices are defined by

1
[Jsolij = (Lseo,i, Ls 9,;‘)29 = Etr[Pe(Ls 0.ilse j+ Lso, jLse, )], (2.30)
[Jreli; = (Lro.i» Lro. ), = tr(poLro Ly 4 )- (2.31)
1 1+a N -4 +
[Jaelij = (Lao.i» Lae.j,, = ) tr(oeLag, Ly ;) + Ttr(PeLl o.iL10, ), (2.32)

respectively. In Eq. (2.30), we use Lsq ; = L; 0.i°
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Theorem 2.3.2 (SLD Fisher information matrix: Real matrix)
The SLD Fisher information matrix is a real matrix.

Proof

The SLD Fisher information matrix Jg is defined by Eq. (2.30), i.e.,

[Jsolij = (Lse,i» Ls 9,j>fs,g = %U[PG(LS o.ilse,j + Lsg, jLso,)]. (2.33)
The first term is a complex conjugate of the second term on the right hand side.
2 [t(poLs o,iLso NI = tl(poLsaiLs )T = t(Lg, LE, ;o)) (2.34)
Since the SLD is a Hermitian matrix, we obtain

[tr(ogLs g,iLs g, )] = tr(ppLs g, jLse,:) (2.35)

Therefore, [Jsg];; is real. O

2.3.3 Quantum Cramér-Rao inequality

In the following, we present a theorem about ALD Cramér-Rao inequality.

~
Theorem 2.3.3 (Theorem: ALD Cramér-Rao inequality)
For any locally unbiased estimator (11, 0) at 6, its MSE matrix satisfies
V[T, 6] > J73Y, (2.36)
where J )4 is the ALD Fisher information matrix.
%

A proof of this theorem is given in Appendix A.
As noted above, the SLD and RLD Fisher information matrices, Jsy and Jg 4 corresponds to the
cases when 4 = 0 and 1, respectively.

2.3.4 Quantum Cramér-Rao type inequality

In a quantum parameter estimation problem, it is desirable to find the precision bound called
the most informative bound defined by

CMW]= min t{WV[IL 8]} (2.37)
IL,6:1.u. at o
The abbreviation “l.u.” stands for locally unbiased. It is not always possible to find an explicit
expression of C,™'. In general, we cannot minimize the MSE matrix directly, one possible
way is to minimize the weighted trace of the MSE matrix. The inverse of the quantum Fisher
information matrix gives a lower bound for the weighted trace of the MSE matrix. The next
theorem states this as follows.

17



~
Theorem 2.3.4 (Scalar quantum Cramér-Rao bound)

Given a weight matrix W > 0, the weighted trace of the MSE matrix for any locally unbi-
ased estimator at 6 obeys the scalar inequality

tr(WV,[I1, 6]) > CLIW], (2.38)
where
CHIW] = tr{WRe(J; ")} + tr] VWIm(J ;) VW), (2.39)
Re(X) = %(x +X%), (2.40)
Im(X) = %(X - X"). (2.41)

tr|X| denotes the trace of absolute values of eigenvalues of the matrix X. X* has a complex
conjugate of all components of X as its components, i.e., [X*];; = ([X];;)".

J

In general a bound for the weighted trace of the MSE matrix is called the CR type bound.
We use the formulation in Eq. (2.38) for the discussion in the following chapter. Here again,
we remark that the SLD and RLD CR type bounds, C$[W] and CR[W] corresponds to C}[W]
when A = 0 and 1, respectively.
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Chapter 3

Trade-off formulation

In this chapter, we derive the error trade-off relation between the diagonal components of the
MSE matrix for the two-parameter model. We use a bound obtained by the weighted trace
of the MSE matrix which we refer to Cramér-Rao (CR) type bound. We show that we can
use the diagonal weight matrix to calculate the bound for the two-parameter model when we
are interested in the trade-off relation between the diagonal components of the MSE matrix.
By using the diagonal weight matrix as in [8], we derive a CR inequality for a two-parameter
model in a general form than the one we gave in [44].

We also propose using two quantum CR bounds to narrow down the lower bound region when
they have intersections. We demonstrate the use of the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
and the right logarithmic derivative (RLD) CR bounds. It is, of course, applicable to the SLD
and A logarithmic derivative (ALD) CR bounds. We give the conditions for the intersections to
exist explicitly.

3.1 MSE region and locally unbiasedness

We define V), the set of positive matrix of any MSE matrices Vy[I1, 0] as
Via = {V € R™"|V = V,[I1, 6]; T, § are locally unbiased at ). (3.1

V1. depends on 6 in general. However, we only discuss the cases of a fixed 6. Thus, 6-
dependence is omitted. We can always find the estimater & for IT such that and (I1, 6) is locally
unbiased at 6.

\
Theorem 3.1.1 (V,,,. and classical Fisher information matrix)

V1w is also expressed as
Vi ={V e R™"\V = (J,[ITI])7!, IT is POVM.} (3.2)

where Jo[I1] is a (classical) Fisher information matrix. It is explicitly written as

Jo.i;[11] = Z Po(x|TD0;lp(XITDO lg(x|IT). (3.3)
xeX

With Eq. (2.11), i.e., po(x|I1) = tr(pyll,), lo(x|ID) is defined by ly(x|I1) = log pe(x|11).
\_
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Proof

We define 6y, 1(x) by
Bua.i(x) = 6+ ) J; 51116, log py(eTD). (3.4)
j=1

Then, we first show the (I1, 91.11_ i{(x)) is locally unbiased at 8. We show Eg[é]_u_i(x) —6]=0as
follows.

EqlBh.1(x) = 61 = ) (tr(oaIDI6; + Z 29 log py(xl) =61, (3.5)
xeX
; 9, po(lIl)
= Eylf..(x) - ZX Po(xIID) Z Jy = jxln) (3.6)
= Eglfix) - 01 = ) Z Jo ilTT18,py(xII), (3.7)
xeX j=1
= Eglfhu.i(x) - Z J5 500, )" py(xli), (3.8)
=1 xeX
— Byt 9-01=0 (3.9)

We use )y po(x|IT) = 1. From Eq. 3.9, we have
Eolb1u. (0] = 6;, (3.10)
and
0;Eg[6u.:(X)] = 0ij. 3.11)

Therefore, (I1, 8, ;(x)) is locally unbiased at §. The MSE matrix Vy[II, 0] = [VG, i 11, 9]] is
defined by

Vo ilTL A1 = > tr(pg1)(@,(0) - 0)(B;(x) - ). (3.12)

xeX
We use (I, O i(x)) to calculate the MSE matrix Vg ;;[I1, 6].

Vo iilTL 81 = " py(iI) Z J; 41119y log py(xIT) Z J;3, 019, log py(xID),  (3.13)

xeX

= V, 4[IL,6] = Z Z D pox3y log po(xTHdy log pe(xlTJ; L [T, T (3.14)
k=1 I=1 xeX

= Vo ullL 0 = > " Jo ullJ; 501, L) (3.15)
k=1 I=1

= Vg IO = ) 6457, o [TT] (3.16)

= Vo ;[I1,8] = J; 1] (3.17)

(3.18)
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From Vg’ ij[Hs é] = Vg’ ji[Ha é], we have

Vo i [1L6] = J, L[], O (3.19)

0,ij

3.2 Intersection of two bounds

Let us consider two different CR type bounds, C}[W] and C%[W] which are any two CR type
bounds. Let V' be

V' ={VeR™V >0, "WeW, a[WV] > CL,IW]} (i=1,2), (3.20)
where
W = {W e R™"|W > 0}. (3.21)

W is a weight matrix which is positive definite, W > 0. By its definition of V), , we have a
relation,

Vi C (VINnV?. (3.22)

Therefore, if V' is not a subset of V? or if V? is not a subset of V!, i.e., if the intersection of
the sets V' and V? satisfy V' N V2 # V' (i = 1,2), we can obtain a more precise bound than
the one given by each bound separately. This situation corresponds to the case when there exist
two bounds that have intersections. We revisit this concept in Section 3.6.

Let us consider the case of CIQ[W] and C%[W] being the SLD and RLD CR bounds, CS;}[W]
and CR[W], respectively. From Eq. (3.22),

Viw C(VENVY), (3.23)
where
VO = (VeR™N =0,YWeW,u[WV] = CYW]} (Q=S,R,A). (3.24)

VS and VR are the sets of MSE matrices defined by the SLD and RLD CR bounds, respectively.
From (3.23), by combining two error trade-off relations given by the SLD and RLD CR bounds,
we can determine the shape of an error trade-off relation more accurately when the SLD and
RLD CR bounds have intersections. They may have intersections, because there is no ordering
between J; ' and JS‘1 in general as the general relationship between the SLD and RLD Fisher
information matrices [46]

Jo' > Re(Jgh), (3.25)

indicates. The inverse of the RLD Fisher information matrix J ! may have complex compo-
nents. Note, however, that this inequality alone does not give a conclusive argument whether an
error trade-off relation exists or not. This is because the quantum CR inequality is not tight un-
less certain special conditions are satisfied. For example, if the model is a gaussian shift model,
it is known that the RLD CR bound is achievable and dominant over the SLD CR bound.
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3.3 Cramér-Rao (CR) type bound: two-parameter model

In this section, we focus on the two-parameter model. Therefore, V, W € R>*2,
From Eq. (2.39), the quantum CR type bound C%[W] is expressed by

CoAW] = tr{WRe(Jo;h)) + tr] VWIm(Jo3') VWI. (3.26)

where tr|X| denotes the trace of absolute values of eigenvalues of the matrix X.

We will consider the following form of a CR type bound. Let us introduce two matrices, A
and B here. The matrix A is positive definite, i.e., A > 0. The matrix B, is a skew symmetric
matrix, i.e., BT = —B. A, B € R¥?,

COIW] = t(WA) + tr| VWB VW] (3.27)
To see the correspondence to Eq. (3.26) , we set

A =Re(Jg,), (3.28)
B =1Im(Jo},"). (3.29)

Their examples are shown in sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2.
As given in Appendix B.1, the eigenvalues of VWB VYW, A, are expressed as

A, = i Vdet W det B. (3.30)
Thus, we have
CO[W] = tr(WA) + 2 Vdet W det B. (3.31)
Therefore, the quantum CR type inequality
tr(WV) > CI[W] (3.32)
is expressed as
tr[W(V — A)] > 2 Vdet W det B. (3.33)

As given in Appendix B.1, we have an inequality that holds for any weight matrices, W € ‘W,
det(V — A) > det B, (3.34)
and for any diagonal weight matrices, W € W,
(Vi1 = A11)(Var — Ap) > det B. (3.35)

A derivation is given in Appendix B.1.
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From (3.34) and (3.35), equivalent expressions for VR and VR are written as

YR (Ve RV, — A; > 0,det[V — A] > det B}, (3.36)
YR ={VeR¥i,V;—A; > 0,(Vi1 — Aj))(Var — Ap) > det BY. (3.37)

where A = [Al]]

3.4 Trade-off relation between diagonal components of MSE
matrices: two-parameter model

In the following, if a trade-off relation between the diagonal components of the MSE matrix
exist, we consider the trade-off relation exists. For two-parameter models, as far as the inves-
tigation of the relation between the diagonal components of the MSE matrix is concerned, we
show that we can use the diagonal weight matrices and arbitrary weight matrices.

3.4.1 Choice of MSE region

For any given weight matrix W > 0, a quantum CR type bound C%[W] satisfies the relation
Eq. (2.38)
tr(WV,[6,11]) > CI[W]. (3.38)

We define two sets of weight matrices ‘W and ‘W, the sets of arbitrary weight matrices and
those of diagonal weight matrices, respectively. They are defined by

W :={W e R™"|W > 0}, (3.39)
W = (W e R""|W = diag(wy, wa, -+ ,w,) > 0}. (3.40)
W = diag(wy, ws, - -+ , w,) constitutes a diagonal weight matrix W with its diagonal components

[W];; = w;. We introduce a diagonal weight matrix because

(WL 01) = > w;Vo[IL, 01 (3.41)

Jj=1

holds if W € W. With this relation, we can determine relation between the diagonal components
of the MSE matrix.

Let us assume that a trade-off relation is defined by a trade-off relation between the diagonal
components of the MSE matrix. To investigate the trade-off relation between the diagonal
components of the MSE matrix, we can use the elements of the ‘W as weight matrices. With
these sets of the weight matrices ‘W and ‘W, we can also define the set of all possible MSE
matrices VR and VR,

VR = (VeR™V 20, W e W, tu(WV,[IL,8]) > CIWI}, (3.42)
YR = (Ve R™NV 20, W e W, w(WV,IIL8]) > CYWI). (3.43)

The sets VR and VR are the sets of all possible MSE matrices derived by using the arbitrary
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weight matrices and the arbitrary diagonal weight matrices, respectively. Therefore, the relation
between is expressed by
VR c PR, (3.44)

3.4.2 Sets of diagonal components of MSE matrices by arbitrary weight
matrices and by diagonal matrices

Hereafter, we focus on the 2-parameter model only. We define the two sets of diagonal com-
ponents of the MSE matrices. One is the diagonal components of the MSE matrix derived by
the arbitrary weight matrix, and the other by using the diagonal weight matrix. Then, we show
those two sets are identical.

Let us define the following two sets DR and DR as follows.

DR = {\7=( o )IHVER, V=( v )eWCR}, (3.45)
1%} 12N %)

D == Jruem v = e, (3.46)
up u U

By using alternative expressions, Egs. (3.36, 3.37), DR and DR can also written as

DN = (it = ( :l )|vi, vi—Ai >0 ATy, (v — A — Ap) — (v —Ap)® > det B},  (3.47)
2

i)CR = {1,7 = ( Zl )lvi, u; _Aii > O A (Ml —All)(uz —A22) > detB} (348)
2

DR and DR are the sets of diagonal components of the MSE matrices obtained with using
arbitrary weight matrices and diagonal weight matrices, respectively.

Theorem 3.4.1 (DR = DCR)
DR and DR are identical.

PR = PR, (3.49)

Proof

Using Eq. (3.47), we see a following equivalent expressions of DR,

DR =P = ( :l )|Vi, vi—Ai >0 ATy, (v — A — Ap) — (v - Ap)* > det B} (3.50)
2

Vi

:}DCR:{Vz(
V2

)|Vi, vi—Ai >0 AW =AWV, —Ay) > det B). (3.51)
From Eq. (3.48), we have

PR = (il = ( Zl )lvi, ui—A; > 0A (U —Aq)(up — Ay) > det B (3.52)
2
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From (3.51) and (3.48), we obtain
DR = DR, (3.53)

Although there is a relation VR ¢ VR DR and DR are turned out to be identical. To obtain
the trade-off relation between the diagonal components of MSE matrix, we can use (3.35), i.e.,

(Vi1 = A1)(Va2 — Ap) > det B, (3.54)

because DR and DR are identical. O

3.5 Examples: SLD CR bound, RLD CR bound, ALD CR
bound, and Nagaoka bound for two-parameter model

Using the result in the previous section, we derive the inequality for the diagonal components
which results from SLD CR bound, RLD CR bound, and Nagaoka bound for a qubit system.

3.5.1 SLD CR bound

Since the SLD Fisher infromation matrix Js ;' is a real matrix, Eq. (3.26) gives the SLD CR
bound C3[W] as follows.

CSIW] = e(WJs ;). (3.55)
Therefore, A = Js ;' and B = 0 in (3.26). From (3.35), we obtain
(Vi1 = Js7)(Vay = Js55) > 0. (3.56)
where Jg 7! = [Jsj;]. Then, we obtain

Vii=Js71 20, Vo —Js >0. (3.57)

3.5.2 RLD CR bound
From Eg. (3.26), the RLD CR bound CB[W] is written as
CRIW] = tr(WRe[Jg ;' ]) + tr VWIm[Jg ;'] VWI. (3.58)

Unlike the SLD CR type bound, the second term in the right hand side appears because the
RLD Fisher information matrix Jg ¢ is a complex matrix in general. Therefore, A = Re[Jr ']
and B = Im[Jg~'] in (3.26). From (3.35),

(Vi1 = Jr 1) Va2 = Jr33) = [Im(Jr 1), (3.59)

where Jg ;' = [Jr;}]. Here, we use det(Im[Jg']) = [Im(Jr )"
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3.5.3 ALD CR bound

In the same way as we obtain the RLD CR bound, we have

(Vi1 = I D Vaz = Ja5h) = [Im(J 0)1% (3.60)

3.5.4 Nagaoka bound: qubit

For a qubit system, Nagaoka bound CI‘;[W] [45] is written as

CRIW] = tr(WJg ") + 2 \[det W det Jg . (3.61)

By setting

B= ,/detjs-l( _01 (1) ) (3.62)

we have B = —B and det B = det Jg''. Then, we can write C'[W] as

CN[W] = tr(WA) + 2 Vdet W det B, (3.63)

where A = Re(Jg!) = Jg!. Therefore, we have

tr[W(V — A)] > 2 Vdet W det B. (3.64)
Eq. (3.64) has the same form as Eq. (3.33). From Eq. (3.35), we obtain

(Vi1 = Js1)(Vay = Js33) > det Jg ! (3.65)

3.6 Error trade off relation by the SLLD and ALD CR bounds:
two-parameter model

‘We now move to our central idea of this chapter. From Eq.(3.23), we can obtain a more precise
bound by combining the SLD and ALD CR bounds when they have intersections. When we
use the SLD and ALD CR bounds as quantum CR bounds, we denote the sets of the diagonal
components as DS and D', respectively. From Eq. (3.57), D is expressed as

DS ={it= ( :1 )m, vi — Jspk > 0} (3.66)
2
D' is expressed as
~ N v . _ _ _ _
D= (¥ = ( V; )|Vz,vi — I3 >0 A =T = i) = Im(J, 0P (3.67)

If D3N D' £ DS or D3 N D' # D' holds, the MSE components v; = Vi, and v, = V5, fall in
the set D3 N D'. We can make the CR bound narrow down by using two sets, D% and D*.
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Let us consider the case plotting Vy; in the horizontal axis and V,, in the vertical axis. If
det B = det(ImJ, ") is not zero,

1 = T2 = Ji) = Im(J, 7)) (3.68)

gives a hyperbola in the plot. If the hyperbola intersects with the lines Vi, = Js7} and
Vy = Js‘zl2 , we call the situation as intersections exists. See Figure 3.1 for the occurrence
of intersections of the two bounds: the SLD CR and ALD1 CR bounds. On the other hand, if
DS ¢ D' holds, there is no intersections. In this case, we cannot conclude that the trade-off
relation exists. See Fig. 3.1 for the two bounds that do not have intersection: the SLD and
ALD2 CR bounds.

04

0.2

0.0

Figure 3.1: Two ALD bounds. The SLD bound is dominant over the ALD2 bound. No trade-
off relation exist. The ALD1 bound goes above the SLD bound approximately in the range
3 < Vy; < 3.6. The trade-off relation exists in the range.

3.7 Conditions for the intersection of the SLD and ALD CR
bounds to exist

In the following, we discuss the conditions for the intersection of the SLD and ALD CR bounds
to exist. We drop 6 in the quantum Fisher information since we consider the cases of a fixed 6.

Since the SLD CR bound cannot give a trade-off relation, we need a trade-off relation given
by the ALD. From the discussion in the previous subsections, when we are interested in the
diagonal components of the MSE matrix only, the ALD CR inequality is expressed as Eq. (3.59),

- - 12
Vit = IDVar = L 5y) > [Im g3 (3.69)

In this case, the trade-off relation results from the ALD CR inequality exists if and only if

tm 7, 4| # 0. (3.70)
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By defining 6 := J, |, — J,,, and with J, |, being the complex conjugate of J,,;, we have an
equivalent condition.

Lemma 3.7.1 (Condition 1: Existence of trade-off relation that results from ALD)

6=Jin—Jan %0, (3.71)

where Jy = [Ja ]
N )
As explained in Section 3.6, if DS N D' # DS or DS N D' # D holds, the MSE components
V1 and Vs, fall in the set D3N D, In that case, we narrow the region where V;; and V), exist by
combining the SLD and ALD CR inequality Eqs.(3.57, 3.59). We remark here that we exclude
the case where D° N D! # D* because we can conclude the trade-off relation can be detected
by the ALD CR bound only. Condition 2 below is about the relation explained above.

Lemma 3.7.2 (Condition 2: Existence of intersection between SLD and ALD CR bounds)

The intersection of the sets D% and D* are not equal to DS if and only if

A= mJ 7P = (U5 = I3 s = I35) > 0. (3.72)

Proof

We derive the condition for the trade-off relation determined by both ALD and the SLD CR
bounds to exist. We remark that the ALD includes the ALD as a special case A = 1. This proof
includes the case of the RLD CR bound.

Let the MSE matrix V be
Vit Vi
V= . 3.73
(v2, sz) G7)
Then, ALD Cramér-Rao (CR) bound is given by

(Vir = T35 DVar = T3h) 2 [ImJ 7, P (3.74)

where [J; ] = J7
For now, we are interested in the boundary of ALD bound. In the following discussion, we
use the equation for the boundary,

Vi = I DV = T35 = TmJ 7,1 (3.75)

Figure 3.1 shows the cases in which the trade-off exists and does not. This is a conceptual
diagram. The SLD CR bound is dominant over the ALD2 CR bound. No trade-off relation
exists. The ALD1 CR bound goes above the SLD CR bound approximately in the range 3 <
Vi1 < 3.6. The trade-off relation exists in the range. Therefore, as we can see in the figure, if the
value of the V;, component of ALD bound is bigger than that of the SLD bound at V{; = J 5111,
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the trade-off relation exists. By substituting J§',, in Vi, in Eq. (3.75), we obtain

|ImJ}112|2
V o= ——2 4t 3.76
22|V11—Jslll ngll _ lel” 122 ( )
From the condition for the trade-off relation to be established, Valy,, - T J‘sl22 > 0, we have
_ [ImJ !, _ _
V22|v11=rsl11 —Jsm = 7 /1‘11271 + 3 = T s (3.77)
S11 A1l
_ |ImJ;112|2 - (J_sln - leln)(ngzz - J_Alzz) >0 (3.78)
‘Iglll - J:llll
A relation
Jg' > ReJ;! (3.79)
holds in general. Therefore,
Tshi = I3 =0, (3.80)
Tshy =T34 20, (3.81)

holds. Since D3 N D' = D holds when J;' = ReJ;!, We exclude the case where Jg' = ReJ;!.
Then, from Eq. (3.78), we have

A=mJ LR = U, =T DUy =735 >0, O (3.82)

Here, we remark on the achievability of the SLD and ALD CR bound. We assume that neither
of them is achievable. However, if A > 0 holds, we regard that we detect the existence of
a trade-off relation given by an achievable bound if it exists because the achievable bound is
above the CR bound given by the SLD and ALD bounds in the V| — Vy, chart such as Fig. 3.1.

3.8 Strength of trade-off relation Qradeoff

As indicators of the strength of the trade-off relation, we choose Q4 and QT4 shown in
Fig. 3.1. The strength of trade-off relation Q™™ and Q74" become larger, and the bound
gets narrowed down. We consider that the trade-off relation becomes more significant.

We define Q"4 and QTradeel by

QTradeolf — V11|V22:J§]22 h J_Slll if A >0, (383)
! 0 otherwise.

QTradeoff — V22|V11:J§111 h J§122 if A> O’ (384)
2 0 otherwise.

The Q™4 and QT4 are the strength of trade-off relation in the direction of 6, and 6,. Fig-
ure 3.1 shows Q’}‘radeoﬁ and Qg‘radeoﬂ‘ When Q'}“radeoﬁ — Q%‘radeoﬂ‘ , wWe jUSt use QTradeofT — Q'll‘radeolf —
QJradeoll - QTradeoll hag the distance between the intersection and the boundary of the SLD CR
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bound. As shown in Fig. 3.1, if the QT4 and QT becomes larger, the trade-off rela-
tion becomes more significant. We regard these as an indicator of the strength of the tradeoff
relation.
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Chapter 4

Trade-off relation given by unitary
transformation with commuting
generators: Finite dimension

In the previous chapter, we establish a way to derive a trade-off relation from a given model
and provide conditions for a trade-off relation to exist. In this chapter, by using those methods,
we check if a trade-off relation exists for a pure state, a mixed state of qubit state, and a mixed
state of qutrit state when the generators of the unitary transformation commute. As a result, we
find no trade-off exists for the pure state and the qubit cases. However, a trade-off relation can
be established under certain conditions for the qutrit. We construct an example and conduct
a numerical analysis. Since we use unitary models only, we drop 6 in the quantum Fisher
information matrices in this chapter.

4.1 Model and error trade-off relation

Let us consider arbitrary finite dimensional system. We consider the two-parameter unitary
transformation with the generators X and Y , i.e.,

U(6,, 6,) = e X07110 4.1)
We denote the two-parameter family of states generated from the state p, as py.
pe = U(61, 62) poU" (61, 6,). (4.2)

The state p is called as a reference state. In this thesis, we mainly consider the case of the
commuting generators, [X, Y] = 0 unless stated explicitly.
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4.2 Reference state: Pure state

We first consider the case that the reference state is a pure state, i.e., po = [¥o) (¥o|. From
Egs. (4.1, 4.2), pg is expressed as

00 = o iX01-iY6, o) (ol X046 4.3)

Therefore, we have
01 o) = =X |yp) , 4.4)
02 o) = =Y o) , 4.5)

where
0 .

0jle) = (9_9] Wy, (j=1,2), (4.6)
o) = X ). “.7)

The SLD Lgg ; are given by [48]

Lso,1 = 201(Igg) (Yol) = —21Xpg + 2ipgX = 2i[pg, X], (4.8)
Lso,2 = 202(Ie) (Wel) = —21Ypg + 2ipgY = 2i[py, Y]. 4.9)

If [Lse. 1, Lse.2] [e) = O holds, the SLD CR bound is achievable [49], therefore, no trade-off
relation exists. [Lsg, 1, Lsg 2] g) is obtained as follows.

[Lso, 1, Lsg 21 o) = 4 (ol [X, Y1 ¥o) o) . (4.10)

A derivation of Eq. (4.10) is given in Appendix C.1. Hence, if X and Y commute, i.e., if
[X, Y] = 0 holds, we have
[Lso.1, Lse.2] o) = 0. (4.11)

4.3 Reference state: Qubit state

In this section, we first discuss the quantum CR bounds of the qubit state for the general case,
i.e., [X, Y] # 0. Then, we discuss the case of [X, Y] = 0.

4.3.1 General case [X,Y] #0

We consider the case of a single qubit in a mixed state. We first consider the general two-
parameter unitary model to get insight into the problem. By using the Bloch vector, we can
express the reference state p, as

1 - >
Po = E(I + 5y - O). 4.12)
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where |5)| < 1. & is a vector whose components are the Pauli matrices, i.e., & = (07, 0y, 07,) =
(01,07, 073). The Pauli matrices are defined by

o= ((1) (1)), o, = ((1) 61), 03 = ((1) _01) (413)

And the matrix I is an identity matrix

10
1:(0 1), (4.14)

By its definition, we immediately see that the Pauli matrices are traceless, i.e.,

tr(c;)) =0, (j=1,2,3). (4.15)
The state p, is given by (4.2), i.e.,
-iX60,-iY6;

po=¢ p()eiXHIJriYHZ. (416)

The generators X, Y can also be expanded with using Pauli matrices.

X=xl+7 & (4.17)
Y=yol+7- 6. (4.18)

The inverse of SLD and RLD Fisher information matrices, Jg' and J;' are explicitly written
as

a4 [ Sl —(®X ) - (Fx 5) “419)
S det Jg \ —(¥x 50) - (¥ X 5p) ¥ X 5o ’ '
_ _ 0 =501 2[50 - (X x )]
J 1 — J 1 R R 5 . 420
R s ¥ det Jg ( 11561 2[50 - (XX )] 0 (4:20)
where det Jg is the determinant of Jg, and it is
det Js = 161525, - (X x V). 4.21)

Derivations of Jg' and J;' is given in Section C.2. As shown in (4.19) and (4.20), Jg' =
Re J; ! holds. It follows that our qubit model is D-invariant. Let us remark on the D-invariant
models. It is known that the RLD CR inequality is saturated when the model is D-invariant
[50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55], which is valid at least in the asymptotic setting. There is no intersection
of the RLD and SLD CR bounds in the D-invariant models because the RLD CR bound is
dominant over the SLD CR bound. If the model is D-invariant and if the imaginary part of
the off-diagonal components of the RLD Fisher information matrix is not zero, there is only
a trade-off relation that results from Condition 1. In the following, we mainly investigate the
non-asymptotic setting unless stated explicitly. This is in contrast to the previous study [8],
where the authors focused on the D-invariant model, i.e., VS N VR = YR,

Therefore, the RLD CR bound is asymptotically achievable and gives a trade-off relation. As
explained earlier, the SLD and RLD CR bounds do not intersect, but the trade-off relation exists
in the asymptotic setting.
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As for the Nagaoka bound, for a two-parameter qubit model, which is known to be achievable
[56, 57] in the non-asymptotic setting, an inequality regarding the diagonal components of the
MSE matrix can be derived. The inequality of the Nagaoka bound (3.65) is written as

Vit = Js 1)V = Js3h) > dotls (4.22)
From (3.59) and (4.20), we obtain the inequality of the RLD CR bound.
Vi = Js1)DVa2 = Js3h) > ﬂ (4.23)
1 2) 7 et Js

We used Jg 7} = Js ) and Jr 5 = Js5b. Since |5|? < 1, the Nagaoka bound is tighter than the
RLD CR bound.

4.3.2 Commuting generators’ case

Next, we derive a relationship between X and Y, or X and y when X and Y commute. From
(4.17) and (4.18), the commuting relation of X and Y is given by

[X, Y] = [%- & ¥ & = 2i(¥x V) - & (4.24)

It immediately follows that the necessary and sufficient condition for X and Y to commute is
Xxy=0,1ie., ¥and y are parallel. Therefore, there is no trade-off relation because the unitary
transformation is no longer a two-parameter model.

4.4 Reference state: Qutrit state

Let us consider a qutrit system, the three-dimensional system. To avoid non-regular models,
the models we consider are full-rank. Other regularity conditions are also imposed implicitly.
Furthermore, the models are two-parameter unitary models.

First, we check if a trade-off relation given by the RLD CR bound exists. (i, j) component
of the RLD Fisher information matrix, J ;; is defined by

Jrij=tr (POLR,j L; ,»), 4.25)

where 0,04 l9=0 = poLr ;- We choose 6§ = 0 becaus§ there is no 6 dependence in unitary models.
When X; and X; commutes, by using d;0¢ l¢-0 = L];J. Po, (4.1), and (4.2), we obtain

Jr.ij = =t (1X;, pol[Xi, polpg'). (4.26)
where X; = X and X, = Y. With this, Condition 1 is expressed as

5 = tr([[X. pol. [Y: poll pp'). (4.27)

and thus, it is relatively easy to check this condition analytically. We stress that having com-
muting generators, [X, Y] = 0 does not immediately imply 6 = 0. Since X and Y commute, they
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are simultaneously diagonalizable. Without the loss of generality, for the calculation of 6, we
can use the representation so that both X and Y can be diagonalized.

P11 P12 P13
Po=| pa pn p3 | (4.28)
P31 P32 P33
X1 0 0
X=10 x 0|, (4.29)
0 0 X3
yi 0 0
Y=(0 y» 0] (4.30)
O 0 y3
By using (4.26), ¢ is calculated as follows.
6 = (detpo) ™" (012023031 = P21P32013) [()7>< x) - f], (4.31)

where ¥ = (x1, x2, X3), ¥ = (1,2, y3), and = (1,1, 1). The condition of no trade-off relation,
60 = 0 holds when

Im (p12023031) = 0, (4.32)
or
Fx®-1=0. (4.33)

Violation of these conditions and (3.72), i.e.,
_12 _ _ _ _
A= |Im Jr 112| - (JRlll - Jslll)(JRIZZ - Jslzz) > 0. (4.34)

are the necessary and sufficient conditions to have a non-trivial error trade-off relation. In the
case of qutrit, we cannot give an explicit expression of A in general. But, we can straightfor-
wardly obtain A numerically.

The following subsections give examples of reference states that give non-trivial error trade-
off relations. One of them gives a relatively high possibility. Our primary interest is investigat-
ing the error trade-off relation for a given commuting X and Y.

4.4.1 Example: reference state with multi-parameter

As one of the simplest examples, we pick an example with pure imaginary off-diagonal compo-
nents as a reference state poy with five real variables vy, v, v, Uy, up, and uz. (vi + v, + vz = 1).

(v e iyE
po=z| VI w i | (4.35)
SiVi iNE v

We choose the reference state py as above, because imaginary parts of the off-diagonal com-
ponents of the reference state po are important to satisfy Condition 1 as seen in (4.32). We
calculate A in Condition 2 with using the reference state py defined by (4.35) of which refer-
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Umax

Figure 4.1: A as a function of u,,,,, the maximum of u;, u,, and u5 in (4.35). ¥ = (1, 2, 3),
y=(1.5, 5, 1).

ence state parameters are generated by random numbers. We pick those which satisfy trpy = 1
and pg > 0 and calculate the RLD and SLD Fisher information matrices Jg and Jg. The RLD
Fisher information matrix is obtained by using (4.26). The SLD Fisher information calculation
is done in the standard method. (See for example, [58, 59].) The number of samples generated
is on the order of 10°. Figure 4.1 shows A as a function of u,,,,, the maximum of u;, u,, and us.
There exists a region A > 0. The ratio of obtaining A > 0 out of all of the samples generated is
3.0%. Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show A as a function of A,,;, and A,,,,, respectively. A,,;, and A, are
the minimum and maximum of eigenvalues of py, respectively. For A to be positive, A,,;,, and
Amax Must be in a certain range. A,,;, is more than about 0.13 and A,,,, is less than about 0.58.

Figure 4.2: A as a function of 4,,;,, the minimum of the eigenvalues of p

4.4.2 Example: one-parameter family of reference states

Next, we set the reference state parameters in (4.35)asv; = v, =v3 = land u; = up = u3 = uin
order to investigate the model more in detail analytically. We pick the reference state parameters
as above, because the result of Section 4.4.1 indicates that the eigenvalues of the reference state
(4.35) be roughly in the range 1/3+0.2 to exhibit the non-trivial trade-off relation. The reference
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Amax

Figure 4.3: A as a function of 4,,,,, the maximum of the eigenvalues of p,

state py is, then explicitly written as

1 0 -1 i
I+=-Vu|l i 0 -, (4.36)
3 ..
-1 1 O

1
Po—3

where I denotes 3x3 identity matrix. The reference state py is a sum of the completely mixed
state of the qutrit system and a perturbation with one parameter u. The parameter u must be in
the range, 0 < u < 1/3 for the reference state p, to be positive. We exclude u = 0, because
po=1/3atu=0.

In the following, we show that the reference state py (4.35) always gives a non-trivial trade-
off relation with a certain choice of the reference state parameter u# and that the possibility of
seeing the non-trivial trade-off relation is not small.

Intersections of RLD and SLD CR bounds
From Condition 2 for A = 1, the condition for the trade-off relation to exist is as follows. (3.72)
Condition2: A = [ImJx b = (Ui, = J5h )T ras = J5hy) > O.. (4.37)

A > 0 needs to be satisfied in order to have a non-trivial error trade-off relation. We define a
geometrical parameter, ¢ as follows.

[T @x PP

= -7 (4.38)
(Tx D1 x 2
Let .g? = x #and 7= % ¥. A vector analysis formula gives an expression,
1 1
{=3sin’ o<, (4.39)

where sin 6 = | x 7l/(&lI7)). ¢ = 1/3 when 6 = +x/2. ¢ = 0 is excluded, because & x i = 0
gives 0 = 0 from (4.33). Therefore, the possible range for the parameter £ is 0 < { < 1/3.
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Figure 4.4: Solutoin u, that satisfies F/(uo) = 0 in the range 0 < { < 1/3

We introduce a function of u at a given £, F(u) as
Fp(u) = 16{3u* — Tu + 2)* — u(3u* — u + 8)°. (4.40)

By using F,(u), A is expressed as

9
A= Fow). 441
1621812 — wyu(d® — Tu + 4)? ) (el

The coefficient of F(u) in (4.41) is positive finite when 0 < u < 1/3. In order to investigate the
range of u that gives A > 0, we can check the condition for F(u) > 0 instead.

We can analytically show that Fy(u) is a monotonically decreasing function of u and that
there is always a unique solution u, that satisfies Fy(up) = 0 when 0 < < 1/3 and when
po > 0,ie., 0 <u < 1/3. A detailed explanation is given in Appendix C.3. Figure 4.4 shows
the solution u that satisfies F(«) = 0. In the region where u < u, at a given ¢, the non-trivial
trade-off relation exists. We can regard u, as the upper limit of u that gives a non-trade off
relation. It is worth noting that the upper limit of u is almost a half of the maximum of u, 1/3 at
£ = 1/3. This means that the possibility of realizing non-trivial trade-off relation is not small.

Figure 4.5 shows an example in which the SLD and RLD CR bounds have two intersections.
The parameters used are u = 1/12, ¥ = (1, 2, 3),and y = (1.5, 5, 1).

Indicators of the strength of the trade-off relation Q™™ and Q™% defined in Section 3.8
are calculated as

A 3
QTradcoff — — F , 4.42
! J2 =2 T A0iPuGR — Tu+ HB1E —u+8) ¢ @) (4.42)

\ A 3
Q%‘radeoﬂ — — = — — Fg(lxl). (443)
Jg' = Jx 42EPu? - Tu+ 4)(3u? — u + 8)

The strengths of trade-off relation is proportional to A. Figure 4.6 shows Q™4 and Qradeofl
as a function of the parameter u. In the range where QT > ( or QT4 > (), the non-trivial
trade-off relation exists. The strength of trade-off relation becomes stronger as u approaches 0.
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Figure 4.5: Example of RLD and SLD CR bounds with the intersections: the reference state pg
defined by (4.36) with u = 1/12, ¥ = (1, 2, 3), ¥ = (1.5, 5, 1). The gray region is the bound
determined by both the RLD and the SLD CR bounds .

4.4.3 Discussion

Unlike a qubit reference state or a pure state reference state, there exists a non-trivial trade-
off relation for some qutrit reference states even when the generators commute. We show
analytically that a non-trivial trade-off relation always exists in a certain range of the reference
state parameter # when the reference state pg is defined by (4.36) that is a sum of the completely
mixed state and a perturbation.

Furthermore, the strengths of trade-off relation Q™%°" and Q]! increase as u approaches
0. This looks counterintuitive, because we can regard u as a small perturbation from 3x3 iden-
tity matrix when u < 1 by the definition of py, (4.36). This reflects the fact that 9,04 is not
necessarily small when the perturbation itself is small. Since the (i, j)) component of the RLD
Fisher information matrix is Jg ;; = tr[d jng;,i]’ the component Jg ;; may not be small if d;p, is
not small.

In a more general case when py is expressed by (4.35), we conducted numerical analysis.
In this case also, there exists a non-trivial trade-off relation. Furthermore, in the case of four
dimensional system with pure imaginary off-diagonal components, we also see a non-trivial
trade-off relation by the same numerical analysis as well. With these, we conclude that the
error trade-off relation is a generic phenomenon in the sense that it occurs with a finite volume
in the spate space.

4.5 Conclusion

We have investigated whether the error trade-off relation exists in the generic two-parameter
unitary models for finite dimensional systems with the commuting generators. By analyzing the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the SLD and RLD CR bounds to intersect each other, we
obtain the necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a non-trivial trade-off relation
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Figure 4.6: QI (solid line) and QI (dotted line) as a function of the parameter u. ¥
and ¥ are the same as those used for Fig. 4.5. In the range where Q; > 0, therefore Q, > 0, the
non-trivial trade-off relation exists.

based on the SLD and RLD CR bounds for arbitrary finite dimensional system.

By using the conditions, we show two examples of the qutrit system with the non-trivial
trade-off relation. The result of the reference state with multi-parameter indicates that the
eigenvalues of the reference state be in a certain range. In the other model reference state
with one-parameter, we show analytically that a non-trivial trade-off relation always exists in a
certain range of the reference state parameter and that the region with the trade-off relation is
up to about a half of the allowed region.

In our previous study about the trade-off relation of an infinite dimensional system [44], the
bound is also given by both of the SLD and RLD CR bounds when the generators of the unitary
transformation with the commuting generators. As shown in Figs. 4.5 and 4.6, we confirmed
that what we saw in our previous study is not special, but generic. When the reference state is a
pure state or a general qubit state, we disprove the existence of a non-trivial trade-off relation.
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Chapter 5

Example of error trade off relation by the
SLLD and RLLD CR bounds: one electron in
a magnetic field

In this chapter, we present an example of a physical model that exhibits the trade-off relation in
the way that we investigated in the previous chapter. The model we use here is an electron in a
uniform magnetic field. We assume the state of the electron is described by the non-relativistic
quantum mechanics.

Hence, we investigate the uncertainty relation between two communing observables based
on the multi-parameter quantum estimation theory [1, 2, 60, 61, 62, 63]. At first sight, one
might expect that there cannot be such a trade-off relation. However, as demonstrated in this
thesis, the quantum estimation theory enables us to derive a non-trivial trade-off relation for
estimating the expectation values of two commuting observables. The result of this chapter is
based on the part of [44]. We use the natural unit. Planck constant, 7, speed of light, ¢, and the
Boltzmann constant, kg are 1, i.e., i = ¢ = kg = 1. Since we use unitary model only, we drop 6
in this chapter.

5.1 Parametic model

5.1.1 Hamiltonian

The Hamiltonian H for an electron motion in a uniform magnetic field is
|
H=—(p+eA). 5.1)
2m

where —e and m are the charge of an electron (e > 0), and the mass of the electron, respec-
tively. A is a vector potential. In the following discussion, we use the coordinate represen-
tation of operators. The canonical observables describing this systems are p,, x, p,, and y.
We will investigate the uncertainty relation of an electron motion in a uniform magnetic field
B = (0,0,B), B > 0. We use the symmetric gauge. Hence the vector potential is written as
A=B (=y/2,x/2,0). We can show that the choice of the gauge gives no change in the quantum
Fisher information when the magnetic field is uniform.

41



We will consider the motion in x-y plane only, because z component solution is a plane wave.
With a new vector operator, 7 = j + eA, our Hamiltonian becomes [64]

1
H= %(ni + ). (5.2)

Here we remark that these mechanical (kinetic) momenta satisfy the canonical commutation
relation up to a constant factor: [r,,m,] = —ieB [64]. They together with the guiding center
operators are the fundamental observables in the study of electrons in strong magnetic fields,
see for example [65].

It is known that the operators x, y and p,, p, are equally described by the two sets of the
creation and annihilation operators, acting on the different Fock spaces, a, a" and b, b' such that
la, a'] = [b, b'] = 1 with all other commutation relations vanishing [66].

The canonical momenta p,, p, and the position x, y in Eq. (5.1) are expressed as

x= g[(cﬂ +a)+ (' +b)], y= —%‘ (@ —a)- " -b)]. (5.4)

where k = 4/2(eB)~! has the dimension of length.
The mechanical momenta ., 7, in Eq. (5.2) are expressed as

i 1
ro= 1 —a), 7=t +a. (5.5)
K K

(5.6)

As shown in Eq. (5.11) below, «k corresponds to the spread of the probability density of the
electron in the lowest Landau level, or LLL.

The Hamiltonian A and z component of the angular momentum L are expressed in terms of
the two harmonic oscillators as

N 1
H=w(a'a+ E)’ 5.7
L=xpy,—yp.= a'a—-b'b, (5.8)

where w = eB/m is the cyclotron frequency.

5.1.2 States

As the states on which the operators a, a’ and b, b act, the number states |n), and |n), that
satisfy
a'alny, =nln,, b'b |n), = nin),, 5.9

are often used. The number states |0), and |0), are the vacuum states of the harmonic oscillators.

Since the Hamiltonian H does not include b, b', its energy eigenstate consists of infinite
number of the angular momentum eigenstates Eq. (5.8), i.e, the energy eigenstate is degener-
ated. This state is written as |0, 0) := |0), 10}, from Egs. (5.7, 5.8). The wave function of this
state is known as the lowest Landau level, or LLL, ¥(x, y), which is expressed by

24,2

Yoo(x,y) = (x, 0, 0) = Ce™ 37, (5.10)
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where C is the normalization factor. Then, the position probability density [yoo(x, y)[* is

2 y?

Wroo(x, I oce” . (5.11)

This is a Gaussian distribution with its spread « and with its peak at (x, y) = (0, 0).

5.2 Estimation of the position

We use a parametric model that describes the position measurement of the particle. We utilize
the unitary transformation generated by the canonical momenta p, and p, with the parameter
6 = (6,,6,). We can write the reference state p, generated by the unitary transformation from
the reference state py which is known in advance as follows.

Do = @ 101Pxo=i02py poeielpxeiGzp,\-_ (5.12)
Hence, with the reference state pg, our model M is written as

M= {pg|6 = (61,6,) € R}, (5.13)

By using the momenta p, and p, as the generators, we obtain the expectation value of the
position operators as follows.

(X)g = (X)o + 01, (5.14)
(Y)g = (Y)o + 65, (5.15)

where (X)y = tr[pyX] and (X)¢ = tr[poX]. The unitary transformations of model makes a shift
in the position probability density of the electron by 6 = (8, 6,). From Egs. (5.14, 5.15), we
have 6 = (x)g — (x)p and 6, = (y)s — (¥)9. Then, the shifted state from the reference state has
a sharp peak at (x, y) = (y, 6,). Therefore, estimating (x)y and (y)y is equivalent to infer the
shift parameters 6 = (6, 6,). (Under the assumption that we know in advance the expectation
value of the position operators with respect to the reference state p;.) We estimate the unknown
parameters 6, and 6, by making arbitrary measurement, which is unbiased. We then infer the
two parameters from the measurement result. We shall use the MSE matrix to measure the
estimation accuracy of the position of the electron.

5.3 Trade-off relation of thermal state

As shown in Appendix C.1 and in Section 4.2, the SLD CR bound becomes acheivable for any
pure state reference state if the generators of the unitary transformation commute. Therefore,
their exists no trade-off relation.

We set up a mixed state as the reference state to see how the noise affects the measurement
accuracy of the electron position. For this purpose, as the mixed state, we choose the thermal
state. However, in the current system we are considering, there is no unique thermal state,
because the energy eigenstate is degenerated. Then, the thermal state of this system is not
uniquely specified by the temperature only. To resolve this degeneracy problem, we impose a
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condition that the expectation value of the angular momentum (L), is fixed. This is done by
introducing a chemical potential.

After constructing the reference state, we use the method explained in Section 3.6 to evaluate
the strength of the trade-off relation Q™I and QTradeorl,

5.3.1 Reference state
Given (L) is fixed at a constant, the reference state pg is denoted by
po = Zg,e P (5.16)

where B = T~ is the inverse temperature and Zg , = tr [e"##*1)] is the partition function. The
parameter u is the chemical potential, which will be determined later. The role of the chemical
potential u is to keep (L)y constant to avoid complications by the degeneracy of angular mo-
mentum. The use of the chemical potential here is the same idea as seen in the grand canonical
ensemble of statistical physics where the chemical potential is used to keep the expectation
value of the number of particles constant.

From Egs. (5.7, 5.8), ,
po = Z;,e" Here-Puwal o', (5.17)

because H and L commute, i.e., [H, L] = 0. By using the Gaussian states which are defined by
alz)e = 212> bl2)y = 2120, (5.18)
the reference state py is expressed as

Po = Po,a ® Po, b, (5.19)

where po , and pg , are the thermal states with different temperatures. Explicitly, they are

1 2

P00 = e f e g a(zld’z, (5.20)

a

_% 2

Pob = 5 fe " 12 p(zld z, (5.21)

b

with

23 = (P -1, 2 = (e - 1) (5.22)

The derivation of Egs. (5.19, 5.22) is given in Appendix D.1. It is straightforward to calculate
the expectation value (L), as

(LYo = tr[Lpo] = 262 — 243 (5.23)
From Egs. (5.22, 5.23), we obtain
(LYo + De** — (L)o(e®™ + De* + (L) — e’ = 0. (5.24)

When Sw and (L), are given, u is the variable of Eq. (5.24). If (L), = —1 holds, there exists
a unique solution. Whereas there are two solutions for (L) # —1. However, one of them is
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L L L L
-20 -10 0 10 20

Figure 5.1: The chemical potential u as a function of the expectation value of the angular
momentum (L), at three different temperature parameters Sw = 0.1, 1, and 5. At lower Sfw i.e.,
higher temperature, u becomes closer to zero, no preference for the angular momentum.

shown to be unphysical giving a negative temperature state. Then, the chemical potential u as
a function of (L) and Bw is found to be

2ehw
efo + 1

e“ = 1 . - .
DT 0™ + D+ (LR (eR — 12+ de]
(LYo # -1)

(L) = -1

(5.25)

Although the solution of Eq. (5.24) has a singular point at (L), = —1 at a first glance, we can
show that the solution the solution for (L), # —1 is continuously connected to the solution for
(L)o = —1. We can also show that the first derivative is continuous at (L)o = —1.

Figure 6.1 shows u as a function of (L)) at Bw = 0.1, 1, and 5 from top to bottom. The
chemical potential y as a function of (L), diverges for (L), > 0 as Sw goes to infinity, i.e.,
the zero temperature limit. At a special case, (L)y = 0, we see u = Bw/2 from Eq. (5.25).
Explicitly, the zero temperature limit is

limu = (5.26)

P—co

{oo ((L)o = 0)

log[4el] (L <0)

5.3.2 Trade-off relation

We derive the SLD and the RLD CR bounds. They then provide the trade-off relation for
the MSE matrix. The calculations of SLDs and RLDs and their quantum Fisher information
matrices are given in Appendix D.2.
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Condition for trade-off relation to exist

Let Jr and Jg be the RLD and the SLD Fisher information matrices with respect to pg =
UgpoU, 2 respectively. The inverse of Jy is calculated as

Jr)™!

K2 22 + 262 + 8Kk} 126 — 23)

1+22+22\ i (2Kt —263) 2K + 23 + 8Kk}
'S 262 + 2K} + 8K2K? (L)

— . ) ) 2 2] (5.27)

1+ 262 + 2« i(L)o 25 + 2k + 8K;K;

We use (L)y = 2K§ - 2K§. The explicit expression of « is k = 4/2(eB)~!. This « is the spread of

the square of the absolute value of the wave function of the ground state.

Hence, we have the RLD CR bound.

2
(LYo ) . (5.28)

Vi = JRDVa — kT = k| ———
( 11 R11)( 22 R11) K 1+2K,§+2Kt2)

Next, the calculation of the inverse of Jg reveals that (Js)~! is a diagonal matrix and that Js’lll
is equal to Jr 5. (Js)™! is written as

o (I3

Jo L = 11 ], 5.29
(Js) ( ) JS212) (529)

where | R X )

=+ 2k + 2k- + 8KZK
Jsh=Jg =P —2 b ab 5.30
S sn =K 1+ 2k2 + 2k} ( )

Hence, we have

Vi = Js7h, Vo = JsT) (5.31)

There are two cases regarding the ordering between the inverse of RLD and SLD Fisher matri-
ces in terms of the matrix inequality.
We next investigate the condition for trade-off relation to exists, Condition 2 we show in
Section 3.7.
A = [ImJx 73 = (Us7) = JRDUs 3 = Jr ) > 0. (5.32)

Then, Condition 2, the condition for trade-off relation to exist is obtained as

K4

= 131207 (4Ly;—1)> 0. (5.33)
a b

Depending on (L),, we have the following two cases.
Case 1). When [(L)o| < 1/2, the SLD CR bound defines a tighter lower bound. This is because
the matrix inequality

(5.34)

AT = (Js>-‘—<JR)-1=Ag( ! ‘2””0)20,

2Ly, 1

46



holds if and only if [(L)o| < 1/2 is satisfied. Here, Ag is defined by

2 1

K
Agi= o
& 214262 + 2k

> 0. (5.35)

Case ii1). In the other case, [(L)y| > 1/2, however, there is no matrix ordering between the RLD
and the SLD Fisher information matrices. This means that both of the RLD CR inequality
Eq. (5.28) and the SLD CR inequality (5.31) contribute to the trade-off relation.

Figures 5.2 show examples of the bounds with different [(L)o|=1, 1/2, and 0.2. Figure 5.2a
shows an example of the bound given by the current analysis with [(L)y| = 1/2. The parameters
used are k = 1, 2«2 = 2, 2k} = 1, and thus [(L)o| = 1 > 1/2 holds. Figure 5.2b shows an
example of the bound given by the current analysis with [(L)g| = 1/2. The parameters used are
k = 1,2« = 1.5, 2« = 1, and thus [(L))| = 1/2 holds. The RLD and the SLD CR bounds
have only one intersection point. The SLD CR bound is dominant. No trade-off relation exists.
Figure 5.2c shows an example of the bound given by the current analysis with [(L)o| = 1/2. The
parameters used are k = 1, 2«7 = 1.2, 2«; = 1, and thus [(L)o| = 1 < 1/2 holds. The RLD and
the SLD CR bounds have no intersection point. The SLD CR bound is dominant. No trade-off
relation exists. The strength of the trade-off relation Q™" i given by

———————— SLD — — RLD e SLD — — RLD -ewws SLD — — RLD

Va,

Figure 5.2: Bounds given by quantum Cramér-Rao inequalites. The temperature parameters
used are 2k, = 2, 2«; = 1, and thus [(L)| = 1 > 1/2 for a, 2k} = 1.5, 2k} = 1, and thus
(LYol = 1/2 for b, 2«2 = 1.2, 2«2 = 1, and thus [(L)e| = 0.2 < 1/2 for c. The « is set as 1 for all
three cases. The allowed region of the MSE matrix components (Vi;, Vy,) is the gray region.

The allowed region of model is given by the region covered by both the SLD Cramér-Rao bound
(dotted lines) and the RLD CR bound (dashed lines).
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A s

QTradeoff — —
Jsi=Jr7 201 + 262 + 22)

ALY — 1) = Ag(KLy; — 1), (5.36)

if A > 0 holds. Otherwise, Q™4 = (. Figure 5.3 shows Ag(4(L); — 1) as a function of (L),
at three different Sw’s which are the same as Fig. 5.1.

Ag(4<L>3-1)

<L>q

Figure 5.3: Ag(4(L); — 1) as a function of (L)y. Q™M = Ag(4(L)? — 1) for [(L)o| > 1/2 and
QTradeofl — () for |(L)o| < 1/2.

When [(L)y| < 1/2, A is negative as shown in Eq 5.33, the RLD CR bound stays always below
the SLD CR bound. This is consistent with (J5)™' > (Jg)™' when [(L)y| < 1/2. At larger fw
(lower temperature), the possible ranges of V| and V,, given by the RLD CR bound becomes
larger at the same (L)y. Finally, we briefly discuss achievability of the trade-off relation above.
It is known that the RLD CR bound is (asymptotically) achievable, if and only when the model
is D-invariant [54]. This condition is checked by comparing two matrices, the inverse of the
RLD Fisher information matrix and the Z matrix (Z = [Zj]) which is defined by [68]

Zjx = w(poLg 4Ld ). (5.37)

where )
Ly, = Z Js.0iLs.ox- (5.38)

k=1

As given in Appendix D.2, (Jg)™! and the Z matrix Z are different. Hence, the RLD CR bound
is not tight. We next examine if the SLD CR bound is achievable or not. In Refs. [67, 68], the
necessary and sufficient conditions are derived for asymptotically achievability of the SLD CR
bound. The simplest condition is that the imaginary part of the Z matrix is zero. In our model,
this is equivalent to (L), = 0 which is also equivalent to «, = «, [Eq. (5.23)]. When (L)y # O,
neither the RLD CR bound nor SLD CR bound is even asymptotically achievable. Therefore,
the trade-off relation is not tight, except for the special choice of the parameter, (L), = 0.
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5.4 Conclusion

We have investigated the trade-off relation for estimating x and y components of the position
of one electron in a uniform magnetic field. In the present study, the trade-off relation upon
estimating the expectation values of the two commuting observables, (x, y) was derived in the
framework of the quantum estimation theory. As the generators of the unitary transformation,
we use a set of canonical momenta, p, and p,. Based on the analysis by the quantum estimation
theory, we get non-trivial bounds that give the trade-off relations between the two commuting
observables, x and y, unlike the result of Heisenberg-Robertson type uncertainty relation.

Before closing this chapter, we make two remarks. First, the CR bound of Model with
respect to the thermal state reference state is not achievable except for (L), = 0. A possible
extension might be an analysis by minimizing a weighted trace of the mean square error matrix
[8]. However, this method gives asymptotically achievable bound only. Second, for the thermal
state with the (L), constraint, we see the change in the bound shape depending on (L),. We
have no clue as to why the bound shape changes at (L), = 1/2 in a simple physical picture so
far. It should be worthwhile seeing why the bound shape changes there.
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Chapter 6

Spin-1/2 relativistic particle: SLD CR
bound for moving observer [69]

With a similar model in chapter 5, we treat the physical model by taking the relativity [70, 31,
32] into account. Our purpose is to investigate if estimation accuracy is affected and, if so, how
much estimation accuracy of a moving observer is affected.

We obtain the accuracy limit for estimating the expectation value of the position of a relativis-
tic particle for an observer moving along one direction at a constant velocity. We set a specific
model of a relativistic spin-1/2 particle described by a gaussian wave function with a spin down
in the rest frame. To derive the state vector of the particle for the moving observer, we use
the Wigner rotation [31, 32] that entangles the spin and the momentum of the particle. Based
on this wave function for the moving frame, we obtain the symmetric logarithmic derivative
(SLD) Cramér-Rao bound that sets the estimation accuracy limit for an arbitrary observer in
motion. It is shown that estimation accuracy decreases monotonically in the observer’s velocity
when the moving observer does not measure the spin degree of freedom. This implies that the
estimation accuracy limit worsens with increasing the observer’s velocity, but it is finite even in
the relativistic limit. We derive the amount of this information loss by the exact calculation of
the SLD Fisher information matrix in an arbitrary moving frame.

6.1 Model

We assume that an observer moves along the z axis with a constant velocity v. We choose
the z direction as the moving direction, because we expect that this direction gives the most
significant change in the rotation of spin as a massive relativistic spin-1/2 particle on the x-y
plane [23]. We use the natural unit, i.e., # = 1 and ¢ = 1 unless otherwise stated. The mass of
the particle is m. As a metric tensor g, (u,v =0, 1,2, 3), we choose g,, = (+1,-1,-1,-1).

6.1.1 State in the rest frame

The wave function of the particle is set as a gaussian function of x and y with a plane wave in the
z coordinate. For simplicity, we set the wave number, or the momentum along the z direction
as zero. To apply the Wigner rotation as described in [31, 32], we mainly use the momentum
representation in the following discussion.
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The state of the particle is in a known pure state called a reference state. The reference state
po in the rest frame is

po = ¥ ) (P, 6.1)
V) = f d*p eo(pHeo(PH5(P*) 15, L), 6.2)

where 6(p*) denotes the Dirac delta function to represent the plane wave in the z direction. The
momentum vector 7 is a spatial part of the four-momentum p*, i.e., 7 = (p', p?, p*). The state
vectors |p, |) and |7, T) are the momentum eigenstates with down and up spins, respectively.
The ¢y(p) is defined by the gaussian function as

K1/2 1,22
@o(p) = —z e 7. (6.3)
n

The «k determines the spread of the wave function in the coordinate representation, i.e., the
spread of the wave function in the coordinate representation becomes broader as « increases.
The spread « is a quantity that an experimenter chooses at his/her will.

A quantum parametric model is defined by a two-parameter unitary model as
Miesi = {pa |6 = (61, 62) c R?), (6.4)

where pj is generated by the momentum operators in the x and y direction, p' and p?, respec-
tively,

po = U@poU'(0) = UO) V) (¥ | U (O), (6.5)
with

T
U(9) = e, (6.6)

The operator p’ (i = 1, 2) are the momentum operator of ith component, i.e., p’ |, o) = p'|p, o),
(o =1, 7). Let us define a state vector [¥;(0)) by

¥, (6)) = UO)[Y)) (6.7)

= f &*p oo(p po(pP)s(pHe P 1T B |y (6.8)

Then, Eq. (6.5) is expressed as
po = Y1 (0)) (Y1 (O)]. (6.9)

The physical implication of the parameter 6 is that it is the peak position of the wave function
in the coordinate representation. Alternatively, we consider position operators £/, which are
canonical conjugate of the momentum operators p/. (j = 1,2) [71]. From Eq. (6.6), we have

U'@xu@ =% +6, (j=12). (6.10)

The unitary transformation U(6) gives a shift by 6, to a position operator £/. By assumption,
we know the reference state py. However, we do not know 6, or 6,. We estimate the parameters
6, and 6, encoded in p, = U(O)|¥ ) (¥,|U "(6). By doing so, we have an estimate for the
expectation value of the position operators ! and %2 as seen in Eq. (6.10).

The parametric model (6.4) in the rest frame is a classical model in the following sense.
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Firstly, two parameters are totally uncorrelated since the state vector (6.8) is also expressed as
the tensor product form,

1¥1(6)) = 1 (6)) l2(62)) Ip* = 0) [L), (6.11)

with
li(6))) = f dp’ eo(pHe ™ ply,  (j=1,2). (6.12)

Secondly, an optimal measurement to estimate ¢; is the position operator £/. Optimal measure-
ments for 6; and 8, commute and hence we can simultaneously perform the optimal measure-
ment. Thirdly, upon measuring the position operators, the measurement outcomes obey the in-
dependent classical gaussian distributions with the mean (6;, 6,) and their variances («k*/2, k*/2).
Thus, the optimal unbiased estimator is given by the sample mean.

6.1.2 Quantum Fisher information in the rest frame

The symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) L;(6) of the pure state model Eq. (6.4) is calculated
is given by [48]
Lj(0) = 20,[I¥(0)) (Y1 (O], (6.13)

where d; = d/06;. Throughout this chapter, we consider the SLD only. Hence we omit subscript

9

s” in this chapter. By a direct calculation, we obtain the commutator of the SLDs as
[L1(6), Lo(0)] = 4(10:¥(6)) (0¥ | (O)] — 10, (6)) (01 ¥ (D)D), (6.14)

where |0;¥(0)) = 0;|¥(0)), (j = 1,2). Similar notations will be used throughout the thesis.
We remark that the SLDs do not commute in this particular choice of SLDs.

At first sight, this non-commutativity seems to contradict the fact that the parametric model
in the rest frame is a classical one. A resolution is that the choice of the SLDs above is not
unique [48]. As an example, we have another choice of the SLDs, L i(0) (j = 1,2) as follows.

L1(0) = 20,(u1 () @D ® L e L ® |1 (U] 6.15)
L) = I, 20:((0) W@ ® L ® 1) (U, 6.16)

where
I = f a1y P, k=1, 2, 3). 6.17)

These SLDs L;(6) satisfy the definition of SLD and indeed they do commute each other.
The SLD Fisher information matrix J(6) = [J(0)] is obtained by the formula in [48] as

Jjx = 4(0; ¥ (O)10Y () + (Y 1(0)10,Y () (Y (O)IFY 1 (6))) (6.18)

In the following discussion, we drop 6 in the SLD Fisher information matrix, because J is
independent of 6 due to the unitarity of the model. By a straightforward calculation involving
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the standard gaussian integrals, we have

2 :
261-,(, (. k=1,2). (6.19)

ij =
The alternative SLDs L i(0) Egs. (6.15) and (6.16) give the same SLD Fisher information matrix
Eq. (6.19). The inverse of the SLD Fisher information matrix J~' = [szl] is also diagonal as
follows.

o kK
Ji! 35 it (6.20)

The SLD CR inequality is expressed as
v>J (6.21)

where V = [V ] is the mean square error (MSE) matrix. With Eq. (6.20), we have

2 K2

Vi > KE, Vo > 5 (6.22)
The estimation accuracy limit regarding the expectation value of the position operator is propor-
tional to k> which determines the spread of the wave function in the coordinate representation.
It is easy to see J ~! approaches the zero matrix as k — 0. At the limit of x — 0, the wave
function in the coordinate representation becomes the Dirac delta function. This allows us to
estimate the parameter € without any error.

6.1.3 State in a moving frame

We next consider an observer moving along the z axis with respect to the rest frame. A Lorentz
transformation « from the rest frame to this moving frame is

coshy 0 O -sinhy
0 10 0
A= 0 0 1 0 , (6.23)
—sinhy 0 O coshy
1 v
coshy = , sinhy = . (6.24)
VI -2 V1 -2

v is a velocity of the observer moving along the z axis. By this Lorentz transformation, the
momentum of the particle is transformed as in classical physics. We define the spatial part of

H
the four-momentum, Ap by

Ap = (Ap)o. (AP (AP)a. (Ap)3) = (Ap)o. Ap). (6.25)
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- . .
Then, Ap is given by

3 3 3
_)
Ap=| D AL, Y AL, Y AL (6.26)
u=0 u=0 u=0
= (p', >, —p"sinhy), (6.27)

where p® = /m? +|F[2. The m is the mass of the particle in the rest frame. See for exam-
ple [31].

For a relativistic spin-1/2 particle, the Lorentz transformation A also gives rise to a unitary
transformation U(A) acting on the state vector. This is described by the Wigner rotation [31, 32]
(See a short summary in Appendix E.1.). In our model, the state vector in the rest frame is in a
spin down state, [¥';(6)). The state vector |¥(6)) is transformed to [PA(6)) as

WAO) = UK 2, @) = D 1¥50) . (6.28)
=11

We remark here that I‘P’(\,(O)) , (0 =], 1) are not normalized. It is convenient to express the state
vectors [PA.(0)), (o =], 1) as

P56)) = W50)) o) . (6.29)

The explicit form of |42 (6)) is given by

A 0
W) = f &py /( p’j) Fo.o(p', P)5(p") IAD) (6.30)

—ip'o,—i a(p))
Fo1(p', p*) = @o(pH)po(pPe 7 7% cos Tp, 6.31)
Fo1(p', p?) = —go(p")po(pP)e 7 077 200 1) sin iy (6.32)

2

1P1= NP+ (p*)? (6.33)

2

1
e = L_ i P (6.34)

gl 1P
\m? + P+ h

cosa(pl) = YL EIPE+meoshy (6.35)
\Vm? + |p?coshy + m

b d : h
sina(f) = — |1 sinh x (6.36)

Vm? + |p|? coshy + m

In the expressions above, m denotes the rest mass of the spin-1/2 particle.

The Lorentz boost gives a non-zero probability density of spin up state as shown in Eq. (6.32).
This makes the particle spin ‘rotate’, and hence is called the Wigner rotation. Detailed deriva-
tions of Egs. (6.28), (6.30), (6.31), and (6.32) are given in Appendix E.1.

We remark that the states [¥*(6)) are entangled with respect to the momentum and the spin
degrees of freedoms. For the observer moving along the z axis, the spin has a component of
spin up which is none at the rest frame, i.e., the spin rotates as the observer moves.
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6.2 Parameter estimation: moving frame

We are now in position to discuss parameter estimation in the moving frame. Suppose that a
moving observer wishes to estimate the parameter 6 encoded in the state Eq. (6.28). The system
under discussion has two different degrees of freedoms. One is a continuous part describing the
wave function, and the other is the spin. It is natural to measure the continuous degree of
freedom to estimate the parameter as the observer does not know whether s/he is in a moving
frame or not. In this setting, the moving observer does not have access to the spin degree of
freedom. Then, our parametric model is given by tracing out the spin of from the pure state
Eq. (6.28).

As comparison, we also give a short account on other possible cases. The first is when the
moving observer measures the both degrees of freedoms. This will be discussed in Sec. 6.2.1.
The other case is when the spin of the particle is measured only, which will be given in
Sec. 6.3.1.

6.2.1 Invariance of quantum Fisher information after the Lorentz boost

We first consider the situation where the moving observer measures the whole state Eq. (6.28).
The parametric model for this case is defined as follows.

Micost = {FN0)) (P O)] |6 = (61, 62) € R?}. (6.37)

It is clear that this model is unitary equivalent to the model in the rest frame, since the difference
is only given by the unitary transformation U(A). To phrase it differently, we can regard the
model after the Lorentz boost in the different representation. Therefore, the SLD Fisher infor-
mation matrix is exactly same as in the rest frame, Eq. (6.20). While this is true mathematically,
the physical meanings of these two models are different.

Let us further elaborate on physics of the two models; the one in the rest frame Eq. (6.4) and
the other Eq. (6.37) in the moving frame. The unitary transformation U(A) which defines the
Wigner rotation is parameter independent, and hence, two parametric models are equivalent.
Yet, the significance of the Lorentz transformation is that U(A) depends on the velocity v of
the moving observer with respect to the rest frame. The resulting state-vector after the Lorentz
boost Eq. (6.28) indeed depends on v in a non-trivial manner. Furthermore, the wave function
in the moving frame is no longer described by the simple gaussian wave function as given
in Egs. (6.31) and (6.32). In particular, the two parameters 6; and 6, are not described by a
tensor product of two independent parametric models as in the rest frame. Nevertheless, we
can formally express an optimal measurement for the model after the Lorentz boost by the pair
of observables

UmnFU' ), (=1,2),

which obviously commute each other. We will not give further analysis on these observables,
but it is obvious that experimental implementation of this optimal measurement is much more
complex. It may not be feasible as it will depend on the velocity v.

55



6.2.2 Parametric model in the moving frame

We now analyze the parametric model when the moving observer does not measure the spin of
the particle. By taking the partial trace over the spin o, we have

P (0) = tr, [¥1(0)) (PO (6.38)
= > (@¥NO) (POl (6.39)

=11
= > WO WO (6.40)

o=l

With this p*(6), we define the parametric model of interest as
M ={p™0) |6 = (6,,6,) € R?). (6.41)

As noted before, the state vectors |w’}r(6)) are unnormalized. Let us evaluate the inner prod-
ucts (Y (D™ (0)) to analyze the amplitudes of the each spin state. From Egs. (6.30), (6.31),
and (6.32), by a straightforward calculation shown in Appendix E.2.1 , we obtain the inner
products as follows.

1
WO 0)) = SA+8), (6.42)
1
WiOWO) = 51 - &), (6.43)
WO O) =0, (6.44)
where
£= f f leo(p Yo (PP cos all dp'dp? (6.45)

00 2 t2 1 12
=22 f drret Y vrm (6.46)
0

Vi + 2 +mV1 =2
The ¢ is an indicator of the spin rotation by the Lorentz boost as seen in Egs. (6.42) and (6.43).
As the result, it depends only on the observer’s velocity v. The smaller £ becomes, the larger

the amplitude of the spin up state. Therefore, the spin rotates. We remark that the state vectors
ly2(6)) and |y}(6)) are orthogonal.

By using the normalized state vector [/ (6)) defined by

Q)
NGO

we write p"(6) as a convex combination of two pure states [(/}(6)) (¢}(6)| and Ilﬁ?(G)) (LFT\(H)I,
ie.,

A6y = (6.47)

1 - - 1 - -
PO = F1+8) 3(6)) (' (0)] + ALY, 3(0)) (5O - (6.48)

At any given «, the £ takes its maximum value 1 at v = 0 which means no spin rotation. It
takes its minimum value &, in the relativistic limit of v — 1 which corresponds to v — ¢ in the
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Figure 6.1: Numerically calculated (1 — &)/2 as a function of mk at v = 1,0.95,0.5, and 0.1.
The set of the velocity v is chosen differently to make the distance between the plots more even.

standard unit. An explicit expression of &, is
& = Vmmx e’"zkzerfc(mk), (6.49)

where erfc(x) is the complementary error function defined by
erfc(x) 2 foo dte™” (6.50)
X)) = — . .
Vi Js

The derivations of Egs. (6.42), (6.43), (6.46), and (6.49) are given in Appendix E.2.1. The
probability for the spin up state reaches its maximum 1/2 at the limit of x — 0 and at the
relativistic limit. Figure 6.1 shows the probability of the spin up state <¢/AT(9)|¢’;(9)> =(1-&)/2
as a function of m« at v = 0.95,0.5, and 0.1. The set of the velocities v is chosen differently to
make the distance between the plots more even. Figure 6.1 shows its maximum (1 — &.)/2 as
well.

Let us analyze these state vectors in the coordinate representation. We define the wave func-
tion of a particle with spin up in the coordinate representation zp‘}(x) by

wh) = (4O, (6.51)

A derivation of its explicit expression is given in Appendix E.3. Figure 6.2 shows numerically
calculated densities |1//}(x)|2 for k = 0.1 as a function of the position x! for v = 0.99, 0.98, 0.7,
and 0.1. For simplicity, we set (8}, 6,) = (0,0) and x?, x> = 0. To convert the wave function in
the moment representation to that in the coordinate representation, we make a Fourier transform
of the the wave function in the moment representation. Therefore, Itﬁ/}(x) = W}*(—x)l holds.
This is confirmed in Appendix E.3. Then, for the probability density 3(x)F = [y3(=x)*.
Because of this, we plot w’}(x) for x' > 0in Fig. 6.2.

It is worth noting that the peak of the spin up wave function w’}(x) is no longer at x' = 6, =
0. To see the dependence of the observer’s velocity v on the peak position, we numerically
calculate the derivative of |¢/}(x)|2. Figure 6.3 shows the derivative of |z,l/} (x)? as a function of
position. In this figure, we set (6, 6,) = (0, 0) as well for simplicity. We observe that the faster
the observer moves, the further the peak position moves away from x! = 6,. These numerically
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Figure 6.2: Numerically calculated probability density Illr‘}(x)l2 for k = 0.1 as a function of x!
atv =0.99,0.98,0.9,0.7 and 0.1.

® V=098 O V=09 = V=07 o V=0.1

Derivative of |y} (x) | 2

Ry,
-0.02- o0 5;;;:.—
.

L L L L L L L L
0.1170 0.1172 0.1174 0.1176 0.1178 0.1180 0.1182 0.1184
X

Figure 6.3: Numerically calculated derivative of the probability density It//’%(x)l2 as a function
of x' at v =0.98,0.9,0.7 and 0.1.

verified facts indicate that the parametric model Eq. (6.41) is a convex mixture of two pure state
models. One is centered at 6, and the other is centered at 6+some amount. If one performs the
position measurement, the resulting probability distribution is thus given by a convex mixture
of two distributions with different locations of the peak. This finding naturally invites us to say
that estimation accuracy gets worse for the moving observer.

6.2.3 Quantum Fisher information matrices in the moving frame
SLD Fisher information matrix

The SLD Fisher information matrix J* = [JA jk] for the model (6.41) is calculated as follows.

2
I = (1= 26210 . (6.52)

where

00 00 1\2
== [ dp‘dpz%m(p')wo(pz)fsina<|ﬁ|>. (6.53)

00 J-oo 1P|
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A detailed explanation is given in Appendix E.4. By executing the integration over the angle of
the two-dimensional polar coordinate, k7 is expressed as

0 K3e "
Kn = vf dt , (6.54)
0 Vi+2+ V1-1?

where ¥ = mk. From Eq. (6.52), we have the SLD CR inequality as follows.

s 1 K 1

Vis————— V>
=012 TP T 21 -2k

2

(6.55)

As given in Appendix E.5, the denominator in Eq. (6.55), 1 — 2«*5? is positive, and hence the
accuracy limits for V; and Vp, are always finite.

By comparing the SLD CR inequalities for the rest frame Eq. (6.22) and Eq. (6.55), we see
how much estimation accuracy is affected by the Lorentz boost. As an indicator, we take up the
ratio of the (1, 1) components of (J*)™! and (J)~!. We define the ratio A(v) by

I 1

A) = (D =22

(6.56)

By definition, A(0) = 1 for the rest frame. The ratio A(v) quantifies the amount of information
loss due to the Lorentz boost. If it is larger, the moving observer can only estimate the parameter
less accurately when compared to the rest frame. Figure 6.4 shows the ratio A(v) as a function
the moving observer’s velocity v at the different spreads of the wave function x = 0.1, 0.5,
1.0, and 3.0. The set of the spreads « is chosen to make the distance between the plots more
even. The m is the rest mass of the particle. As shown in Appendix E.5, «n is a monotonically
decreasing function of k¥’ = mk, for any given velocity v. This then implies that k7 reaches its
maximum, /7v/4 at the limit of k — 0. Therefore, for A(v), we obtain the following inequality.

1

1—2v2

A) < imA) = (6.57)
6.2.4 Quantum Fisher information matrices at the relativistic limit
SLD Fisher information matrix

We shall analyze the relativistic limit of our result in detail. Firstly, from Eq.(6.57), an upper
bound for the relativistic limit of the ratio A(v) is given by

1
A(l) < I

~ 1.647. (6.58)

E_

8

This shows that the ratio is always finite.

Next, we calculate an explicit expression for the relativistic limit of the SLD Fisher informa-
tion matrix J™ = lim,_,; J*. This is given by

mk  \nm

2
2
—+ Te’”z"z(l —2m*i) erfc(mk)] }5.,,6. (6.59)

rel  _
J jk_;{l—z >
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Derivation of J™ = lim,_,; J* Eq. (6.59)

We evaluate the [J*] in the limit of v — 1, i.e.,
s TA .2 2.2
hn}[J lix = hn} = (1 =2"17°)0 j. (6.60)
y— v—l K

Hence, we evaluate the 7 in the limit of v — 1. Using Eq. (6.54), we have

00 /3.3 —K'2l2
. . K te
lim k7 = lim Vf dt
vl = Jo VIi+2+ V-2
00 K/3t3e—/<’2t2

= lim dt—— (6.61)
=1 Jo V1 + 72
_ e ﬁemsz(l — 2m*«k?) erfc(mx).

2 4
We use k' = mk. By substituting this result in Eq. (6.60), we obtain Eq. (6.59). O

It is worth noting that the (J™)~! is finite even at the relativistic limit of v — 1 which
corresponds to that of v — ¢ in the standard unit. To get a further insight into the property of
J™, we consider two different limits in the spread  of the wave function. We will analyze small
and large « limit of (J™!)~!, as the estimation accuracy limit is quantified by the inverse of J™!.

When the spread is extremely broader, k > 1, with the help of the the asymptotic expansion
of the complimentary error function erfc(x) (see Appendix E.5), an approximate expression of
[(J™)~1],; is written as

1
[T ™My = (D) i + Pk (6.62)
m

The difference between [(J™)~'];; and [(J)~'];; is only a constant given by the particle mass.

When the spread is extremely narrower, x < 1, on the other hand, by using the Taylor
expansion (Appendix E.5), we have

J -1
[T, = —[(1 )_ L]T]] = 1.647 [()) 1. (6.63)
8

As also seen by Eq. (6.57), the relativistic effect for the SLD Fisher information matrix is more
prominent when the spread is narrower.

6.3 Discussion

6.3.1 No information left in spin

We show that if the moving observer does not measure the continuous degree of freedom, the
observer cannot estimate the parameter shift in the position by the following reasoning. In other
words, there is no information left in the spin of the particle. Putting it differently, the Wigner
rotation does not transfer the information about the parameter to the spin degree of freedom.
Suppose that the moving observer only measures the spin of the particle. We take the partial
trace over the momentum j to obtain the reduced state p. () = tr, [¥*(0)) (¥*(0)| for this

spin
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Figure 6.4: Numerically calculated ratio A(v) as a function of v, the velocity of the moving
observer at k = 0.1,0.5, 1.0 and 3.0.

case. The parametric model is then given by
Mapin = 105in(0)16 = (61, 6,) € R?). (6.64)

A direct calculation with using Eq. (6.28) gives p*. () as follows.

spin

Ppin(0) = f &’ p (pI¥™(6)) (P (O)Ip) (6.65)
= f dp'dp® Y D Foop',PIF; o (', p)1o) (0. (6.66)
o=lT0'=l1

From Egs. (6.31) and (6.32), we see that the integrand Fy ,(p', p*)F; .(p', ), (0,07 =1, 1)
does not depend on the parameter 6, since the phases cancel each other. Thus, in this situation,
we cannot estimate the parameter of the model (6.64) at all, since the reduced state p’;, spin does
not depend on the parameter.

6.3.2 Effects of the Wigner rotation

We now discuss the effect of the Wigner rotation on estimation accuracy in our model. As
we have seen in Sec. 6.2.2, the Wigner rotation gives the amplitudes of both the spin up and
spin down states When a moving observer measures the momentum only, the observer ends up
seeing the effect of the Wigner rotation as the mixture of two different pure states Eq. (6.30).
This then gives rise to the information loss, as the measurement of the momentum only is not
complete. This information loss for the moving observer is, of course, expected. This is because
the effect of the Wigner rotation followed by the partial trace is a completely-positive and trace-
preserving map. Therefore, the SLD Fisher information should decrease by the monotonicity of
the quantum Fisher information. One of the non-trivial findings of our thesis is that the explicit
formula for this information loss as a function of the velocity of the observer.

We further elaborate on the parametric model for a moving observer. The wave function
of the spin up state w’}(x), which does not exist in the rest frame, appears due to the Wigner
rotation. The peak of the probability density [(x)* no longer exists at (x', x*) = (61, 6,). Our
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numerical calculation indicates that it moves further away from the point (6, 6,) as the velocity
of the observer v increases (Fig. 6.2 and Fig. 6.3). Because of this extra peak, estimation of
the expectation values of the position operators is disturbed; therefore, the SLD CR bound
increases. The ratio of the upper bound of the moving frame to the rest frame is given by
(1 = 2k*n*)7!, where 7 is explicitly expressed as the integral form.

Next, we comment on the role of the spread of the wave function. In the rest frame, «
should be as small as possible to have better estimation accuracy. In Fig. 6.4, the ratio of
estimation accuracies A(v) is shown to be monotonically decreasing in « for a fixed velocity v.
This means that the information loss for a moving observer is reduced by choosing relatively
large x. However, this results in losing estimation accuracy as the wider spread in general
enables us less accurate estimation. Therefore, we expect the existence of a tradeoff relationship
for a moving observer to design the best spread to gain the best information available. The
investigation of this tradeoff will be subject to the future work.

The relativistic limit of the SLD Fisher information is also a rather unexpected result. In
Fig. 6.2, we numerically evaluated the relativistic behaviors of the density for the spin up state.
As the velocity approaches to the speed of light, we observe that the hight of the peak increases
rapidly. This implies that the peak diverges in the relativistic limit. This is partially because
the Lorentz transformation (6.24) does not have a well-defined limit. However, the SLD Fisher
information matrix remains finite even in this limit, which is calculated by the derivatives of
the state. Thus, the SLD CR bound does not diverge even at the relativistic limit.

Finally, we briefly discuss achievability of the SLD CR bounds. We show that the SLD
CR bound in the rest frame is achievable. When an observer is moving and does not measure
the spin, the derived SLD CR bound (6.55) is not achievable. This is shown by checking
the weak commutativity condition [67, 68]. In Appendix E.4, we calculate this condition and
find that tr(o™(O)[L",(6), L,(0)]) = 8ién* # 0. Therefore, the SLD CR bound in the moving
frame is not achievable even asymptotically. A further investigation of asymptotically and non-
asymptotically achievable bounds shall be presented in due course.

6.4 Conclusion

We obtain the accuracy limit for estimating the expectation value of the position of a relativistic
particle for an observer moving along one direction at a constant velocity. We evaluate esti-
mation accuracy of the position by the SLD CR bound. Estimation accuracy is degraded by
increasing the observer’s velocity. We see that this is because the spin up state appears in the
moving frame while the spin down state only in the rest frame. Furthermore, it stays finite even
at the relativistic limit. Since we show that the SLD CR bound is not achievable, it is not guar-
anteed that a tight CR bound gives a finite bound at the relativistic limit. However, since the
Wigner rotation can be expressed as a rotation matrix that acts on a state vector, we expect that
any divergent behavior will not arise from the result of applying the Wigner rotation to a state
vector with a finite spread. To confirm the finiteness of estimation accuracy at the relativistic
limit, it is crucial to obtain an achievable bound as future work.
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Chapter 7

Trade-off relation of spin-1/2 relativistic
particle given by ALD Fisher information
matrix

In chapter 6, we only investigate the SLD CR bound. Hence, we cannot find a trade-off relation.
In this chapter, we evaluate another type of quantum Fisher information matrix called ALD
Fisher information matrix [42, 43] so that we can see a trade-off relation. By combining the
SLD CR bound and the ALD CR bound, we successfully demonstrate a trade-off relation always
exists for a moving observer. We owe the ALD to see that the trade-off relation exists since the
RLD does not exist in this model because this model is not full rank .

7.1 Trade-off relation by ALD Fisher information matrix

7.1.1 Parametric model

We consider the same parametric model as in chapter 6, which is defined in Eq. (6.41),

As a reference state, we use the state generated by taking a partial trace over the spin, p*(6),
i.e.,
MY ={pNO)[6 = (61,6,) € R}, (7.1)

where

1 - - 1 - -
pMO) = F1+8) 53(6)) (@ (0)] + ;=9 73(0)) (3O . (7.2)

7.1.2 ALD Fisher information matrix

Let us first remind the ALD and ALD Fisher information. The ALD Eq. (2.19) is defined by a
solution of the following equation.

1+ I +1—/l
2/3919,1 3

Oipg = Ljo,ipe. (7.3)

63



By using ALD, Jrg, Eq. (2.32) is defined by

1+
[J/w]ij = <L/10,i>L/19,j>;H =

A . 1-A4 .
2 trpg(Lag, jLJl 0.0t Ttrpg(L; o.iL10,7), (7.4)

As shown in Appendix E.2.2, IW}(H)) and |WI(9)> are orthogonal, i.e., <'J’?(9)|WI(9)> = 0. This
model consists of two states only, and they are orthogonal. M?” is not a full rank model; we
need a formula for this case. A derivation of the ALD and ALD Fisher information matrix for a
non-full rank deficient model is given in Appendix F.1.

With using the formula Eq. (F.17) given in Appendix F.1, we obtain the ALD Fisher informa-
tion matrix as follows. A detailed derivation is given in Appendix F.2.

ALD Fisher information matrix J;

The ALD Fisher information matrix J, is expressed as

2 1 - 22n% - 2282 =2k A¢
Jai= 2 222 (20 22 222] (7.5)
K2(1 = 22)(1 = 228?) 21k A€ 1 -2k — A%
Determinant of J,, det(J,)
The determinant of J,, det(J,) is expressed as
4 (1-2 2.2\2 /12 2
det(sy) = U Z2€T)" ~ ¢ (7.6)

(1= )1 - 28

Since det(J,) diverges at A = 1 and -1. The range of 1is setas —1 < A < 1. To show det(J,;) > O,
we utilize the following inequality. We show next that det(J,) > 0. We use the relation between
kn and &.

Lemma 7.1.1 (Relation between 77 and & 1)

2 /
e+ 2214 Ve arter, (1.7)
my 2«
where k' = mk.
Proof
¢ and «n are defined as follows.
/3 * t3 -2
kn=«k"v dt € s (7.8)

0 Vi+2+ V1-1?
o 21+ VI+ NI =) s
&=« dt e .,
0 Vi+£2+ V-2

(7.9)
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The left hand side of Eq. (7.7) is expressed as

2 2
e+ gy ’f’7 (7.10)
my KV
NI+ 2VL =2+ 141 _,
:K'zf gHOV NI v H 14 0) e (7.11)
0 VI+2+ V1-12
_ f“’ dt2t\/1 +2(V1 =2+ VI + R 7.12)
0 Vi+2+ V-2
=« f A2t V1 + e " (7.13)
0
—1+ ﬁek'zerfc(K'). O (7.14)
2K’
Lemma 7.1.2 (Relation between 7 and & II)
The following inequality
1=-2 2.2
0= KT o (7.15)
&
holds for any k > 0 and 0 < v < 1.
Proof
Let us define T by
T =1-27 - ¢ (7.16)

Then, T > 0 is a necessary and sufficient condition for (1 —2«*7%)/& > 1. Here, we show T > 0
instead. We calculate the first derivative of T with respect to v to see if T is a monotonically
increasing function of v.

oT o(kn)  O¢
= fp— 5 7.17
ov “ av ov ( )
From Eq. (7.7), we obtain a relation between the first derivatives of n7 and £ as follows.
0 _ 2n 2 dkn)
= =—- . 7.18
v mv?* kv v (7.18)
By substituting Eq. (7.18) in Eq. (7.17), we have
oT 2 0 2
O _ _(ay + 2 20m 261 (7.19)
v kv v kV?
By a straightforward calculation, we have
9 i) * £ ,
) _ 0 s, f dt e (7.20)
dv dv 0 VI+2+ V-2
3 * 23 ,
=2 dt e’ <0. (7.21)

NT=2 (VTR VT
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Figure 7.1: Numerically calculated ® = (1 — 2«%*;?)/é plotted as a function of v.
x=0.01, 0.5, 1.0, 1.0, 4.0.

From Eq. (7.19), we obtain for any given « > 0,

oT

—>0. 7.22
3 (7.22)

T = 1-2k*n? — ¢ is a monotonically increasing function of v. Atv =0, xp = 0, and & = 1 hold.

T|,=o = O. (7.23)
We show that T > 0 holds. Therefore,
1 = 2&*n?
0= % 51, (7.24)

holds. O

Figure 7.1 shows the numerically calculated ® plotted as a function of mkx. We see that
(1 —2*p%)/& > 1. Let us remark that & > 0 for any « > 0. From Eq. (7.15), we have

1_2222
—( Kn)>1.

2 (7.25)
Since 0 < A% < 1, we have
YN N 2,242
U=y (d=2er) (7.26)
& &
= (1 =277 = 228 > 0. (7.27)
From Eq. (7.28), det(J,) > 0 is expressed as
4 (1 _ 2K2772)2 _ /12§2
det(Jy)) = = . 7.28
W= Ao (7.28)
Therefore, we have
det(Jy) > 0. (7.29)
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Next, let us confirm that the ALD is equal to the SLD at the limit of 2 — 0.

. 2 (1 -2 0 20-2¢79 (1 0
?i%h‘ﬁ( 0 1-2¢p2)T @ lo 17 (7.30)
Its inverse J, ! is, then, given by
K 1-22 1 = 2217 = 2282 2P Aé
L= 2.2\2 262 772092 _~2 2 222]- (7.31)
2 (1 =2&27%)? — A%¢ ik Aé 1 =2k~ — A°¢
At the limit of A — 0, J; ' approaches Jg'.
2 2.2 2
. _ K 1 1 -2« 0 _ K 1 | O}
}IIL%J,I - 2 (1 —2K27]2)2( 0 1_2K2n2 - 2 1_2K27]2 0 1 = JS . (732)

As for the range of A to be considered, it is enough to set the range as 0 < A < 1 because
A = 0 makes J, = Js and J, diverges at 4 = 1. Furthermore, the diagonal components of J;'
and the [/, 75 = [J,5) P include 22, We exclude the case of v = 0 because v = 0 means the
observer is in the rest frame.

7.2 Condition for trade-off existence

By using the A defined in Section 3.7, the condition for trade-off relation to exist is given by
Eq. (3.72), i.e.,

A =ImJ P = TS = I DU s = i) > 0. (7.33)

Let us define AJ~! by
AT =0t - uh (7.34)

The condition for the trede-off relation to exist is expressed as

Theorem 7.2.1 (Condition for the existence of the trade-off relation)

det(AJ™H < 0. (7.35)

Proof
Since the Jg ! is a diagonal matrix, we have

(AT o = =T, (7.36)

(AT Ty = =3 = ~( 7). (7.37)
We remark J/fllz is pure imaginary as shown in Eq. (7.31). Therefore, [AJ'];, and [AJ™'],; is
pure imaginary as well.

AT 0 =TS = T3 = [AT . (7.38)
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By using these, the A is written as

A =[mJ L = sy =T DU sh = I3h) (7.39)
= [AT 10l AT  Tor = [AT ' 10 AT (7.40)
= —det(AJ ). (7.41)

The condition for the trade-off to exist is A > 0. Therefore, the trade-off relation exists if and
only if det(AJ™") < 0. O0.

We give explicit expression of det(AJ™") below. From Egs. (7.31, 7.32), the components of
AJ' = Jgt = J ! are explicitly written as follows.

(ag1, = L (A= 28y — 2 + 21 - 2801
Y2 (- 2ePi( - 20 - 28]

2 (1 = B)QIiKnPAE) )
=20 2apr g = 1A (7.43)

= [AJ ], (7.42)

[AT 1,

Using these, we obtain det(AJ™") as

K4/12 /12(1 _ 2K2772)2 _ 52[/12 + 2K2772(1 _ /12)]2

det(AJ™") =
€ ( J ) 4(1 _ 2K2n2)2 (1 _ 2K2n2)2 _ /1262

(7.44)

7.2.1 Strength of trade-off relation

We investigate the indicators of the strength of the trade-off relation QT4 and Q4T defined
in Section 3.8 for this model. In this model, the strength of trade-off relation Q™% is equal to
Qrdeoll “because Jg', = J5h, and J3|, = J7}, holds. As the strength of the trade-off relation,
we use QTradeoff(/L K, V) — Q"lfradeoff(/l’ K, V) — Q”{radeoﬂ“(/l, K, V).

Theorem 7.2.2 (Condition for the existence of the trade-off relation)

. 2det(AJ 1)
QTradeoff A K, - _ , 7.45
(4, k,v) TN (7.45)
if det(AJ™") < 0 holds.
Proof
By its definition, Eqs.( 3.83, 3.84), the Q™ (3 x, v) is written as
QTradeoff(/l’ K V) = V22|V11=J_51“ - ‘15122 iftA>0, (7.46)
0 otherwise.
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If det(AJ™") = —A < 0 holds , the QTdT(2 x v) is expressed as

QTradeoff(/L K, V) — Qgradeoff(/l’ K, V) (747)
= Vaoly, sy, = I (7.48)
|ImJj1112|2 | .
- — +Jan—Jsm (7.49)
Jsln - Jaln
_ |Im]}112|2 - (‘]glll - 13111)05122 - lelzz)
- -1 T (7.50)
Js - J/m
2det(AJ™)
= _—tr(AJ—l) . (7.51)

We show below that tr(AJ~!) > 0. Because of the positivity of tr(AJ™) > 0, Qo) « y) is
positive if det(AJ™!) < 0.

Lemma 7.2.3 (Positivity of tr(AJ "))

tr(AJ1) >0 (7.52)

forany givenk >0,0<v<1land0 <A< 1.

Proof

From Eqs. (7.31, 7.32), the diagonal components of AJ~! = Jg' — J; ! are explicitly written as
follows.

K2 (1= 2372 = [26307 + A2(1 = 263p))E2

— -1
2 (1 —2&P)[(1 = 222 — 28] (AT T (7.53)

(AT =

(7.54)
Using these, we obtain tr(AJ~!') and det(AJ™!) as

K22 (1 =277 = 26377 + 22(1 = 237) 182

(AT ") = 7.55
r(AJ7) -2 (1 - 2227 — 28 (7.55)
EN2 —(1_2;2'72)2 - [27* + 22(1 = 26 nP)] 56
= 1 _ 2K2n2 (1_2;# _ /12 . ( . )
Since (1 — 2627%)%¢72 > 1 and A% < 1, tr(AJ7Y) is positive if and only if
2307 + 21 =297 < 1, (7.57)

holds. Both 2«°n* and 1 —2«?n* are positive. The left hand side of Eq. (7.57) is a monotonically
increasing function of 4 when 0 < 4 < 1. We see the maximum of the left hand side of
Eq. (7.57) at A = 1, which is 1. Since we exclude 4 = 1,

tr(AJ™") > 0, (7.58)
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always holds. O
We remark that this relation when including equality holds in general, because the following
inequality holds [43].

tr(Jg'") = Re(J"), (7.59)

where Re(X) = %(X + X*). X* has complex conjugate of the all components of X as its compo-
nents, i.e., [X*]; = ([X];)".

Below, we give an explicit expression of —2 det(AJ~")/tr(AJ~!). The trace and the determi-
nant of AJ~! are given by

R (1= 2222 = 26272 + 22(1 = 26377) 1€

tr(AJ7) = 12 (1 - 2227 — 128 ’ (7.60)
et < - i(42/1I<22772)2 A1 - ZKZ??i;Ii][j;t%ZZ(I - /12)]2. (7.61)

Therefore
C2det(AJTh) & 2= 27 = £180 - 2857 + 2657 (7.62)

tr(AJ-1) 21 = 2k22)  E2[A2(1 = 2&22) + 222 — (1 = 22k2)2

To investigate the behavior of —2 det(AJ~!)/tr(AJ™") as a function of A € (0, 1) for any k > 0
and for any 0 < v < 1, we define w(4, , v) by

2 AJ7!
W, K, v) = _2det(AJ7)

tr(AJ-1) (7.63)

_ K2 /12(1 _ 2772K2)2 _ rfz[/lz(l _ 2K27]2) + 2K27’]2]2 :
2(1 = 2620%)  E2[22(1 = 26212) + 2622] — (1 = 2m22)?
With this w(A, k, v), Q4T « v) is expressed as
A, K, if det(AJ™") <0,
QTradeoff(/l, K, V) — {w( K V) 1 € ( ' ) (764)
0 otherwise.

We set the range of 1as 0 < A < 1. A = 0 is excluded. Fig. 7.2 shows the Q™3 x, v) and
w(A, k,v) as a functionof Latk = 1 and v = 1.

Regarding w(4, , v), we can show the next lemma.

Lemma 7.2.4 (w(4, k, v))
w(4, k,v) is a monotonically decreasing function of A for any k > 0 and any 0 < v < 1.

Proof

For any given « > 0 and for any given 0 < v < 1, the first derivative of the right hand side of
Eq. (7.62) with respect to A is calculated as

Ow(A, k,v) Alal* + bA> + ¢)

o e 20— DE+2 -8+ 1P (7.65)
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Figure 7.2: Numerically calculated strength of the trade-off Q™°f(1, x, v) (dotted line) and
w(4, k,v) (gray line) as a functionof 4. k =1 and v =1.

where
a=¢(1-227), (7.66)
b=—(28(1-27) [(1 - 26°7) = 2821}, (7.67)
c = =8p°k® (28% + 1) + 4 (£ + 58 + 3) — 6P (£ + 1) + 1. (7.68)

From these, we are to show the first derivative of QT4 (1 x, v) with respect to A is negative.
We just need to check if ad* + bA% + ¢ > 0 holds.

We show here that the inequality as® +bs+c > 0, where s = A%. Since a > 0, as’> +bs+c > 0
holds if and only if its discriminant D < 0. The discriminant D is

D = =8Pk’ (1 = 2223 [(1 - 262 = €21. (7.69)

From 1 — 2«*n* > 0 and (1 — 2«*?)/é > 1, D < 0 holds. Since D is negative and a > 0,
ad* + bA?> + ¢ > 0 holds. Therefore, the first derivative of w(A, k,v) with respect to A, the
left hand side of Eq. (7.65) is always negative. w(4, k, v) is a strictly monotonically decreasing
function of A for any given k > 0 and for any given 0 <v < 1. O

Let us define a limit w(0, , v) by

w(0,k,v) = ﬁin& w(A, Kk, V). (7.70)

We can show the following.

Lemma 7.2.5 (w(0, k,v) > 0)

w(0,k,v) > 0, (7.71)

Joranyk>0and 0 <v < 1.
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Proof

We have
2K6774§2 2K6774
0,x,v) = = , 7.72
ARV = T P - 2err —2erd] - (- 2em@ —2epy 7P
where -
1-2
0= —gK T (7.73)

From Eq. (7.15),0 > 1, and from 1 — 2«*> > 0 and ® > 1, ® — 2«’n> > 0. Since ® > 1,
@% - 227> > @ - 27> > 0.

w(0,,v) >0, (7.74)
holds for any « > 0. As for the observer’s velocity v, w(0, x, v) = 0 holds at v = 0 only, because
kn = 0 atv = 0. We exclude the case of v = 0 because in that case the observer would be in the
rest frame. O

Let us remark the positivity of w(0, k,v). As we can see in Egs. (7.55, 7.61), both det(AJ™!)
and tr(AJ ") are proportional to A2. The det(AJ~") divided by the tr(AJ~") cancels out the A%s in
both of det(AJ~!) and tr(AJ™"). As a result the limit w(0, k, v) has a non-zero value at the limit
of 4 — 0.

Let us define a limit w(1, , v) by

w(l,k,v) = }1m11 w(A, Kk, V). (7.75)

Lemma 7.2.6 (w(1,«,v) < 0)

w(l,k,v) <0, (7.76)

foranyk >0and 0 <v < 1.

From the explicit expression of w(4, k, v), i.e., Eq. (7.62), w(1, k, v) is expressed as

& (1 =277 = €10 = 267°) + 2571

a)(l, K, V) = 2(1 _ 2K2n2) 52[(1 _ 2K2n2) + 2K2n2] _ (1 _ 2772,(2)2 s (777)
3 K2 (1 _ 2772,(2)2 _ é_.z
T 2(1 - 2:22) €2 — (1 - 2172K2)2 (7.78)
K2
=i 2em <0 (7.79)
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Theorem 7.2.7 (Existence of solution of w(1*, k,v) = 0)
For any k > 0 and any 0 < v < 1, there exists a I* € (0, 1) that is a unique solution of
w(A*, k,v) = 0. The unique solution 1* is expressed as

1 8£2i22
PR I (.. i/ iy 7.80
- 25[ * =227 (7.80)

Proof

w(0,k,v) > 0 and w(l1,,v) < 0 hold. Furthermore, w(4, ,v) is a monotonically decreasing
function with respect to A for any given x > 0 and for any given 0 < v < 1. There always exists
a unique solution, 4* € (0, 1) of w(A*,kx,v) =0. O

Since we show w(A, k,v) = 0 has a unique solution for for any x > O and 0 < v < 1. We
derive the solution. From Eq. (7.62), w(4, k, v) is written as

K2 /12(1 _ 2K2n2)2 _ 62[/12(1 _ 2K27]2) + 2K2n2]2
(1- 26202 EL2(1 = 26217 + 26271 = (1 = 2ipK2)2

w(d, k,v) = 7 (7.81)

By factoring the numerator, w(4", k, v) = 0, we obtain an equivalent condition
(=2 () (1 =27)+ 2 IHA =2 A = €L (=2 +260°]) = 0 (7.82)

For simplicity, we consider the case of A* > 0 because w(A*, «,v) includes the quadratic and
the quartic terms of 2*. From 1 —2«*> > 0and 0 < & < 1 forany x > 0 and 0 < v < 1, the
following inequality holds.

(1 = 227" + E[(AH*(1 = 26°%) + 26°*] > 0. (7.83)
Therefore, Eq (7.82) reduces to
(1 = 2" = €[ = 267 + 26°7*] = 0. (7.84)

This A* is given by the smaller solution of y(4*) = 0 which is expressed as

T 277 £ /(1 = 262172)% — 8E22nA(1 — 26°17)
o 21 - 267)é

1 8222
zigpi,h_Téggﬁ} (7.86)

In the limit of x — 0 when v = 1, & approaches zero. Hence, A%|,-; diverges. We take the
smaller solution of the equation y(1*) = 0.

. 1 8§2K2772
/l:z—f{l—‘fl—m . O (787)
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The solution A* gives the range of A where that the trade-off relation exists. For any A €
(0, A%), there always exists the trade-off relation. Figure 7.3 shows the result of the numerical
calculation of A* plotted as a function of v. When « is approximately less than 0.3, A" is a
convex upward function of v.

In the rest frame, i.e., v = 0, * = 0 holds at any given « > 0 because xn = 0 at v = 0, i.e., no
trade-off relation exists. From Fig. 7.3, it seems that A" is close to zero at v = 1 when x < 1.
We are to show the following.

Lemma 7.2.8 (1*atv =1 and « — 0)

limA* =0, (7.88)

k—0

at the relativistic limitv = 1.

Proof

With the Taylor expansion, we have an alternative expression of A* as follows.

L L @n=3)n [ 8y !
= Tf; nl2n (1—2K2772) ’ (7.39)
where [72]
Qn-3)=2n-3)2n-5)---3-1, (=D =1. (7.90)

Atv = 1 and at the limit of k — 0, kp = /r/4 and & — 0. Therefore, at v = 1,

}(i_r)%/l* =0. O (7.91)
This result explains the fact that the A* is close to zero when v = 1 at k = 0.01 shown in Fig. 7.3.
At larger ks, k = 0.3,0.5, and 1, the A* appears to be a monotonically increasing function of
v. As the « is the spread of the wave function which is gaussian in the rest frame, the limit of
k — 0 makes a gaussian function a delta function, which is a singularity. This suggest that the
singularity result from this effect at x = 0.01.

Hereafter, we discuss the case for w > 0, or the case in which the trade-off relation exists.
Then, we can set QT4 (0, k, v) = w(0, «,v). When A = 0, there exists no trade-off relation as
det(AJ™") = 0, that is, the condition for the existence of the trade-off relation does not hold. For
the trade-off relation to exist, 4 must be non-zero. No trade-off relation at 4 = 0 is consistent
with the SLD CR bound not giving a trade-off relation. The ALD Fisher information matrix
coincides with the SLD Fisher information matrix by its definition. Therefore, no trade-off
relation at A = 0.

To sum up the result so far, since the first derivative of Qradeotf( 3 " 1) with respect to A is
negative, QT ()« 1) is a monotonically decreasing function of A € (0, A*). It has already
been shown that Q% (), k. v) > 0 holds. QT ((, k, v) gives the upper limit of the strength
of the trade-off relation. The trade-off relation exists for any A € (0, 4*). In the following, we
investigate how significant the trade-off relation can be. In other words, we investigate how
large QT4 k. v) can be.
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Figure 7.3: Numerically calculated A* plotted as a function of v

Figure 7.4 shows the numerically calculated Q™%°((, k,v) plotted as a function of « at
v=0.85, 0.9, 0.95, and 1. At a given v, QT4°T(( x, v) is a convex upward function of .
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Figure 7.4: Numerically calculated Q™ (0, «,v) plotted as a function of m«k at v=0.85, 0.9,
0.95, and 1.

Figure 7.5 is plotted with a smaller range of m«, 0 < mx < 0.4. The QT((, x, v) in the
case of v = 1 looks different from others. It stays low at small m«k, approximately smaller than
0.1, the strength of the trade-off relation QTradeoff(() 4 1) is almost constant, but once mk goes
over approximately 0.1, QT4 ) becomes an increasing with increasing v. Eventually,
it takes the highest peak. From Fig 7.4, there appears to be a specific value of « that gives the
most significant trade-off relation. We define the « that gives the maximum of QTde=of(( x y)
by «* at a given v. In other words, «* is expressed by

K" = argmaxQ ot x ). (7.92)

Figure (7.6) show the numerically calculated «* plotted as a function of v. x* gives the maxi-
mum strength of the trade-off Q™4°f((), k. v) at a given v. The k* appears to be a monotonically
increasing function of v. Figure 7.7 shows the numerically calculated maximum strength of
the trade-off Q™4°((, x* ) as a function of the observer’s velocity v. We obtain k* as the k
for which the first derivative with respect to v of QT4 ((, x*, v) is zero. We also numerically
calculate the QT4 (Q, x* v) which is the QT (0, v) at k = «*. The QT (Q «*,v) is
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0.95, and 1. This figure is the same as Fig. 7.4, but the plot range of m« is from 0 to 0.4 so that
we can see the behavior of QT4 ((, k, v) at low mx.
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Figure 7.6: Numerically calculated «* plotted as a function of v. * gives the maximum strength
of the trade-off relation QT4 ((, x, v) at a given v.

also a monotonically increasing function of v. Therefore, the trade-off relation becomes more
significant for larger v.

7.3 Discussion

The parametric model in the rest frame, Eq. (6.4) is defined by

Meest = {po| 0 = (61,6,) C R?}, (7.93)
where N o
po = U@)poU'(0) = 7777 ¥ )) (P 7 07, (7.94)
and
_ K 3 SR+ 513N |7
1¥)) = - f d’pe S(pHIp. L) (7.95)
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Figure 7.7: Numerically calculated maximum strength of the trade-off relation QT ((, k*, v)
as a function of v

The parametric model in the rest frame M. is classical for an observer in the rest frame
because the reference state is a gaussian state which is a product of two gaussian functions
of p' and p?. Furthermore, the generators, p' and p> commute, the best estimate is obtained
by the measured position of each of x and y independently in the rest frame. The SLD Fisher
information matrix obtained in the rest frame is the same as the classical one. On the other hand,
the model in the moving frame, M”® would change from a classical to a nonclassical, non-trivial
model since the wave function after the Lorentz boost changes to a more complicated form.
This change results from only the observer’s motion. Furthermore, this change gives rise to the
trade-off relation the observer sees. We also owe ALD to see that this relationship exists since
the RLD does not exist in this model, M”* because the model is not full rank.

7.3.1 Strength of trade-off relation

We find that the ALD CR bound together with the SLD CR bound gives a trade-off relation for
any given spread of the wave function, ¥ > 0, and the velocity of the observer 0 < v < 1. The
trade-off relation is most substantial at the limit of 4 — 0 while at A = 0, by definition, the
ALD Fisher information matrix is equal to the SLD Fisher information matrix which gives no
trade-off relation. Therefore, while the trade-off relation does not exist if A is strictly equal to
zero, the trade-off relation comes from both the SLD and the ALD is most significant in the
limit of 2 — 0. The strength of the trade-off relation Q™4 is defined by

2det(AJ™h)

QTradeolf }., , —
%) w(AJ )

(7.96)

for A > 0. A mathematical explanation why QT4 (3 x v) > 0 in the limit of 1 — 0 is that
both of det(AJ™') and tr(AJ™") are proportional to A>. Therefore, those A%s cancels out when
det(AJ7Y) is divided by tr(AJ~!). We obtain this non-trivial observation because we use both
the SLD and the ALD to determine the trade-off relation.
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7.3.2 Strength of trade-off relation and spread of wave function « for
trade-off relation

The strength of the trade-off relation can be a convex upward function of the spread of the wave
function, « as shown in Fig. 7.4. We expect that this phenomenon has something to do with the
separation distance between the peaks of the spin down and the spin up wave functions. It is
counter-intuitive that the trade-off can be the most significant with a specific spread of the wave
function in the rest frame. We have no clue about the reason for this result.

7.3.3 1 and the strength of the trade-off relation

For any x > 0 and any O < v < 1, we find that there always exists some A that gives the
trade-off relation. This finding is a non-trivial result. As for the maximum A for the trade-off
relation existence, A*, the plot of the A* has a peak when the spread of the wave function « is
approximately in the range 0 < x < 0.5. When the observer’s velocity is at the relativistic limit
v = 1 and at the limit of x — 0, 4* goes to 0 as shown in Eq. (7.88). We attribute this result to
the wave function in the rest frame having singularity at the spread « = 0.

7.4 Conclusion

We investigate the trade-off relation using the ALD Cramér-Rao (CR) bound in the same phys-
ical model used in chapter 6, where the trade-off relation was analyzed using the SLD CR
bound. Using the ALD CR bound, we show analytically that there always exists a A that gives
a trade-off relation for any given spread of the wave function x and any given velocity of the
observer speed v. We also show analytically that the strength of the trade-off relation defined
as the distance between the intersection of the ALD CR bound and the SLD CR bound is most
significant in the limit where the A is zero. We interpret this result as follows. When the A is
close to zero, the vertex of the hyperbola or the curve of the ALD CR bound, goes more upward
than the asymptotes of the ALD go down as the A becomes smaller.
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Chapter 8

Summary and outlook

8.1 Summary

We have investigated whether the error trade-off relation exists in the generic two-parameter
unitary models for finite dimensional systems with commuting generators. By analyzing the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the SLD, RLD and ALD Cramef-Rao (CR) bounds to
intersect each other, we obtain the necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a
non-trivial trade-off relation based on the SLD and RLD CR bounds for the arbitrary finite-
dimensional system.

By using the conditions, we show that a trade-off relation does not exist for the pure reference
state and the qubit reference state with the commuting generators case. We show, however, that
a trade-off relation does exist for the qutrit reference state. We offer two examples of the qutrit
system with the non-trivial trade-off relation. The result of the reference state with multi-
parameter indicates that the eigenvalues of the reference state be in a specific range. In the
other model reference state with one-parameter, we show analytically that a non-trivial trade-
off relation always exists in a specific range of the reference state parameter and that the region
with the trade-off relation is up to about half of the allowed region.

We next investigate a physical model with a continuous infinite degree of freedom. We
investigate the trade-off relation between x and y components of the position of one electron
in a uniform magnetic field by the parameter estimation in the two-parameter unitary models.
The trade-off relation between the two commuting observables, (x, y) was investigated by the
quantum estimation theory. For the mixed state (thermal state), the bound is also given by both
the SLD and RLD CR bounds with the commuting generators of the unitary transformation. We
confirmed that what we saw in our study regarding the finite is not exceptional, but common.

Finally, we investigate how the relativistic effects affect estimation accuracy in a similar set-
ting as the model above. We obtain the accuracy limit for estimating the expectation value of the
position of a relativistic particle for an observer moving in one direction at a constant velocity.
We evaluate estimation accuracy of the position by the SLD and ALD CR bounds. Although the
SLD CR bounds does not give a trade-off relation, we see that estimation accuracy is degraded
by increasing the observer’s velocity. We also see that this is because the spin up state appears
in the moving frame while the spin down state exists in the rest frame. Furthermore, it stays
finite even at the relativistic limit. Since we show that the SLD CR bound is not achievable, it
is not guaranteed that a tight CR bound gives a finite bound at the relativistic limit. However,
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since the Wigner rotation can be expressed as a rotation matrix that acts on a state vector, we
expect that any divergent behavior will not arise from applying the Wigner rotation to a state
vector with a finite spread.

8.2 Outlook

The reason we applied the ALD instead of the RLD to a relativistic particle was that this model
happened to have no RLD. It was quite unexpected that such non-trivial results could be ob-
tained with the combination of ALD and SLD Cramér-Rao bounds. Therefore, it is worthwhile
to conduct the research we did previously using the ALD.

The model used for relativistic particles in this study is the method used in previous studies,
for example, in [23]. In this way, the model only considers a positive energy particle (an
electron). Our model does not include a negative energy particle (a positron) that appears in the
solution of the Dirac equation. This is an issue we need to look at.
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Appendix A

Supplemental materials for Chapter 2
ALD CR inequality

A.1 Canonical projection

e Setting
1. Given a vector space V (dimV = d) and consider a linear subspace T spanned by /;
i=1,2,---,n).

T =span{/;}l., CcV (n<d). (A.1)

i=1

2. Let (-, -) be a inner product on V.

Definition: Canonical (orthogonal) projection

II7: V — T is said to be the canonical projection onto T with respect to ¢, -), if
YveV,VteT, (t,v) = (t,IIp(V)) (A.2)

hold.

For T = span{/;}/_,, IIt(V) can be constructed as follows.

=1’

(V) = > (W), (A3)
P
where I' = 3., g;'l; and g;;' is the (i, j) component of inverse of the gram matrix [G];; =
8ij» &ij =i, ;).
Proof

Since t € T, by sing [;, t is expressed as

d
1=l (A4)



Lemma A.1.1 (Lemma: Canonical projection)

For any givenv € V, ||v|| = |||, where || - || := (-, -))%. Equality holds if and only ifv e T.

A.2 CR like inequality
Here are the definition of the terms used in this section.

e Setting
W: a vector space with inner product (-.-).

Given a set of vectors X = XH(i=1,2,---n), (X' € W) such that X is locally unbiased

which is defined by ' .
Vi, j{X', 1)) =6 (A.5)
e Definition The MSE matrix about X is defined by
VIX] = Vy[X],  VyIX] = (X, X0). (A.6)
e /; is a score function such that(I,/;) = 0 ¥Yiand T := span{/;}\_,.
4 N
Theorem A.2.1 (Theorem: CR like inequality)
For any locally unbiased X at 0, its MSE matrix is bounded by
VX1 > J7, (A7)
where
J = J,‘j, J,'j = <l,’,lj>. (A8)
\_ J
Proof
We prove
VeeC", c'V[X]le>clTe. (A.9)
By definition
cVIXle = D7) el Vil Xle; (A.10)
=1 j=1
- Z Z cl(X, X0ye; (A.11)
=1 j=1
= > > ekx' XM, (A.12)

i=1 j=1
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where

Therefore, we have

n

X, = Zc,»Xi ew.

1

VX = 1X P = ITr(X)IP.

We use Lemma Al.1. Here we calculate I1p(X,)

Mr(Xo) = ) (Xe, 1),
i=1

Therefore, we have

The expression

= Z Z cj‘-(Xj, I (o definition of X,)

i=1 j=1

= > 3 T TYX L (- definition of )

i=1 j=1 k=1

= > > DT e (sl (- locally unbiasedness)

i=1 j=1 k=1

= Z Z (UL

i=1 j=1

T (Xl = (Tr(X,), T (X,))

SN ey a )

ij=17,j=1

Z Z cjc";,(J_1 ji)*(J_l j/i/)<lili’>

i,j=17,j'=1

= Zn: i: ch;/(J_lﬁ)*(f_lj’i/)fii'-

=1 jj=1

Mr(V) = Y (V. 1),
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is true only for a real vector. Here, we prove the case of real vector spaces. Then, ||[IT+(X,)||? is

calculated as

M (XIP = )" ejey Dy i

(A.25)
Jj=1 ii’'=1
= > eicy DI T @Y T = ) (A.26)
gj=1 ii'=1
= > ey Y (A27)
Jj'=1 i'=1
= Z cjc’;-,(J_”J) (A.28)
Jj'=l1
=c"J'e. (A.29)
Therefore we have
cV[Xle=c"T"e. o (A.30)
\
Lemma A.2.2 (Lemma: Holevo)
For any POVM 11,, f : X — C, define
F:= Z FOII, € L(H). (A31)
xeX
Then, we have
D f)PPIL) > tr(pF ), (A.32)
xeX
_ )
We remark F' # F in general.
Proof
Since IT, > 0,
(f(x) = PIL(f(x)I — F)' > 0 for ¥x € X. (A.33)
Eq. (A.33) can be shown as follows.
For YA > 0, B € L(H)
A>0= BAB' >0, (A.34)
A>0&VceC, c'Ac>0, (A.35)
then for any ¢’ € C,
¢"BAB'¢ = (B'¢)'A. (A.36)
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From Eq. (A.33), the summation over x gives

Z(f(x)] —-PIL(fx)I-F)">0 (-A,B>0=A+B>0), (A.37)
xeX
= Z[f(x)l'[xf*(x) — FIL.f*(x) = fOILF' + FIILF'] > 0, (A.38)
xeX
= Z |fOIPTI, - FF' = FFTIFIF! > 0, (A.39)
xeX
— Z |foIPTL, > FF'. (A.40)
xeX
If A > B, tr(Ap) > tr(Bp) holds. Therefore, from Eq. (A.40), we have
Z tr(|f(x)*pIl,) = tr(oFF'). O (A41)
xeX
A.3 ALD CR inequality
~
Theorem A.3.1 (Theorem: ALD Cramér-Rao inequality)
For any locally unbiased estimator (I1, 0) at 6, its MSE matrix satisfies
VoI, 8] > J 7L, (A.42)
where J, ¢ is the ALD Fisher information matrix.
%
Proof
From locally unbiased condition, we have the followings.
0; Z Oitr(pylly) = Oijs
xeX
— Z(éi — 0)tr(9,06l1,) = 6;; ( Z Oitr(pel 1) = 0] ,
xeX xeX
=tldpp ) &I =6; where £(x) =6, -6, (A43)
xeX

tr(0;peX;) = 6;; where X;:= Z &I,  X; is Hermitian,

xeX
(X, 0;po)us = 0ij,
=(Xi, Lao.i)y, = 6ij-
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In the last line, we use the following relation.

1+2 1-2

" {0jpeXidus = (Xi, TpOL/l 0,i t 2 Lo, ipo)us

1+A4 1-2
= tr(pgLag, i Xi) + 3

= (X;, L 9,i>20-

tr(IOeX,'T Lao.i)

Then, for any ¢ € C, the MSE matrix is expressed as

VL Dl = D " i (0ol )E (e

ij=1 xeX

= > EOtr(pglTE(),

xeX

where
n

£ =) ().

i=1
By applying Holevo’s lemma to Eq. (A.46), Lemma A.2.2, we have

D EPITIE) = (X X,

xeX
The term (X_, Xc)fw is expressed as

Xe X)L = ' Z,[X]e,

where
ZuolXle = (X, XY
with
X =3 @,
xeX

Therefore, we have
V[IL, 0] = Zy4[X].

(A.44)

(A.45)

(A.46)

(A47)

(A.48)

(A.49)

(A.50)

(A.51)

(A.52)

The X' is locally unbiased at 6. Then, applying the CR like inequality to Eq. (A.50) gives

VoI, 4] > (J1p)™'. O
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Appendix B

Supplemental materials for Chapter 3

B.1 A derivation of det(V — A) > det B, Eq. (3.34)

First, we parametrize the weight matrix W as follows.

[ W w2 | _ wii VWi1iWwne€
W= = . (B.1)
War W22 VW1iwxne W22

Since W is a real symmetric matrix, det W > 0 and trW > 0 are the necessary and sufficient
conditions for W > 0.

det W = wiwn(l —€?) > 0and trtW = wy; + wyp >0 (B.2)
— |E| < l,W]] > O, and Wop > 0. (B3)

From Eq. (3.27), we have

tr[W(V - A)] > tr] VWB VW, (B.4)
where
A =Re(Jo,), (B.5)
. 0 b
B=Im(JQ9)B=( b0 ) (B.6)

By a direct calculation, the eigenvalues of VWB VW, A, are obtained as

Ay = xiywwn(l — €?)|b] = + Vdet W det B. (B.7)
Since T'r|X| is a sum of the absolute values of the eigenvalues of X, tr] VWB VW] is obtained as
tr| VWBVW| = 2wy wa(1 — €2)|b| = 2 Vdet W det B. (B.8)

By substituting Eq. (B.1) in an alternative expression of the CR inequality Eq. (3.33) which is

trtW(V — A) > 2 Vdet W det B, (B.9)
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A direct calculation gives the left and right hand side of the inequality above as

tr[W(V -A)] = (Vi1 —AiDwi + (Voo = Ap)was + 2(Vin — A1) VWiiwne, (B.10)

and

2Vdet W det B = 2wy iwn(l — €2) Vdet B (B.11)

respectively. By dividing both sides by wy;, we have

Vit —A) + (Vy —Azz)@ +2(Via —App) ,/@6 >2 @(1 —-€?) (B.12)
w11 w11 Wi
‘We have
V]] - A]] > —25€(V]2 _Al2) - 62(V22 —Azz) + 2 Vdet B (1 — 62) 6, (B13)

where 6 = Vwy,/wi;. We define 2(6, €) by
3(6, €) = —ad* + h(e)s, (B.14)
where a = Vo, — Ay, and h(e) = —2e(Vy; — Ayp) + 2 Vdet BA/(1 — €2). Then, (B.13) is written as
Vii— Ay = 36, ). (B.15)

We maximized g(6, €) under the conditions 6 > 0 and |e] < 1. We impose another condition
a > 0, because g(0, €) has its maximum if and only if a > 0. Then, we have

h h(e)?
36.€) = —ab® + h(e)s = —a(6 — \Dy2 . M (B.16)
2a 4a
. . . . h(e) .
Therefore, g(9, €) takes its maximum g,,,,x(J, €)at 6 = PR Since h(e) = 2ad, we have
a
Zmax(6, €) = ad’. (B.17)
At the extremum, the relation between € and ¢ is given by
08(0,
g;é ) _ a5+ h(e) =0, (B.18)
03(0.
8O.©) Wy Apy) + 2 VA B = 0, (B.19)
Oe Ja - &)
As the solutions, we have
h
o= ﬁ (B.20)
2a
Vi, —A
€= 2k (B.21)

+
\/(VIZ - A12)2 + det B
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By using this expression of €, we have 1 — €2 as

[ detB 0
— € =
(V12 — A12)2 + detB

Therefore, |€| < 1 holds.
Vip —Ap

Wh = ,
M€= V- ALy +det B
> det B + (V12 - A12)2
ad, =
Va — A
Vi, —Ap
Wh = - ,
T T W —ApyY + detB
’ [det B— (Vi, — App)*?

ao- =
[det B+ (Vio — A12)*1(Vay — Ax)
Since we see ad> > ad*, the maximum of §(6, €), Zmax (5, €) is obtained as

- det B + (V12 — A12)2
max(6, €) = ad> = :
& Vi — A

From Vi, — Ay > (6, €),

det B + (V12 - A12)2

Vii—Ap 2
11 11 Voo — Ans

We have
det(V — A) > det B,

for W € ‘W. This is the same as det(V — A) > det B, Eq. (3.34).
When W € ‘W, € = 0. Then,

8(5,0) = —(Vap — Ax)6> + 2 Vdet B.

dg(6,0 . .
From M =0, we have § = Vdet B/(Vy — As). 8max (8, 0) is obtained as
det B
Fmax(6,0) = (Vap — Ap)* = ———.
8max(6,0) = (V2 — A) Vo — Ars
‘We obtain
(Vi1 —A1)(Vyo — Ap) > det B,
for We W. o
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Appendix C

Supplemental materials for Chapter 4

C.1 Derivation of [Lsg1, Lsg2] [g) = 4 ol [X, Y1 We) o)

The SLD Lg,; are given by [48]

Lsg1 = 201(1o) (Wol) = —2iXpy + 2ipeX = 2i[pg, X], (C.1)
Ls gz = 20:(1g) (Wol) = —2iYpg + 2ipeY = 2i[pg, Y. (C2)

By using these, [Lsg1, Lsg2] [/y) is written as

[Lso1, Lso2] We) = —4llpg, X1, [pe, Y11 We)
= —4[(peX — Xpg), (0sY — Ypo)] o)
= —4[peX, (pgY — Ypo)l lWg) + 4[Xpg, (Y — Ypo)l We) - (C3)

The first term of the right hand side is

—4peX, (psY — Ypo)l o) = — 4peX, peY11e) + 4 peX, Yol o)
= —4peXpoY — paYPeX) o) + 4(0eXY o — YpopeX) Vo)
= — 4(lva) ol X o) Yol Y o) — o) (ol Y e} (Wal X 1))
+4(lo) (ol XY o) — Y o) (ol X |t06))
=4((ol XY o) o) — (ol X [tha) Y o). (C4)

We use pg = o) (Yol and pj = [g) (Walthe) (Wl = IWe) (Wel = po.

The second term of the right hand side is

4[Xpo, (0sY = Ypo)l o) =4[Xps, paY11We) — 4[X 00, Yol Yr6)
=4(XpoY — peYXpo) o) — 4(XpoYpo — YpoXpo) IWe))
=4(X o) Yol Y o) — o) (Yol YX IWW0)
= Xo) Wol Y o) + Y o) (Yol X W)
=4(= o) (ol YX Irg) + (Yol X [t00) Y o). (C5)
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By adding the first term Eq. (C.4) and the second term Eq. (C.5), we obtain

[Lso1, Lso2] We) = 4(1We) (Yol XY o) — IWWrg) (Yol YX |hg))
= 4ol [X, YTIo) gy . O (C.6)

C.2 Derivation of SLD and RLD Fisher information matrix
Js and Jr and their inverse matrices

C.2.1 Derivation of Js~!, Eq. (4.19)
The SLD and the SLD Fisher information matrix is defined by
dipo = %(pOLS 0.i + Ls 0.iPs), (C.7
[Jslij = %tf[Pe(Ls 9ilsoj+ Lso, jLsg.i)], (C.3)

The SLD Fisher information matrix [Js]; ; can be expressed as follows.

1
tr[0ipoLs ;] = Etf[(,OeLs 0i + Lse,ipe)Ls, j] (C9
1 1
= Etr(PeLs 9ilse,j) + Etr(Ls 0,iPoLs o, j) (C.10)
1 1
= Etr(PeLs oilse, j) + Etr(PeLs 0.iLsg,i)- (C.11)

At the end of the line, we use the cyclic property of the trace, i.e, the trace being invariant under
cyclic permutation. Hence, we have

[Js1ij = (0ypgLs g ). (C.12)

1) Evaluation of 9,04¢-o
We evaluate the left hand side of the equation above, d,04. By differentiating the both sides of
Eq. (4.16), we have

01pglo=0 = —1Xpg +1ipX = i[py, X], (C.13)
020¢lo=0 = =1Ypo +1ipoY = i[po, Y], (C.14)

where [A, B] = AB— BA. To calculate the term [pg, X], we first calculate poX and Xpy. By using
Egs. (4.12, 4.17), the terms poX and Xp, are calculated as

1 1
poX = E(I + 5pA) I + XF) = E[I + X0 + 550 + (So)(X)], (C.15)
1 1
Xpo = 5(1 + XA + ) = E[I + X + $HF + (X)) (o] (C.16)
By using
(S)EP) = (D] + i(55 X D, (C.17)
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we have
[0, X1 = poX — Xpo = i(s5 X ¥)&.
In the same way, we obtain

[0, Y1 = poY — Ypo = i(s5 X y)&'.

Let us define x] and x5 by

— -
X1 =X,
> 2
X2 =Y.
Hence, we have
8 pdlo-o = (5 X )& = () X §)¢*

i) SLD Lgy, ;
Let us set the SLD Lg, ; as
Lsg’j = 2()(?; X S_()))O_)'

We check if this L ; satisfies the definition of the SLD, Eq. (C.8).

§0)0" + $5(X; X $50)I + i85 X (X X $00°)
§0)F + i[5 X (X; X $p)]0
Here, we use
(5o (X)) = (sp0] + i(sy X D).
We also use the Pauli matrices being traceless.

In the same way, we have

— >N\ 2 1 > >
Lsg, jpo = 2(X; X $o)0 E(I + $00°)
(X X $0)sol +i[(X X $5) X $p1T
i[(x; X 85) x Splo*
[ - -

80 X (X; X $0)]7.

Hence, we have

1 - >\ 2
i(PoLsz' + poLs;) = (Xj X $0)0 = Jipglo-o-

iii) Evaluation of the SLD Fisher information [Js]; ; From Eq. (C.12), we have

[Jslij = tr(dipelo=o Ls ;)
= 2[(F, X $)FCE X )]

= 4(X; X $5)(X) X $5).-
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At the last line, we use Eq. (C.27) and use the fact that the trace of the Pauli matrices are zero.

J=4 |¥ X Sl (X X §0)(Y X 50)
(X x 50)(F %X 50) Iy x Sol?

The determinant of Jg is calculated as

detJs = 16(% X 5’|y X SI> = (¥ x 5)(F % 5)*) = 1615/ *I50 - (¥ x ).

Hence, we have

gl = 4 [y x A70|2 —(X X 50)(V X 50)
S 7 detJg \ —(XX 50)(¥ X 5p) |2 % 5ol

C.2.2 Derivation of J', Eq. (4.20)

The RLD Lg; and RLD Fisher information matrix [Jg];; are defined by

9ipo = polLr i,
[Jrlij = tr(PeLRleT{i)-

(C.36)

(C.37)

(C.38)

(C.39)
(C.40)

We omit 6 of the RLD and Fisher information matrix since our model is a unitary model. By

using 9;09 = L; ipgl, we have We show the following holds.

[Jrli; = tr(8;00 0ipo Py )-

Derivation of Eq. (C.41)

The RLD is defined by

dipe = poLr j
=dip) = L], o
=0ipo = Ly 00

=0ipp;' = Ly
By using the definition of RLD 8;py = pyLr j and Eq. (C.45), we have
[Jr]ij = tr(peLr leTq ) =tr(8,000ipgpy"). O
Since our model is a unitary model, we can set 6§ = 0.
[Jr]i; = tr(D;06lg=0 Dipelo=0 P3 1)-
By differentiating the both sides of Eq. (4.16), we have

01pglo=0 = —1Xpo + ipoX = i[po, X],
020¢lo-0 = —1Ypo +ipoY = i[po, Y].
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By substituting above in Eq. (C.47), we obtain

Urli1 = —te([po, X1 [po, X105,
[Jrli2 = —tr([po, ¥1[po, X1 p51),
[Jrl21 = —te([po, X] [0, Y1 p5").
[Jrl22 = —tr([po. Y1[po. Y1p51),

(C.50)

To calculate the term [pg, X], we first calculate ppX and Xp,. By using Egs. (4.12, 4.17), the
term poX and Xp, are calculated as

1 1
00X = 5(I + S5 + X)) = E[I + X + 5T + (SHF)(EP)], (C.51)
1 1
poX = S+ 3F)A+ §50) = S{1 + 37 + 5 + (X)) (C.52)
By using
($00)(XF) = (So0)I +i(sH X X)C, (C.53)
we have
[0, X] = i(s5 X ¥)&'. (C.54)

In the same way, we obtain
[po, Y1 = i(s5 X )& (C.55)

By a straightforward calculation, p;' is obtained as

= (- 5. C.56
Pt = T 50) (C.56)

By substituting [po, X1, [po, Y1, and pal in Eq. (C.50) and using X; = ¥ and x; = ¥, we have

[Jrlij = 1 |S+|2tr{[(fj X $0)F][(x; X $0)F)A — $5)7} (C.57)
— 150
2 - >\ 2 > >\ 2 - >\ 2 > S\ 2\ 2 =2
= l—lflztr{[(xj X $0)01[(x; X $0)T 1} — l—lflztr{[(xj X $0)T1[(X; X $0)0) 1550}
— 150 — 150
(C.58)
The first term of the right hand side is calculated as follows.
- >\ 2 - >\ 2 2 - SN/ 2D - cr o> - > >\ 2
1—|_)|2tr[(xj X s0)0 (X X 50)T] = l—l_’|2tr[(xj X 50)(X; X sp)I +1(x; X 55) X (X; X $0)7]
— 150 — 150
(C.59)
2 - SNg 2D -
= ———=tr[(x; X 50)(x; X sp)1] (C.60)
1 —|sol?
4 = SN D -
= 1_—|s_6|2(xj X so)(x,- X S()). (C61)
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Let us define @ and b by

d = Xj X 80, (C.62)
b=3%x%8 (C.63)
The second term is calculated as follows.
2 - 2 - -
tr[(dd)(bF)($5o7)] = ————==tr{[ab] + i(d X b)F] 0} (C.64)
1 — |82 1 — 5o
2 > S
= —I—Wtr{(&’b)sﬁ& —i[(@ % b)) (C.65)
— SO
4 S
= —i———sp(dx b) (C.66)
1 — s
4 >
1 — s
With the formula
(Ax B)x (CxD)=[A(CxD)]B-[B(C xD)]A, (C.68)
bxdis expressed by
bxad=(ZXH)F XK (C.69)
= [X(X; X $0)180 — [$o(X) X $0)1%; (C.70)
= [X(X; X $0)]180 — [H(So X $0)1%; (C.7D)
= [X(X; X 50)180 (C.72)
= [$H(% X 150 (C.73)
For the second term, we have
2 SN N, D 2N S12r P02 -
= |s_6|2tr[(a0')( 7)(500)] = 11_—|s6|2|30| [s0(x: X X7)]]. (C.74)

Hence, the RLD Fisher information matrix Jg is given by

L4 X 5P (X 5)F X 5o) + I5PL5HE )]
RE T | @x % ) — ISP EX ] % 5o :
(C.75)
~ ~ 4 0 —i52[5 - (X% ]
1 _ 1 o L0
= IS G ( 205 - @x P 0 : (€76)

where det Jg is the determinant of Jg, and it is

detJs = 165|215 - (Xx Y. O (C.77)
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C.3 Solution ug of F (up) =0

In this section, we investigate the solution so of F (1) = 0. We check up to the fourth partial
derivative of F(u) with respect to s to see F(u) in the allowed range for 7 and s.

Let F (")( ) = & Ff(”) Up to the fourth partial derivative of F,(u) with respect to u are as
follows
F{P(u) = —45u* — 64(1 +72) + 72> (3 + 8) + 32u(9 + 617) — 9’ (43 + 2247), (C.78)
FP(u) = 2[-90u” + 108173 + 82) + 16(9 + 612) — 9u(43 + 2247)], (C.79)
F(u) = —18[43 + 30u” + 2247 — 24u(3 + 87)], (C.80)
FP(u) = —216(=6 + 5u — 167). (C.81)

F (3)(u) is convex upward, because the coefficient of ¥ in F (3)(u) is negative. Therefore, the

extremum, in this case, the maximum of F (3)(u) is given by u(4) which is the solution of

24)( (4)) = 0. The solution u ) is given by

uld = (8§ +3). (C.82)

ug) which gives the maximum of Ff)(u) becomes minimum at £ = 0. At = 0, ug‘) =6/5=
1.2 > 1/3. Because of uf)4) > 1/3, Ff)(u) increases monotonically in the range 0 < u < 1/3.

FP(u)atu=1/3is
| 1
F(3) = ~6(67 +4800) <0 when (0 <{ < 3). (C.83)

Then, we see F ?(u) < 0 when 0 < u < 1/3. Therefore, F ?(u) decreases monotonically when
0<u<1/3. ’

Ff)(u) atu=1/31is

<2>( )= " 6 +800{ >0 when (0<(¢< ) (C.84)

Therefore, F gl)(u) increases monotonically when 0 < u < 1/3.

1 2 1
F?)(g) = —% <0 when (0<{<3). (C.85)

Therefore, F (1) decreases monotonically when 0 < u < 1/3. The values of F(u) at the both
ends, u =0and u = 1/3 are

F (0) = 64¢, (C.86)
1 256
F{(g) = o7 (C.87)

With a given £ in the range 0 < ¢ < 1/3, there always exists only one solution u, that satisfies
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F/(up) = 0in the range 0 < up < 1/3.
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Appendix D

Supplemental materials for Chapter 5

D.1 Thermal state and Gaussian state

The thermal state for a single harmonic oscillator, pg is described as
pp = 2Z5'eP", (D.1)

where Zg = tr[e ] and 8 = T~ is the inverse temperature.

By using Hamiltonian H = w (a'a + 1/2) and a’a |n) = n|n), e is

e = 3 e n) (n] = e "y In) (nl, (D.2)
n=0 n=0
where y = e, Zg is
e 2w
Zg =tr[e?] = T (D.3)
-7
We obtain
pp=23'eP = (1=y) > ¥ In) (nl. (D.4)

We first calculate the matrix element of ps by the basis as the coherent state, (zi|oglz2). Next,
we make the same matrix element of the Gaussian state to see if they match.

(z1loplz2) 1s
(z1loplz2) = (1 =) Z Y (z1ln) (nlz2) (D.5)
=(- ,y)e—%\ll\z—%lmlzﬂ’zfzz‘ (D.6)

The Gaussian state S, is defined by

1 i
Se=7— f e 27 |2) (2l d’z. (D.7)
2nk

where
d’z = d(Re(2))d(Im(z)). (D.8)
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Then its matrix element (z;| S, |z2) is

1 _k2
(@1l Sklz2) = PR fe 27 (z112) (2lza) d’z (D.9)
— 21 . fe_(zb+1)Zl2+ZTZZ+ZIZEd2Ze_;le_élzzlz. (D.10)
K
By using
fealzlz+ﬁz+yz*d2z = fe%’, (D.11)
a
we obtain
1 3l FleaP =
(zilpplza) = CYCREY le 220, (D.12)

From (D.6) and (D.12), (z11S «|z2) = {21l pg |z2) holds iff

_ vy _ 1
T l-y -1

(D.13)

Therefore, we obtain

4

fe-zk'zz 12 (2l dz. (D.14)

Pp = 2mk?

where 2«? is given by Eq. (D.13).

D.2 Calculation: SLD, RLD Fisher information matrices, and
Z matrix

D.2.1 SLD and RLD: The thermal state as the reference state

First, we briefly explain that SLD and RLD Fisher information matrices for the mixed state are
independent of the parameters 6 = (6, 6,) in the unitary transformation U(6,, 6,).

Let SLD and RLD of our m odel be Lg ;(6) and L ;(8), respectively. The SLD and RLD are
defined by the solutions of the following equation.

0 1

5 = S(puLs. (6) + Ls, {©)po) (D.15)
0

ﬁ = polx. ;(6). (D.16)

With using the unitary transformation U(6;, 6,) = e 91Pre= %Py g ;(0)and Lg_;(0) are written
as

Ls, () = U6y, 62) Ls (0) U™ (61, 65), (D.17)
Lg j(6) = U6y, 6>) Lg (0) U (8, 65). (D.18)

For the RLD Fisher information Jr(6) = [Jr ;j(#)], we can derive the relation below if the
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transformation is unitary.
Jr,i/(0) = tr[pg Ly ()L} (0)] = tr[py Lr j(O)L} (0)] = Jr ;5(0). (D.19)

If the transformation is unitary, the RLD Fisher information Jr(#) does not depend on the
parameters 6, and 6,. Then, we can write Jr(6) as Jr = [Jgr;;]. From Egs. (D.17, D.18), we
can show that the same holds for the SLD Fisher information Ggs(6). Therefore, if we have
Ls.;(0) and Ly ;(0), it is enough to obtain the SLD and RLD Fisher information matrices.

D.2.2 Thermal state SLD: Lg 1(0), Ls »(0), Z matrix, Z

The SLD is defined by,
) 1
% = S(PuLs.(6) + Ls, (©)po) (D.20)

The unitary transformation e ¥17x¢=1%27» is expressed by

e i01Prgmiopy — ofia’~ElagEb’-6rb (D.21)
where :
&= ZGI —ifh, & =€ (D.22)

By using these, we obtain the SLD as

. 1
Ls1(0) = ——(a+a") + ———— b+ bH), D.23
s.1(0) e +4K§)(a a') ol +4K§)( ) (D.23)
i _ i .
Ls2(0)= ————(a-a') - ———(b-b"). D.24
0= e et 024
With using p,, p, and x, y,
1
L = S+ — - D.2
0= e T e e et (D.25)
1 1 11 1
Ls 2(0) = —( s+ —( )Y (D.26)

- — +
1+42 1+4K7 R +dE 1+ 4k

The SLD Fisher information matrix Jg is calculated as

11 1 2(1 + 12 + &2
Js = =( + - 1oy A ”)2 Lo (D.27)
K21 +42 1+4°\0 1) (1 +42)(1 +462)\0 1
Z matrix Z is calculated as
_ P 14262+ 262 + 82K 1262 = 262) (D.28)
1+ 262 + 2K§ -1 (2/(% - 2K§) % + 2K§ + 2K§ + 8K§K§ ) )
From this expression, we have
Z=r) " +Ag ((1) (1)) (D.29)
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Since Ag # 0, we see that Z # (Jg)™!. This implies the model is not D-invariant [68].

D.2.3 Thermal state RLD: Ly (0), Lgr 2(0)

By using the definition of RLD,
9pg
— = pylg (9), D.30
06, polr j(0) ( )

the unitary transformation ef1¢ 61960~ and the reference state, we obtain the RLD.

1 1 1 . 1 1 1
IR 1(0)= —(———a+—=a")+ — +—b"), D.31
r1(0) 2K(l + 2K§a 2K§a ) 2K(1 +2kF 0 260 ) (B30
i 1 1 i 1 1
Lg2(0) = —(————a+—a') + — (- b+ —b"). D.32
R0 = e T e T T e (032
The RLD Fisher information matrix Jg is calculated as
1 1 1 1 . 1 1
A I (T2 + 22 + 1422 + 22 -1 [2K§(1+2K3) - 2K,§(1+2K,§)] . (D.33)

a2l 11 1 L L
e\ eins ~ eame! Tttt tie
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Appendix E

Supplemental materials for Chapter 6

E.1 Wigner Rotation

For a massive particle with spin-1/2, we have the relation [31, 32],

where W(A, p) = L~

Ap)° 1
U Ip, o) = 5§1§H¥MMAWanx E.1)
a’'=1,T

'(Ap)AL(p). The Lorentz boost L(p) = [L' (p)] is chosen as in [32].

(Vm? +|p1? = m)p'p’

L'(p) =6, + TR (E.2)
Lip) = £, (E3)
LO(p) = —sznjlﬁ'z (E.4)

A direct calculation for our setting 7 = (p', p?, 0) gives the explicit representation of the matrix

W(A, p) as follows.
(WA, p)I% =1, (E.5)
[W(A, p)]'y = WA, p)I°, =0, (E.©6)
[W(A, p)I%, = [W(A, p)I°, =0, (E.7)
[W(A, p)I¥, = [W(A, p)]% =0, (E.3)
0 1\2 072427 cinn2 S120( 132 272
[W(A, p)]ll — [W(A, p)]22 — p [m(p ) + p (p ) ]Slnh X + |p| [(p ) COShX + (p ) ]’ (E9)

B [(p°)? sinh’ x + |5 P]
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p'p*(coshy — D)(p® —m)

2 _ 1 _
(WA, Iy = WA, p)Ty = = e (E.10)
3 i ___ p'sinhy
WA, I = =W, Iy = = e, (E.11)
2 o) h
WA, )P, = —[W(A, p) = ——L 10X (E.12)

" pOcoshy +m’
_ p’+mcoshy

3
WA P = —5 1 S cosh i’ (E.13)

A 3 x 3 real matrix [R(A, p)]jx defined by the spatial part of W(A, p) as
[RA, P = WAV, Gk =1,2,3). (E.14)

This is a real rotation matrix acting on the three-dimensional vector space. We next decompose
the rotation matrix R(A, p) with the Euler angles. A straightforward calculation shows that we
need only two Euler angles in this case. The matrices R,(@) and R3(¢) that express a rotation
by angles a and ¢ around the 2 and 3-axis, respectively [74], i.e.,

R(A, p) = Rs(=®)Ra(@)R3(9), (E.15)
where
cose 0 —-sina
R(a)=] 0 1 0 , (E.16)
sina 0 cosa
cos¢p —sing O
Ri(¢) =|sing cos¢ O]. (E.17)
0 0 1

As we have the Euler rotation representation, Eq. (E.15), we obatain the 2 X 2 matrix represen-
tation of the rotation for the spin-1/2 particle [74], D2(W(A, p)) as

) () T3

DD(W(A, p)) = ¢ T e 07 e 07 (E.18)
@ _alf in &
_ QOS 5 € sin >

e'’sin§  cos§ ) (E.19)

By substituting the expression of D(%’(W(A, p)) in (E.1), we obtain Egs. (6.28), (6.30), (6.31),
and (6.32).
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E.2 Inner product (¢ (8)ly™,(6))

E.2.1 Spins in the same direction: (¢ (9)|y(6))

From Eq. (6.30), (¢ (@)™ (0)) is calculated as

WAOWAO) = f &*p f &’ ( p s (0, PSP

x4 p” Fow(@", 050" (ApIAD)) (E-20)
- f f \Foo(p', pPdp'dp?.

0 0
-

( = Ay PP = = 07 = 7). (E21)

We use the relation [32],

=
(AplAp’) =

As given by Egs. (6.31), (6.32), (6.35), and (6.36), the expression of Fy ,(p', p?) (o =/, 1) is
explicitly written as

a(7))

Fou(p'. %) = go(p )po(p?)e ™ 7% cos ——. (E.22)
For(p' 1) = ~go(p hgo(pre #0771 sin 2020, (E.23)
1Pl = V(pH? + (p?)?, (E.24)
el P — p_l + ip_z’ (E.25)
gl 1Pl
2+ |72 + mcosh
cosa(|]) = Y HIPT +meoshy (E26)
\m? + |p2coshy + m
- . h
sina () = - P lsm X . (E.27)
\m? + P2 coshy + m
Therefore, <wﬁ(0)|¢ﬁ(9)> is calculated as follows.
WAOWAE) = f f \Fo (0, p)Pdpldp?,
R (7))
= f f leo(p eo(p?)I cos® Tpdpldpz-
—o0 oo (E.28)

1 00 00

=3 f f leo(p")po(pHIF(1 + cos a1 )dp'dp*.
1 00 00

=204 f f o (P o (P cos all D)dp' dp).
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At the last line, we use

f f leo(p")po(pHPPdp'dp* = 1. (E-29)

As for (YN O)IW3(0)),

WhOWLO)) = f f \Fo.1(p'. p*)Pdp'dp’,

R ., a(p)
= f f lpo(P")po(p*)I sin’ Tpdpldpz-

1 (E.30)
=3 f f lpo(P po(p*)P(1 = cos a(lp D)dp'dp®.
1 00 00 S
=50 [ o P cosalhap'dy’.
We define ¢ by
e= [ [ e et cosatapdp’ E31)
By converting to the two dimensional polar coordinate and integrating over the angle, we have
e= [ [ DR eosalnapap? (E32)
oo ViZ + 2V1 =2
= 22 f dire e Y vrm (E.33)
0 Vm? + 2+ mV1 —v?
Hence, we have
1
WHOWO) = 51 +8), (E.34)
1
WL ON0)) = 5(1 -9, (E.35)
where
0o ViZ + 2V1 =2
£= 2% f drre " Y vrm (E.36)
0 Vm?2 + 2 +mV1 —1?

From the equation above, we see that £ is a monotonically decreasing function of VI — 2,
Therefore, £ is a monotonically increasing function of v. When v = 1, £ takes its minimum, &
which is evaluated as follows.

00 te*KZPZ
0 Vm? +¢£?

The erfc(mk) is called complementary error function which is defined by

b = 28 dt = \amke™* erfc(mk). (E.37)

2 T
erfc(mk) =1 — —f e "dt. (E.38)
Vi Jo

Performing the standard gaussian integration, we see ¢ = 1 when v = 0.
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E.2.2 Spins in the opposite direction: (1//‘}(9)|¢//‘}(9)>

From Eq. (6.30), (W}(G)IWI(G)) is calculated as
A 0
<Mw%@bjﬁ%fﬁnﬁﬁhawm%@>
Ap")° — —
S50 (KPR (539

=f f Fy.(p', pP)Fo (p', pP)dp'dp’.

With Egs. (6.31, 6.32), we have the explicit expression of the right hand side above as follows.

2 e oo = 1 2 >
K . . a . . . . [04
(lﬁ?(@)hﬁﬁ(@)) = _; f f e—Kzl(p1)2+(p2)Zje1plgl +ip26, cos (|2P |)e—1p101—1p2€2( 14 iy P_} )sin apD

15117 2
2 0o Moo ! §
_ K f f e—KZIﬁlz(pT + 1pT) sin a’(lﬁl)

where |[7] = (p")? + (p?)?2. Since e <7 ‘5)—‘ sina(|7]) and e

(E.40)

PR P

17
of p!' and p?, respectively, integral of these terms from negative infinity to infinity over p' and
p? vanishes. Hence, we obtain

sin a(|7]) are odd functions

WO O) = 0. (E.41)

E.3 Probability density of a spin-1/2 particle: coordinate rep-
resentation

We define the wave function of a particle with up spin in coordinate representation z,l/} (x) by

wh) = (RO |, (E42)

From Egs. (6.32) and (6.43), the wave function w‘}(x) is given by

2 Ap)° o
Vi = =47 fd3p\/( IZ) @o(p', pHe?” P
-¢ p (E.43)

%”)(5@3) xIAp),

X sin
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where @o(p', p?) = @o(p")eo(p?). By a direct calculation, we have the wave function Yi(x) as

follows.
Yh(x) = — 2« y/cosh y
! 1-&Q@2ny

% f dp' dpPe 1 P 1o ) (E.44)

(D) iyt ip2e i\ (e sinh
X sin Te ip'x' —ip“x“=i\/(p')*+(p*)*+m* sinh yx )

From the expression above, we see the probability density y}(x', x*)"y}(x', x*) has a property

phoe, ) i, ) = g (=x ) (=X o), (E.45)
VARG 2 YA %) = v Rl ) G ). (E.46)

E.4 SLD and SLD Fisher information matrix

E.4.1 SLD Fisher information matrix

The state we are considering p(6) is written by

1 - - 1 - -
phO) = F1+8) I3(0)) W (0)] + ;=9 50)) (GO (E.47)

By using the formula given in Section F.1, the SLD Fisher information matrix J* for the state
p™(6) which is non-full rank is calculated as

I i = 2(1 + &)[Re (0,0 (0)0:'1(0)) — (B35 (O)(0)) (B (0)|0: '} (6))]
+2(1 = &)[Re D,y 3OO (0)) — (OO O)) (P00 (6))]
—4(1 = &)(1 + HRe(WF@)10;5(0))” (W} O)0r }(O))). (E.48)

Regarding the calculation, see for example [59]. The terms below appear in the second and
fourth terms of Eq. (E.48) vanish, because their integrands are an odd function of p/, i.e.,

O ONSO) =0, (o=L1. (E.49)
From Egs. (6.30), (6.31), and (6.32), the inner products (3,y/%(0)|0,y%(©0)), (j = 1,2) are

107



obtained as follows.
—ip191 —ip202 cos a’(lﬁl)
2 9
TS VT VRO B N
For(p', ) = ~po(pHpo(p?)e™ 77 VP sin
171 = NPY* + (p?)?,
1 2
el P — pT ipT,
pl 1Pl
\Vm? + |p > + mcosh y
\m? + |p|? cosh y + m

|| sinh y
\m? + |p|? cosh y + m

The term (8@?(6)@@’1(6)) is calculated as follows.

Fo 1(p', ") = 0o(p")eo(p*)e
(P

cosa(|p]) =

sina(|p)) = -

- _ 2
(010(0)10,9(0)) = Y: (01 (0)10,09))

Zﬁf f |(p")?Fo, (p", p*)Pdp'dp?,

2
=Tz f f (P leo(PHpo(p)I? cos® ﬂpl) dp'dp?®,

= f (") leo(PHeo(PHIP(1 + cos a(|F)dp'dp?,

1+§
1 1

= ——(= + f f (P2 leo(PHeo(pHI cos a7 )dp' dp?).

1+ & 2«2

f f dpldpz(pl)2[sao<p1,p2>]2=ﬁ

We see that (81&’1(0)|811Z/I(0)) = (82&’1(0)|82&A¢(0)). We define £ by

At the last line we use,

= f f dp'dp*(p")[eo(p', pH)1* cos a7 )).

Then, we have
(2K2) + é’

(D0(0)10,1,(6)) = Y
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(E.52)

(E.53)
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(E.55)

(E.56)
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(E.59)



Therefore, <611Z’}(9)|81(Z‘}(9)) is calculated as follows.

[\

(013 0)10,95(0)) = T§< WA(0)0:050))

2 00
f f (P2 Fo (P, pdp'dp?,

) _ff f (P leo(p go(p)I* sin® (|p|) dp'dp’,

=—§f f(pl)zlwo(p‘)soo(pz)lz(l—cosa(lﬁl))dpldpz,

1
= 1—(— f f (") leo(p oI cos a(F Ndp'dp?),
—&£°212
I 1
= l_f(ﬁ -0.
1_
- @O0 = (K)Tg

We also use Eq. (6.3)
1/2

eo(p?) = K e -5y

f f dp'dp*(p'leo(p', pH)I* =

As for (9 ,-:/‘;Al(e)uDAT(e)) (j = 1,2), a direct calculation gives

and

P OAO) = -
RN T+ -9
OO = ——— ke,
R T+o0-0

where
2 (p )

sin a(|7)).

(I

The SLD Fisher information matrix J* is expressed as follows.

A_np-2_ Aol O
JY =2(k 277)(0 Nk

It turns out the £ has no effect on the SLD Fisher information.
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E4.2 SLD

By using the formula given in Section F.1, we have L*(6); (j = 1, 2) which are expressed by

4 - -
LA\(O) = 1 (01O (1O
4 - -
+ T IO 5O (5.68)
+ 2610 6)) (R O)] = 156)) WO,
4 - _
L*,(0) =maz(|wﬁ<e>>> Q)
4 - -
+ T gT5EN 5O (E.59)

+ 2en(10(0)) (BRO) — 13 (0)) (T O)).
By using these, we can show that L* (6) and L*,(6) do not commute, i.e., [L*,(6), L*,(6)] # 0.

Furthermore, by a direct calculation, we can evaluate the weak commutativity condition as
(™ OIL",(0), L*,(0)]) = 8ién* # 0. (E.70)

This shows that the SLD CR bound is not achievable even in the asymptotic setting.

E.5 Maximum and minimum of «n

From Eq. (6.53), n is expressed as

N e (p"? . S
n=- f f dPIdPZ%[%(PI)%(PZ)]Z sin a((31). (ET1)
where
_ 172 )
Go(p!) = Sy €, (E.72)
n
g . h g
sina(f) = — [P sinhx . P (E.73)
\m? +|p]> coshy + m Vm? + PR +mV1 -2
Then, k7 is written as
co o 2 1,2 s
Kn = Kf f dpldpzk__(p ) e*’(z[(ﬁl)zﬂpz)z] lel (E74)
O m |p| m2 + PR +mV1 =2
00 00 3 1\2 =g
- f f dpldPZQ(p_)) e—/<2|p|2 — |P| (E75)
—o0 Joo m |pl Vm? +|pR +mV1 -2
(E.76)
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Figure E.1: kn/V as a function of mk at v = 0.95,0.7, and 0.1.

We convert to the two dimensional polar coordinate system, i.e.,

p' =tcosh, p* = tcosé. (E.77)
Then,
21 00 3 2 2
t 6 t
ki = f do f a2 D705 0 v , (E.78)
0 0 T ! V2 + 22 + mV1 =12
v (" 5 « Per

= — dfcos” 6 dt , (E.79)

T Jo 0 Vm?+ £ +mV1—?

00 K3t3e—/<2t2

=v (E.80)

dt )
0 V2 + 2 +mvV1 -2

o0 K3Pe’r
=y f dt . (E.81)
0 VIi+2+ V1-12

where k¥ = mk. By the velocity dependence of the integrand, we have an upper bound with
v = 1, and the lower bound with v = 0. We obtain the following inequality for xn/v.

o 3pPe M o B3Pe
a L M f = (E.82)
0 Vi+£2+1 Vv 0 V1 + 2
These integrations are explicitly written as
© B Pe T o»
a2 VT e, (E.83)
o Vi+e+1 4
K/3t3e—/<’2t2 P4 \/_

T ’2 2 ,
dt——— = — + —¢* (1 — 2«"") erfc(x’). (E.84)
0 V1 +£2 2 4

The right hand sides of Eqs. (E.83), and (E.84) are monotonically decreasing functions of «’, or
mk. Their maxima at the limit of k — 0 for both are \/xV/4, i.e., kn < /xV/4 for any « > 0.
Figure E.1 shows numerically calculated |x7|/V together with the upper and lower bounds.
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By using the asymptotic expansion of the complimentary error function erfc(x),

2 (o]

e~ 2n - D!
f = -1y —, E.85
erfo(x) = — ZO( TR (E.85)
for ¥’ > 1, we have
0o 133 k212
K3Pe
sl . (E.86)
o Vi+2+1
0o 13,3 K212
t 1
ars — (E.87)

[————— ~
0 Vite

Therefore, when k = mk > 1, ki decreases as (mk)~! with increasing mk. Then, A(v) is

approximately expressed as
2 2

1% v
1+ —=<AW) <1+ —. E.88
e ) 707 (E.88)
For ¥ <« 1, by the Taylor expansion, we have
1 V4 72 1 2,7
-2 <A s —— 1—ﬁ”2 . (E.89)
-z 41-% 1-z 1-z
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Appendix F

Supplemental materials for Chapter 7

F.1 ALD for an n-parameter non-full model

Given a n-parameter model which is not full-rank:
M= {pgld = (61,6, ,6,) € B}, (E.D)

where rank py = r > d = dim H for all 6 € ®. We drive ALD Fisher information matrix. Here
is the index convention.

L4 a,ﬁa/y’." for{l,z,"‘ ,d}: All indices
e i, jk,--- for{1,2,---,r}: Support of p
e a,b,c,--- for{r+1,---,d}: Kernel of p

In the following, we drop 6. A state at 6 is decomposed by an orthogonal normalized basis as
p= pile)el. (F2)
i=1

If we use p, = 0 for the kernel space of p, we can also write

d
p = Paleaeal. (F.3)

a=1

The ALD is defined by a solution to

1+ 1-A1

where

0, = i (F.5)

i=3 o .

We expand L in the |e,) basis as

d

L= lugles) (el (F.6)
a,B=1
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Here we omit the subscription of the direction of the theta because we fix the direction. The
coefficients /, g are determined by

1+4 1-2

(eql0ples) = pr + Tpﬁ lop (E7)
This equation determines [, g for a,8 ¢ {r + 1,--- ,d} only.
141 1-
s = %p(, + _7‘/05 for a,ﬁ_ ¢{r+1,---,d), ES)
indetermined otherwise.
For convenience, we denote A¥ = %pi. Therefore,
Aig = A5, (F.9)
Agi = A7, (F.10)
The ALD is obtained as )
L= logleq) {eql0 , F.11
Dy leslea) Cealdples) e 1)
where the prime indicates summing over @, ¢ {r + 1,--- ,d}. By using the projectors P; =

le;) {ei|, we can express

L= )" Pdp+ Y ()" dpP;+ Y [ =D =) PdpP;  (F12)
i=1 i=1 ij=1
By substituting Eq. (F.2), we obtain an alternative expression.

r

Ipi r +\ — r -\ - - +\—
L= %y ;(m Ves) (Deil + ;u,») Yy Geil + 3" [ = (D pi @eile,) leid e

i=1 ! ij=1
+ > [ = @) pj teilde)) len (el
- (F.13)
The ALD Fisher information matrix J, is calculated by
Jy = tr(0pL’) (F.14)

where L’ denotes the ALD with respect to d’. To get the usual expression, we need to replace d
and ¢’ by d,, and 0, respectively. Therefore, the (m, n) component of J, is expressed as

Ty = tr(0pL’) & [Tl = tt(OnpLn). (F.15)
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The final expression for J, is

Ji= Z(rr (0 piple) + Zu )" eldpd pler)

+Z[<Az,>* — () = ()| (edd ple,) (e dpler) (F.16)

i,j=1

With further calculation, we have

' p;0p; , ,
5=y e +Zw) <p)2<ae|ae>+2u )7 (p0)? (@eid er)
i=1
+ Z i) i = p))* = () o)* - ()" (,0;')2] (eillde;) (e;loe;) . (F.17)
ij=1
Taking the SLD limit (1 = 0) gives A;; = (p; + p;)/2 and A7 = p;. These lead to the following
expression of the SLD Fisher information matrix Js.

— 9'pidpi p,) )
Js = Z: > 22p,(8e1|86)+22p,<66|66)+2”z:1 —1+p, — i = pj| (eilde;) (e)le,
(E.18)
aplapl Pzp/
Is = *2, pz<8ezlae>+2 p,<ae 10e) =8 ) - (eld'e)) ejloer.
(F.19)

F.2 Evaluation of ALD Fisher information matrix J,

As given by Eq. (6.48), the reference state we are considering is p*(6) which is written as

1 - - 1 - -
phO) = F1+8) I53(6)) @ (0)] + F1=9 53(0)) (F53(0) - (F.20)

The state vectors |LZAl(0)> and |¢Z’}(9)> are orthogonal. This is two rank model. The p; and p, in
Eq. (F.17) are written as

1 1
pr=50+8, pr=-(1+8). (F.21)

le1) and |e,) are written as

ler) = 1516y, lea) = [55(0)) - (F.22)
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F.2.1 FirstterminJ, ,,

The first term is as follows.

2 2
(ZL]) (DnerlOmer) + ('322)

Zl(/ﬁ)_l(pi)2 (OneilOne;) = (OnerlOmer)

2
= m(pl (anel|amel> + 02 <an62|ame2>)-

(F23)

1+4
We use A7 = — P In the following, we evaluate the terms that appear in the equation above.

Proof of <61€1|82€1> =0

The term (0;e1]0,e1) = 0 is explicitly written as

1 e (Ap)° -
<61ellﬁzel>=p—lfd3pfd3p @ip"h p’; Foy(p', p)S(p*) (Ap IAD)

: ’ (A /)0 ’ 7 ’
X (=ip™) | p’,’o Fo (" 050"

1
= p—lfdp]fdpz(p')(pZ)IFe,l(pl,1172)I2

1 a(1p))
= dp' f dpz(p‘)(pz)lsoo(pl,pz)lzcoszTp

1
= ﬂfdplfdpz(pl)(pz)lwo(p‘,p2)|2(1 + cos (| ).

From the first line to the second line, we use

ApIAP) = | L 57— )
PIAp )= m pP—D)

¢o(p', p?) is a gaussian function of p' and p?. Therefore, it is a function of | 7] =
We execute the integration in two dimensional polar coordinate.

1 27
<5161I6261>=2—plffd|ﬁ| Isoo(lﬁl)|2|ﬁ|3[1+cosa(|ﬁl)]f dfsin @ cos 6.
0

The integration with respect to 6 vanishes. Therefore, we have
(01€1|02e1) = 0.

We can show (0 e;|0,e,) = 0 in the same way.
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(F25)

(F.26)

(F.27)

(F.28)

(F.29)

(PH? + (pH*

(F.30)

(F.31)



Calculation of (d,e,|0;e1), (i=1,2)

When i = 1, we have

(01e1|01e1) = — de de "(ip 1)\/ ApY Fo (p', pH)s(p’ )(AP |AP>
! 0
% (lp ) ( pp ) Fg ~L(p/l p/2)6(p/3)

1 00 00
= dp' f dp*(p")IFe (P, PHI?
1 —oc0 —00

-1 fm dp' fm(p'flwo(p'uvz)lzcos2 a1

= f dp' f (P Yloo(p, PR + cos allB)).
L1

We defined ¢ by
(= f dp' f (P"Yleo(p', p*)I cos a(|p).

By using the explicit expression of ¢y(p', p*), we have
00 00 00 (o] 5 1
dp! 142 L2 2:f d 1[ 12 _K -1+ M) '
Lo p Lo(p Yleo(p, PO _dp _m(p ) ﬁe I
By substituting Egs. (F.38, F.37) in Eq. (F.36), we obtain
11
(Dreildier) = —(55 + 0.
o1 2«
When i = 2, we can calculate in the same way and have

1 00 27
<6261I8261>=2—pz j; dp(p")leo(p', p*)IF[1 — cos (| )] j; df cos® 6
=2i f dp(p"Yleo(p', pHIF[1 = cos a(p)].

P2 Jo

Then, we obtain

1 1
0»e1]0 =—(— -
(92e1102€1) p2(2/<2 {)

We finally obtain the first term as follows.

2 1
Z(/lt)_l(/?i)z (0,eil0pe) = m(ﬂ] (0pe1l0mer) + 02 (0nesl0e2)) =
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(F.32)

(F.33)

(F.34)

(F.35)

(F.36)

(E37)

(F.38)

(F.39)

(F.40)

(F41)

(F42)

(F43)



F.2.2 Second termin J, ,,

The second term is as follows.

2 2
S 0 Duetined = L @uerlonen) + L @ erlinen

1 2

2
= m(pl <anel|amel> + P2 <ane2|ame2>)- (F44)

Therefore, we have

1

2
Z(ﬂ;)_l(,ﬁi)z (0peil0ne;) = m(ﬂl (0,e110,ne1) + pa (Onesl0per)) = R (F45)
F.2.3 Third termin [J/,],,,
The third term is as follows.
Z[(/li,j)il(pi - Pm)2 - ﬂ(ﬂz‘)z - ﬂ;(l)i)z] <€i|3n€j> <amej|ei> . (F.46)

ij

Since (e;|0,e;) = 0 holds, there is no contribution from the terms with i = j. We need to
calculate the case of i = 1, j =2 and i = 2, j = 1 only.

i=1j=2:
1 ) 20 20y
— (p — - — O, O . F.47
[/11’2(/01 02) T+ 1 1_/l](€1| e2) (Opealer) (F.47)
By the definition of 4; ;, we have 4, = %pl + %pz. Then, the third term can be written as
2(p1 — p2)* 2p 2p>
_ — o, O F.48
[(] T+ -p, 144 1 _/l]<€1| ) (Opealer) ( )
80102
= - (e110ne2) (Omealer) (F49)
(L= +Dlpr +p2 + Apr —pp)] 2
8
= b2 (@1ldne2) (Dnesler) (E:50)

(1= 2)[1 + Aps —po)]

At he last line, we use p; + p, = 1. Furthermore, by the definition of ¢ is expressed by

1

p1= 5(1 + &), (E51)
1

pr=51-4). (F.52)

Then, we have p; —p, = €. The term fori = 1, j = 2 is expressed as

2(p1 — p2)? 2p, 2py _ 80102
U+ Dpr + (1= ps 144 1= lnex) Onedler) = == 7

(e1]0,e2) (Omerler)
(F.53)
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i=2,j=1

The term fori =2,j=1:1is

1 2 2
[E(Pz —-p1)* - 1 fa - - /_91/1] (e2]0,e1) (Oerler) . (F.54)
From A, = %Pz + %pl, the third term can be written as
2(P1 —Pz)2 2p2 2p1
- - ner) (O E55
A+ +(1=2p; 1424 1_/1]<€2| e1) (Oneiler) ( )
80102
= T A=) =) (O Onelea) . F.56
=01 =g e Onerler) (F.56)

We use p; + p, = 1 and p; — p, = € here also.

F.2.4 Evaluation of J, |,

The contribution from the third term to [J,];; is obtained by substituting m, n = 1in Egs. (F.2.5, F.56).

8pip2 (eildier)(0iexler)  (exldie;)(0ieiler) 160102

_ __ 2
(1 - /12) 1+ /1262 * 1 - /12{_‘2 ) (1 _ /12)(1 _ /1252)| <€1|(91€2>|
(E.57)
We use (e,|0;e2) = —(d;e1le,). We also have

in
dieiler) = - : F.58
(01e1lez) P (E58)

n

Ozerler) = : F.59
(02e1le2) T (E.59)

A detailed explanation about their derivation is at the end of this section. The contribution from
the third term is, then

4n?
- . F.60
(1 -1 - 226 (00)
By adding the contributions of the first and the second terms, we obtain [J,];; as
Uidy= ——— 4 ! o (F61)
T d+ 0 -2 (1-2)1 - 28) '
2 4n?
= - F.62
(1= (1-2)1-28) F62)
2 1-=2 2.2 _ /12 2
= K —Ae (F.63)

TRE(1-22)(1 - 228
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Calculation of (0,¢;|e,)

wmmrgfnjﬁ3ffﬂwyw )%uppw@xmww> (F.64)
A 0
v /( pp) Fe T(p,l p,z)(s(pa) (F.65)

1 o
= \/m f dpl f dPZ(IPI)Fe’l(pl,pz)F{,,T(pl,pz) (F.66)
= P 2 s 2UAD o @(1PD
‘Wmf@f@WM“ﬁwp” 2 530 2O )
=2 W f f dp |900(P p*)I sina(|p)). (F.68)
We define 1 by
f f dp |900(P PO sin a(p). (F.69)
By using n, we can write .
_ 1
(01eiles) = 2 . (E.70)

Calculation of (d,¢|e,)

We can calculate (0,¢e,) in the same way we use above.

(Bre1ler) = m[ dp' f dp*(ip’ )(ﬁ + 1|4|)|900(P , P cos —— (lﬁl) CY(|2]7|) (F.71)
_ 2(P 2

) m f f dp leo(p', p*)I sin a(|F) (E72)

B \/— F.73

2+/p1p2 (E73)

F.2.5 Evaluation of J, |»

Since (0,e;|0,,¢;) vanishes, there is no contribution from the first and the second term. The
contribution from the third term is a sum of Egs. (F.2.5, F.56). From Eq. ,

8 8
PIP2__ (e1102e5) (Drealer) pip2

m - m (e2]01e1) (01ei1lex). (FE74)

[Jali2 = =

120



By using,

in
(Oieiler) = ———,
1e1lex 2pims
n
(Ore1ler) = .
heilex 2P0,
we obtain
2i 2i

[Jali2

4in2/l§

The ALD information matrix J, is written as follows.

;- 2 1 1 =237 — 2282
T RA-B)(A -2\ 2ikrae
Its inverse Its inverse J, ! is given by
PR 1-2 1 =227 = %8
4 2 (1 =262%)% — 22¢2 =2ik’n*Aé
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T+ A-2)(A-8)

(=21 - 28y

=2ik’n*Aé ) .

1= 2K2772 _ /IZé'_-Z

2k Aé )

1 - 2K2772 _ /1262

(E.75)

(F.76)

E77)

(F.78)

(F.79)
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