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One of the quantum metrology goals is to improve the precision in the measurement of a small
optical phase introduced in one optical mode in an interferometer, i.e., phase sensing. In this paper,
we obtain the relative phase distribution introduced by Luis and Sánchez-Soto (LSS) [Phys. Rev.
A 53, 495 (1996)] for several two-mode pure quantum light states useful in quantum metrology. We
show that, within the numerical precision of our calculations, the Fisher information obtained from
the LSS relative phase distribution is equal to the quantum Fisher information for the considered
states (the average difference for the tested states is smaller than 0.1%). Our results indicate that
the LSS relative phase distribution can be used to predict the minimum uncertainty possible in
the process of phase sensing in quantum metrology, since this uncertainty depends on the quantum
Fisher information, at least for pure states.

I. INTRODUCTION

The corpuscular nature of light imposes limits for the
maximum possible precision in the estimation of a phase
difference introduced between two optical modes in an
interferometer. This quantum behavior generates fluc-
tuations in the photon counts by detectors at the in-
terferometer exits, the so-called shot noise, which dis-
turbs the phase estimation. With classical light having
an average number of photons N̄ , the uncertainty in the

phase sensing scales with 1/
√
N̄ . But with quantum light

sources, involving entanglement or light squeezing, this
uncertainty may scale with 1/N̄ in some cases, such that
a much greater precision can be achieved with a large
value for N̄ [1–3].

The field of photonic quantum metrology has been
dealing with this issue, and many recent experimental
advances were reached [2–4]. The combination of entan-
glement, multiple samplings of the phase shift, and adap-
tive measurement have been use to optimize a phase shift
estimation [5]. Coherent measurements involving entan-
gling operations can be useful for phase estimation in
the presence of noise [6]. Notable advances in multiple
phases estimation have been reported [7–11]. The use
of detection schemes with photon-number-resolution al-
lows the realization of quantum sensing protocols with-
out pos-selection, such as scalable protocols for quantum-
enhanced optical phase estimation [12] and distributed
quantum sensing [13]. Recently it was also shown how
the insensitivity of Hong-Ou-Mandel two-photon interfer-
ence [14] to phase fluctuations can be used to reduce the
phase noise in the measurement of a mirror tilting angle
[15] in relation to a similar classical procedure [16], in-
creasing the precision. Quantum metrology with cavities
and resonators are also interesting possibilities [17, 18].
But perhaps the most prominent application of photonic
quantum metrology so far has been the improvement of
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the sensitivity of gravitational wave detectors [19–22]. It
is worth mentioning that many other physical systems,
besides quantum light, are used in the broader area of
quantum metrology [23–25].

Here we associate the precision limit in the estimation
of a small phase difference introduced between two op-
tical modes to the phase difference distribution of the
initial two-mode quantum light state used for this pur-
pose. For many pure quantum states useful in quantum
metrology, we compute the relative phase distribution
P (φ) introduced by Luis and Sánchez-Soto (LSS) [26].
We then compute the Fisher information based on this
probability distribution and show that the result is very
close to the quantum Fisher information for the treated
states. The average difference between these quantities
for the tested quantum states is smaller than 0.1%, a
difference compatible with the numerical precision of our
calculations. Since the quantum Fisher information is as-
sociated to the maximum possible precision in the phase
estimation according to the rules of quantum mechan-
ics [2, 3, 24, 27, 28], our results demonstrate the rele-
vance of the LSS relative phase distribution in the field
of quantum metrology. If the introduced method can be
extended to treat mixed states, the LSS relative phase
distribution could be a valuable tool to estimate the max-
imum precision in phase sensing for realistic situations in-
volving mixed states subjected to decoherence processes,
since this is usually a difficult task with the use of the
quantum Fisher information [29].

We consider in this work NOON states [30], phase
states [31], states produced with the incidence of a twin-
Fock state [32] and with a correlated Fock state [33, 34]
at the interferometer inputs, and with the incidence of a
squeezed state in one interferometer input and a coherent
state in the other [35], besides the “classical” situation
of a Fock state sent at one of the interferometer inputs.
Our results give some insights for the fundamental reason
behind the improved sensitivity of the phase estimation
by using quantum light sources.
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II. PRECISION LIMIT IN PHASE SENSING

The situation we want to discuss in this paper is de-
picted in Fig. 1(a). A general two-mode optical pure
state is prepared by a source, which can be written as

|Ψ〉 =
∑
N,k

AN,k |k〉a |N − k〉b , (1)

with |k〉a representing a Fock state with k photons in
mode a and |N − k〉b a state with N−k photons in mode
b (N is the total number of photons). During the system
evolution, a small relative phase θ is introduced between
modes a and b, such that the state after the evolution
is |Ψθ〉 = ein̂aθ |Ψ〉, where n̂a is the photon-number op-
erator for mode a. Measurements on the final state are
performed with the objective to estimate θ, whose value
is initially unknown. The procedure can be repeated p
times to improve the precision.

The limit in precision for a given measurement strategy
is given by the Cramér-Rao bound [2, 3, 24, 28]

∆θ ≥ 1√
pF (θ)

, (2)

where

F (θ) =

∫
dx

1

P (x, θ)

[
dP (x, θ)

dθ

]2
(3)

is the Fisher information on θ for a given measurement
configuration, P (x, θ) being the probability distribution
of obtaining a measurement result x when the parameter
to be estimated is θ. We consider a continuous distribu-
tion for the possible experimental results, but the case
of discrete values is completely analogous. The maxi-
mization of F (θ) over all possible quantum measurements
yields the quantum Fisher information FQ for the quan-
tum state |Ψ〉 under the evolution ein̂aθ, which leads to
the ultimate precision bound [2, 3, 24, 27, 28]. The quan-
tum Fisher information for this kind of evolution with
pure states is given by [2, 3]

FQ = 4∆2na = 4
[
〈Ψ| n̂2a |Ψ〉 − (〈Ψ| n̂a |Ψ〉)2

]
. (4)

According to the rules of quantum mechanics, the mini-
mum possible uncertainty in the estimation of the phase
θ using a quantum state |Ψ〉 under the evolution ein̂aθ is
then

∆θmin =
1√
pFQ

, (5)

with FQ given by Eq. (4).
Fig. 1(b) illustrates a possible way to prepare the ini-

tial state and to measure the final state, with the system
composing a Mach-Zehnder interferometer. Light in a
known two-mode separable quantum state is sent to the
input ports of the beam splitter BS1, and right after this
beam splitter a phase θa is added to prepare the state

BS1 BS2

(a)

(b)
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D2

a

b
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b’

Preparation Evolution Measurement

Preparation Evolution Measurement
a

b

θ

θa

FIG. 1. (a) General scheme for the estimation of a small
phase θ introduced in one optical mode. An initial two-mode
state |Ψ〉 is prepared. The state evolves to |Ψθ〉 due to the
introduced phase. Measurements are performed in the final
state to estimate θ. (b) A possible way to implement the
protocol. Light in a known separable state in modes a′ and
b′ is sent to the input ports of the beam splitter BS1. After
this beam splitter, a phase θa is added in mode a, preparing
the state |Ψ〉 in modes a and b. After the system evolution, a
phase θb is introduced in mode b before the paths recombine in
beam splitter BS2. Detectors D1 and D2 measure the intensity
(or the number of photons) at the interferometer exits and θ
can be estimated from these results.

|Ψ〉. Later we will use this phase θa to let the mean of
the relative phase distribution in zero. A known phase θb
can be included in path b before the paths to be combined
in beam splitter BS2. θb can be chosen in order that the
inclusion of a small phase θ produces a maximum varia-
tion in the statistics of the number of photons detected by
the photon detectors, such that this phase can be prop-
erly estimated. In some situations to be treated in this
work we consider the quantum states before BS1 as in
Fig. 1(b), but in others we start from the state |Ψ〉 as in
Fig. 1(a).

With the use of “classical” light states (such as co-
herent states) with an average number of photons N̄ in
an interferometer, the quantum Fisher information is, in
the best scenario, FQ = N̄ . From Eq. (5), we have

∆θmin = 1/
√
pN̄ , with a phase estimation uncertainty

limited by the shot-noise limit. But for some quantum
states with an average number of total photons N̄ , we
have FQ = N̄2 in Eq. (4), such that from Eq. (5) we
have ∆θmin = 1/(N̄

√
p), the so-called Heisenberg limit,

the maximum precision permitted by quantum mechan-
ics [2, 3, 24, 28].

III. RELATIVE PHASE DISTRIBUTION

There is a uncertainty relation between the phase and
the number of photons in an optical mode. But since
there is no phase operator in quantum optics, this is not
an uncertainty that comes from the non-commutative be-
havior of operators. It is similar to the uncertainty rela-
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tion between energy and time, as we also do not have a
time operator in quantum mechanics. Quantum optical
states with a relatively well defined phase must have a
large uncertainty in the number of photons and states
with a well defined number of photons have a completely
undetermined phase [36–38].

One of the difficulties for establishing a quantum oper-
ator for the optical phase is that the spectrum of eigenval-
ues of the “conjugate quantity”, the number of photons,
does not have negative values. But usually one is not
interested in an absolute phase, but in the relative phase
between two optical modes. The “conjugate quantity” in
this case is the difference between the number of photons
in each of these modes, which can assume negative val-
ues. LSS defined an operator Ê with eigenvectors

∣∣φ(N)
〉

in this two-mode space with the properties

Ê
∣∣∣φ(N)

〉
= eiφ

∣∣∣φ(N)
〉
, n̂

∣∣∣φ(N)
〉

= N
∣∣∣φ(N)

〉
, (6)

where n̂ = n̂a + n̂b is the operator for the total number
of photons in the modes a and b [39]. On this way Ê
is equivalent to the “imaginary exponential of the phase
difference”. Ê is not Hermitian and commutes with n̂,
such that the states

∣∣φ(N)
〉

are eigenstates of these two
operators. These eigenvectors can be written as

∣∣∣φ(N)
〉

=
1√
2π

N∑
k=0

eikφ |k〉a |N − k〉b . (7)

The phase states
∣∣φ(N)

〉
appear with other definitions for

the phase-difference operator [40] and are also associated
to optimum phase measurements in interferometers [31,
41].

In a later work, LSS defined the following probability
distribution for the relative phase between two optical
modes in the quantum state ρ [26]:

P (φ) =

∞∑
N=0

〈
φ(N)

∣∣∣ ρ ∣∣∣φ(N)
〉
, (8)

with
∣∣φ(N)

〉
given by Eq. (7). Here we consider pure

quantum states with a fixed number of total photons N :

|ΨN 〉 =
∑
k

AN,k |k〉a |N − k〉b . (9)

For these states, the probability distribution reduces to

PN (φ) = |〈φ(N)|ΨN 〉|2, (10)

with
∣∣φ(N)

〉
given by Eq. (7). This probability distribu-

tion gives an idea of how well defined is the relative phase
between the modes for this quantum state. We have
a uncertainty relation between the phase difference and
the difference in the number of photons between the two
modes. If the photon number difference is well known, we
have a uniform distribution for the phase difference. For
distributions with a well localized phase difference, the

photon number difference has a large uncertainty. Call-
ing ∆φ the width of the distribution of the phase differ-
ence and ∆n− the width in the distribution of the photon
difference, we have ∆φ∆n− ≥ π in general (considering
∆n− ≥ 1/2). For states with a fixed total number of
photons N , we can write n− = na − nb = 2na −N , such
that ∆n− = 2∆na and we have

∆φ∆na ≥
π

2
. (11)

We may compare the above inequality with the one
obtained from Eq. (2) for p = 1 substituting F (θ) by FQ
and using Eq. (4):

∆θ∆na ≥
π

2
. (12)

Note that the uncertainties ∆φ and ∆θ obey the same
inequality with ∆na. But in principle they represent dif-
ferent quantities: ∆φ is the phase difference uncertainty
of a quantum state |ΨN 〉 according to the distribution
defined in Eq. (10), while ∆θ is the precision in the es-
timation of a small optical phase θ in the scheme of Fig.
1(a) when the initial state is |ΨN 〉. But it is clear that
these two quantities must be related. To be possible to
estimate a deviation δθ in the scheme of Fig. 1(a), this
deviation must displace the initial phase distribution of
the state |ΨN 〉 by an amount greater than its initial un-
certainty, i.e., we must have δθ ≥ ∆φ. So the minimum
detectable value of δθ (which is roughly the uncertainty
∆θ in the phase estimation) should be approximately ∆φ,
i.e., ∆θ ≈ ∆φ. But note that, for periodic phase differ-
ence distributions, a phase deviation smaller than ∆φ,
of the order of the distribution period, may change it
much. So, a more robust way to define the perturbation
generated by a small phase added to the relative phase
distribution is necessary.

Let us consider the classical fidelity (often called Bhat-
tacharyya fidelity) between two nearby probability distri-
butions [24]:

F =

∫
dφ
√
PN (φ)PN (φ+ δφ), (13)

where PN (φ) is the relative phase distribution of Eq.
(10). By considering terms up to (δφ)2 i the Taylor ex-
pansion of the fidelity, we have

F ≈ 1− 1

8
FLSS(δφ)2, (14)

where

FLSS =

∫
dφ

1

PN (φ)

[
dPN (φ)

dφ

]2
(15)

is the Fisher information for the LSS relative phase dis-
tribution PN (φ) of Eq. (10). The Fisher information
of Eq. (3) can be derived in the same way from the
fidelity between the probability distributions of the mea-
surement results for states differing by a small amount
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in the parameter θ [24, 28]. In the next section we show
that the difference between the Fisher information FLSS

above and the quantum Fisher information from Eq. (4)
is typically smaller than 0.2% for many different quantum
states useful in quantum metrology, this small difference
being compatible with the numerical precision of the cal-
culations.

IV. RELATIVE PHASE DISTRIBUTION AND
THE PRECISION OF PHASE SENSING FOR

USEFUL STATES IN QUANTUM METROLOGY

We now proceed to show the equivalence, under the nu-
merical precision of our calculations, between the Fisher
information FLSS from Eq. (15), based on the LSS rel-
ative phase distribution of Eq. (10), and the quantum
Fisher information FQ from Eq. (4). We consider many
families of quantum states useful in quantum metrology.

A. Fock state at one interferometer input

The first class of states we treat is the one with a Fock
state |N〉a′ in one of the interferometer inputs of Fig.
1(b) and a vacuum state in the other. This is a case with
no advantage in relation to the use of a “classical” coher-
ent state. BS1 performs the following transformation on
the annihilation operators for the considered modes:

â′ → 1√
2

(â− ib̂), b̂′ → 1√
2

(−iâ+ b̂). (16)

Considering these transformations and an introduced
phase θa = −π/2 in the scheme of Fig. 1(b), the quan-
tum state |ΨN 〉 inside the interferometer is given by Eq.
(9) with coefficients

AN,k =
iN−k√

2N

(
N

k

)/√(
N

k

)
, (17)

whose squared modulus are shown in Fig. 2(a) for N =
10. The relative phase distribution of Eq. (10) is shown
in Fig. 2(b) for N = 10. In this situation, FQ from Eq.
(4) and FLSS from Eq. (15) can be computed analytically,
both being equal to N . Fig. 2(c) shows the analytical
values for FQ (continuous gray line) and the numerically
computed values for FLSS (black circles), as a function
of N . The average percentage difference between these
quantities for the points shown in Fig. 2(c) is 0.00001%.

B. NOON state

The second class of states we treat is the one with a
NOON state [30] in modes a and b in Fig. 1(a):

|ΨN 〉 =
1√
2

[|N〉a |0〉b + |0〉a |N〉b] . (18)

|AN,K|²

k

F

N

FIG. 2. Analysis of Fock states at one of the inputs of the
interferometer of Fig. 1(b), resulting in the state of Eq. (9)
with the coefficients of Eq. (17). (a) Squared modulus of the
coefficients from Eq. (17) with N = 10. (b) Relative phase
distribution from Eq. (10) for N = 10. (c) FQ from Eq. (4)
(continuous gray line), which in this case is FQ = N , and
FLSS from Eq. (15) (black circles), which was numerically
computed, as a function of N .

The coefficients of Eq. (9) are AN,k = (δk,0 + δk,N )/
√

2
in this case and their squared modulus are shown in
Fig. 3(a) for N = 10. The relative phase distri-
bution of Eq. (10), which in this case is given by
PN (φ) = [1 + cos(Nφ)]/(2π), is shown in Fig. 3(b) for
N = 10. Note that the interference pattern of a NOON
state has a periodicity 2π/N , which is compatible with
the N peaks present in the relative phase distribution
shown in Fig. 3(b). For a NOON state, FQ from Eq. (4)
and FLSS from Eq. (15) can be computed analytically,
both being equal to N2, resulting in the Heisenberg limit
∆θmin = 1/(N

√
p) in Eq. (5). Fig. 3(c) shows the be-

havior of FQ = N2 (continuous gray line) and the numer-
ically computed value for FLSS (black circles), as a func-
tion of N . The average percentage difference between
FQ and FLSS for the points shown in Fig. 3(c) is 0.14%.
Since these quantities are equal for the NOON states,
the differences are due to the numerical precision of our
calculations. So, we conclude that an average difference
of the order of 0.14%, due to the numerical precision of
our calculations, would be expected for the other states
we treat in the following.

C. Phase state

The third class of states we treat is the one with a
phase state

∣∣φ(N)
〉

given by Eq. (7) in modes a and b
of Fig. 1(a) with φ = 0. The coefficients of Eq. (9)
are AN,k = 1/

√
N + 1 in this case and their squared

modulus are shown in Fig. 4(a) for N = 10. The relative
phase distribution of Eq. (10), which in this case is given
by PN (φ) = {sin [φ(N + 1)/2]/ sin [φ/2]}2/[2π(N + 1)],
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|AN,K|² PN

k

F

N

FIG. 3. Analysis of the NOON states given by Eq. (18). (a)
Squared modulus of the coefficients defined in Eq. (9) for a
NOON state with N = 10. (b) Relative phase distribution
from Eq. (10) for N = 10. (c) FQ from Eq. (4) (continu-
ous gray line), which in this case is given by FQ = N2, and
FLSS from Eq. (15) (black circles), which was numerically
computed, as a function of N .

|AN,K|²
PN

k

F

N

FIG. 4. Analysis of the phase states given by Eq. (7). (a)
Squared modulus of the coefficients defined in Eq. (9) for
a phase state with N = 10. (b) Relative phase distribution
from Eq. (10) for N = 10. (c) FQ from Eq. (4) (continuous
gray line), which in this case is given by FQ = (N2 + 2N)/3,
and FLSS from Eq. (15) (black circles), which was numerically
computed, as a function of N .

is shown in Fig. 4(b) for N = 10. Fig. 4(c) shows
the behavior of FQ = (N2 + 2N)/3 (continuous gray
line), which was analytically computed, and FLSS (black
circles), which was numerically computed, as a function
of N . The average percentage difference between FQ and
FLSS for the points shown in Fig. 4(c) is 0.20%.

|AN,K|²
PN

k

F

N

FIG. 5. Analysis of the twin-Fock state at the inputs of the
interferometer of Fig. 1(b), resulting in the state of Eq. (9)
with the coefficients of Eq. (19). (a) Squared modulus of
the coefficients from Eq. (19) with N = 10. (b) Relative
phase distribution from Eq. (10) for N = 10. (c) FQ from
Eq. (4) (continuous gray line) and FLSS from Eq. (15) (black
circles), both numerically computed, as a function of N . The
red traced line shows the function N2/2 +N .

D. Twin-Fock state at the interferometer inputs

The next class of states we treat is the one where at
the input of the interferometer of Fig. 1(b) we have the
state |N/2〉a′ ⊗ |N/2〉b′ , with two Fock states with N/2
photons in each mode [32] (N is even, naturally). In this
case, the phase θa in Fig. 1(b) is set to θa = 0 in order to
place the central peak of the relative phase distribution
in φ = 0. The coefficients of Eq. (9) for the state |ΨN 〉
in modes a and b after BS1 are then

AN,k =
iN/2√

2N

√(
N

N/2

)N/2∑
q=0

i−2q+k×

×
(
N/2

q

)(
N/2

k − q

)/√(
N

k

) (19)

and their squared modulus are shown in Fig. 5(a) for
N = 10. The relative phase distribution of Eq. (10) is
shown in Fig. 5(b) for N = 10. Fig. 5(c) shows the
behavior of FQ (continuous gray line) and FLSS (black
circles), which were numerically computed, as a function
of N . The red traced line illustrates the behavior shown
in Ref. [42] for the quantum Fisher information of the
twin-Fock state for large N , N2/2 + N . The average
percentage difference between FQ and FLSS for the points
shown in Fig. 5(c) is 0.05%.
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|AN,K|² PN

k

F

N

FIG. 6. Analysis of the correlated Fock state at the inputs of
the interferometer of Fig. 1(b), resulting in the state of Eq.
(9) with the coefficients of Eq. (21). (a) Squared modulus
of the coefficients from Eq. (21) with N = 11. (b) Relative
phase distribution from Eq. (10) for N = 11. (c) FQ from
Eq. (4) (continuous gray line) and FLSS from Eq. (15) (black
circles), both numerically computed, as a function of N .

E. Correlated Fock state at the interferometer
inputs

Another class of states we treat is with a correlated
Fock state arriving at the input ports of the interferom-
eter of Fig. 1(b) [33, 34], of the form

|ΨN 〉 =
1√
2

[|N+〉a′ |N−〉b′ + |N−〉a′ |N+〉b′ ] , (20)

where N± = (N ± 1)/2. In this case, N must be odd.
Again, the BS1 will transform the annihilation operators
according to Eq. (16). Here we also considered that the
phase θa after the BS1 in Fig. 1(b) is θa = 0. The coef-
ficients for the quantum state inside the interferometer,
written as in Eq. (9), are

AN,k =
iN/2√
2N−1

√(
N

N+

) N+∑
q=0

cos
[π

4
(2k − 4q + 1)

]
×

×
(
N+

q

)(
N −N+

k − q

)/√(
N

k

)
,

(21)

and their squared modulus are shown in Fig. 6(a) for
N = 11. The relative phase distribution of Eq. (10) is
shown in Fig. 6(b) for N = 11. Fig. 6(c) shows the
behavior of FQ (continuous gray line) and FLSS (black
circles), which were numerically computed, as a function
of N . The average percentage difference between FQ and
FLSS for the points shown in Fig. 6(c) is 0.05%.

F. Squeezed/coherent states at the interferometer
inputs

Let us now consider the seminal proposal of Caves of
sending a squeezed vacuum state |ξ〉a′ and a coherent
state |α〉b′ at the inputs of the interferometer of Fig.
1(b) to improve the phase sensing precision [35]. This
procedure is currently used to improve the sensitivity of
gravitational wave detectors [19–22]. In the Fock basis,
these input states can be written as

|ξ〉a′ =

∞∑
m=0

S2m |2m〉a′ , |α〉b′ =

∞∑
n=0

Cn |n〉b′ , (22)

where S2m =
√

(2m)!(−eiθs tanh r)m/(2mm!
√

cosh r)

and Cn = e−|α|
2/2(αeiθc)n/

√
n!. Note that for optimal

conditions we must have θs − 2θc = 0. With the action
of the transformations described in Eq. (16) due to the
beam splitter BS1 of Fig. 1(b), the quantum state |Ψ〉 of
Eq. (1) has coefficients

AN,k =

N/2∑
m=0

iN−2mCN−2mS2m√
2N

√(
N

2m

)
×

×
N−2m∑
q=0

i−2q+k
(
N − 2m

q

)(
2m

k − q

)/√(
N

k

)
,

(23)

where for this state, to centralize the peak of the phase
distribution in φ = 0, we considered that the phase θa
after the BS1 is θa = −π/2. Note that in this case we do
not have a definite total number of photons, as with the
state |ΨN 〉 of Eq. (9) that we are using to compute FQ
and FLSS. So, to make comparisons we will project the
state on a total number of photons equal to the average
number of photons of the original state.

The maximum precision of this protocol occurs when
the average number of photons of the squeezed state is
equal to the average number of photons of the coherent
state at the interferometer inputs, with sinh2(r) = |α|2 =
N̄/2, N̄ being the average number of photons of the to-
tal state [43]. Considering the quantum state at this
configuration and projecting this state in a total number
of photons N̄ , Fig. 7(a) shows the squared modulus of
the coefficients AN,k from Eq. (23) for N̄ = 10. The
relative phase distribution of Eq. (10) is shown in Fig.
7(b), again for N̄ = 10. Fig. 7(c) shows the behavior of
FQ (continuous gray line) and FLSS (black circles), which
were numerically computed, as a function of N̄ , always in
a configuration with sinh2(r) = |α|2 = N̄/2. The traced
red line shows the function N2, showing that this scheme
is really optimum, achieving the Heisenberg limit. The
average percentage difference between FQ and FLSS for
the points shown in Fig. 7(c) is 0.05%.

There is another regime where this configuration with
a squeezed state and a coherent state at the input ports of
the interferometer of Fig. 1(b) is very useful. If we have

sinh2(r) ≈
√
N̄/2 with N̄ � 1, the information about
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|AN,K|² PN

k

F

N

FIG. 7. Analysis of a squeezed state and a coherent state
from Eq. (22) sent at the inputs of the interferometer of Fig.
1(b), in the optimal configuration with sinh2(r) = |α|2 =
N̄/2, with the state in modes a and b projected in a total
number of photons N̄ . The resultant state is given by Eq.
(9) with the coefficients of Eq. (23). (a) Squared modulus of
the coefficients from Eq. (23) in the cited configuration with
N̄ = 10. (b) Relative phase distribution from Eq. (10) for
N̄ = 10. (c) FQ from Eq. (4) (continuous gray line) and FLSS

from Eq. (15) (black circles), both numerically computed, as
a function of N . The traced red line shows the function N2.

the phase θ introduced in the interferometer can be ex-
tracted solely from the difference in the photon numbers
detected by detectors D1 and D2 [2, 3]. A disadvantage
is that the minimum uncertainty in the estimated phase
scales with 1/N̄3/4 (the quantum Fisher information is
proportional to N3/2), not with 1/N̄ as in the optimum
case. Again, we project the considered state in a total
number of photons equal to N̄ to obtain a state like the
one of Eq. (9) with the coefficients AN,k given by Eq.

(23) in this regime with sinh2(r) =
√
N̄/2. Fig. 8(a)

shows the squared modulus of the coefficients AN,k from
Eq. (23) for N̄ = 10. The relative phase distribution of
Eq. (10) is shown in Fig. 8(b), again for N̄ = 10. Fig.
8(c) shows the behavior of FQ (continuous gray line) and
FLSS (black circles), which were numerically computed,
as a function of N̄ . The traced red line shows the function
1.45N̄3/2. The average percentage difference between FQ
and FLSS for the points shown in Fig. 8(c) is 0.13%.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

To conclude, we have shown how the LSS relative phase
distribution of many pure two-mode optical quantum
states useful in quantum metrology is associated to the
minimum uncertainty in the estimation of a small optical
phase θ added to one of these modes. We have shown that
the average difference between the Fisher information ob-
tained from the LSS relative phase distribution and the
quantum Fisher information for the tested states is less

|AN,K|² PN

k

F

N

FIG. 8. Analysis of a squeezed state and a coherent state from
Eq. (22) sent at the inputs of the interferometer of Fig. 1(b),

in a configuration with sinh2(r) =
√
N̄/2, with the state in

modes a and b projected in a total number of photons N̄ . The
resultant state is given by Eq. (9) with the coefficients of Eq.
(23). (a) Squared modulus of the coefficients from Eq. (23)
in the cited configuration with N̄ = 10. (b) Relative phase
distribution from Eq. (10) for N̄ = 10. (c) FQ from Eq. (4)
(continuous gray line) and FLSS from Eq. (15) (black circles),
both numerically computed, as a function of N . The traced
red line shows the function 1.45N̄3/2.

than 0.1%, a difference compatible with the numerical
precision of the calculations. This fact raises the ques-
tion about if there is a formal equivalence between these
quantities, and we are currently investigating this issue.

We can see that, according to Eqs. (5) and (4), a min-
imization of ∆θmin is achieved by a maximization of FQ
and, consequently, of ∆na, which represents the stan-
dard deviation in the number of photons in mode a in
Fig. 1. To maximize ∆na, the coefficients AN,k in Eq.
(9) must have large amplitudes in the extremes k = 0
and k = N . This is true for all quantum states useful
in quantum metrology that we studied, notably for the
NOON state, as seen in Fig. 3(a), and for the optimum
state obtained with the incidence of a squeezed state and
a coherent state at the interferometer inputs, as seen in
Fig. 7(a), which are the ones that achieve the Heisenberg
limit ∆θmin = 1/(N

√
p). The large components of the

state with k = 0 and k = N leads to a high contribu-
tion of an oscillation term cos(Nφ) in the relative phase
distribution, as can be seen in Figs. 3(b) and 7(b), such
that the addition of a small phase difference appreciably
changes the distribution, resulting in a large value for
FLSS in Eq. (15). These behaviors do not occur for a
Fock state at one interferometer input, as evidenced by
Figs. 2(a) and 2(b), and can be considered the responsi-
ble for the improvement of the metrology protocols with
the use of quantum light states. Our results illustrate
the fact that, for a variation δθ in the quantity θ to be
detectable, it must appreciably change the relative phase
distribution of the initial quantum state.
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In real practical situations in quantum metrology,
where the initial state preparation is not perfect and the
system is subjected to decoherence processes, the esti-
mation of the protocol maximum precision based on the
quantum Fisher information can be rather complicated
[29]. Perhaps the extension of the results presented here
to mixed states of the two-mode quantum field may be
useful for giving estimations for the protocol precision
based on the LSS relative phase distribution of the op-
tical quantum state. This would result in an important
practical application of the ideas introduced here.

The width of the LSS relative phase distribution of
quantum fields was recently used to present a general
fundamental explanation for the noise reduction in exper-
iments that produce and characterize squeezed states of
light [44]. If one takes into account the fact that the laser
field is not a coherent state, but an incoherent combina-
tion of coherent states with random phases [45], which
is equivalent to an incoherent combination of Fock states
[46, 47], the conclusion is that it is not possible to pro-

duce a single-mode squeezed state in the usual setups
[44]. However, the width of the LSS relative phase dis-
tribution between the signal field and the field used as a
local oscillator reduces with the increase of the squeez-
ing parameter in the expected way [44]. This fact can
be considered to be the fundamental reason for the noise
reduction in the experiments. So, the analysis of the LSS
relative phase distribution between two quantum optical
modes may clarify other important aspects of quantum
metrology, besides the ones treated here.
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J. Kolodyński, “Quantum limits in optical interfer-
ometry,” Prog. Opt. 60, 345 (2015).

[3] E. Polino, M. Valeri, N. Spagnolo, and F. Sciarrino,
“Photonic quantum metrology,” AVS Quantum Sci. 2,
024703 (2020).

[4] S. Pirandola, B. R. Bardhan, T. Gehring, C. Weedbrook,
and S. Lloyd, “Advances in photonic quantum sensing,”
Nat. Photonics 60, 724 (2018).

[5] S. Daryanoosh, S. Slussarenko, D. W. Berry, H. M. Wise-
man, and G. J. Pryde, “Experimental optical phase mea-
surement approaching the exact Heisenberg limit,” Nat.
Commun. 9, 4606 (2018).

[6] R. S. Piera, S. P. Walborn, and G. H. Aguilar, “Experi-
mental demonstration of the advantage of using coherent
measurements for phase estimation in the presence of de-
polarizing noise,” Phys. Rev. A 103, 012602 (2021).

[7] X. Guo et al., “Distributed quantum sensing in a
continuous-variable entangled network,” Nat. Phys. 16,
281 (2020).

[8] M. Gessner, A. Smerzi, and L. Pezzè, “Multiparameter
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