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We present measurement schemes that do not rely on photon-number resolving detectors, but
that are nevertheless optimal for estimating a differential phase shift in interferometry with either
an entangled coherent state or a qubit–which-path state (where the path taken by a coherent-state
wavepacket is entangled with the state of a qubit). The homodyning schemes analyzed here achieve
optimality (saturate the quantum Cramér-Rao bound) by maximizing the sensitivity of measurement
outcomes to phase-dependent interference fringes in a reduced Wigner distribution. In the presence
of photon loss, the schemes become suboptimal, but we find that their performance is independent
of the phase to be measured. They can therefore be implemented without any prior information
about the phase and without adapting the strategy during measurement, unlike strategies based on
photon-number parity measurements or direct photon counting.

Interferometry for phase estimation is one of the fun-
damental tasks of quantum metrology [1], with appli-
cations in fields ranging from biophysics [2–4] to grav-
itational wave detection [5–7]. The ultimate goal of
quantum-enhanced interferometry is to determine an un-
known phase ϕ with a precision better than the standard
quantum limit (shot-noise limit) for uncorrelated pho-
tons, given by ∆ϕ ≥ δϕsql = N−1/2, where ∆ϕ is the
standard deviation of ϕ and N is the number of photons
that pass through the interferometer in a single measure-
ment. Correlations arising from non-classical states can,
however, lead to better phase sensitivity, with improved
scaling at the Heisenberg limit, ∆ϕ ∝ N−1.

The first study of quantum-enhanced interferometry
considered phase estimation with a Mach-Zehnder in-
terferometer (Fig. 1) fed by a coherent state mixed on
a beamsplitter with a squeezed vacuum state [8]. In
this configuration, Heisenberg-limited precision can be
achieved by counting the precise number of photons ar-
riving at each of two output ports of the interferome-
ter [9, 10]. Photon counting is in fact optimal for this
state, in the sense that it enables the best precision al-
lowed by quantum mechanics, δϕmin, given by the quan-
tum Cramér-Rao bound (CRB) [11–13],

∆ϕ ≥ δϕmin =
1√

MIQ(ρϕ)
, (1)

where here, M is the number of independent measure-
ments and IQ(ρϕ) is the quantum Fisher information of
ρϕ = e−iϕAρ(0)eiϕA with respect to A, the generator of
ϕ. Formally, the quantum Fisher information is given
by IQ(ρϕ) = Tr{ρϕL2}, with the symmetric logarithmic
derivative operator L defined implicitly through the re-
lation ∂ϕρϕ = (Lρϕ + ρϕL)/2 [14].

Photon counting provides an optimal strategy not just
for a coherent state mixed with squeezed vacuum [9, 10],
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FIG. 1. A Mach-Zehnder interferometer can be used to es-
timate the differential phase shift ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2. Photon loss
from the interferometer occurs with a probability-per-photon
p. Homodyne detection is implemented by mixing the output
of the interferometer with a local oscillator (LO) field. State
preparation: An ECS can be produced by mixing an even cat
state ∝ |α/

√
2⟩+ |−α/

√
2⟩ with a coherent state |α/

√
2⟩ on

a 50:50 beamsplitter [15, 16]. In a cavity-QED setup, a QWP
state can be generated by feeding a coherent-state wavepacket
into the input port of a cavity containing a qubit prepared in
|+⟩ ∝ |↑⟩+|↓⟩, while also modulating the strength of an asym-
metric longitudinal (∝ |↑⟩⟨↑|) cavity-qubit coupling [17].

but for any path-symmetric pure state [18]. The class of
path-symmetric states includes many of the states most
commonly considered for quantum metrology, such as
N00N states [19–21], twin Fock states [22], two-mode
squeezed vacuum states [23], and entangled coherent
states (ECS’s) [16]. This optimal measurement strat-
egy may, however, be associated with additional techno-
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logical complexity: Photon-number resolving detectors
(typically, superconducting transition-edge sensors) must
be kept at cryogenic temperatures, and state-of-the-art
number-resolving detectors have only now demonstrated
the ability to resolve up to ∼ 100 photons [24], while
phase-sensitive (quadrature) measurements like homo-
dyne and heterodyne detection require less-specialized
equipment.

In this Letter, we present homodyne-detection-based
schemes that are optimal (in the absence of photon loss,
p = 0 in Fig. 1) for quantum interferometry with either
of two path-entangled coherent states—an ECS [25] or a
qubit–which-path (QWP) state [17]:

|ECS⟩ = Nα(|α, 0⟩+ |0, α⟩), (2)

|QWP⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑⟩ |α, 0⟩+ |↓⟩ |0, α⟩) , (3)

where Nα = [2(1 + e−|α|2)]−1/2. Here, |α1, α2⟩ =∏
i=1,2 Di(αi) |0⟩, with vacuum state |0⟩ and displace-

ment operator Di(α) = eαa
†
i−h.c.. This is a two-mode

coherent state with amplitude αi in the traveling-wave
mode that is annihilated by ai, located in arm i = 1, 2
of the interferometer. In Eq. (3), the states |↑⟩ , |↓⟩ are
energy eigenstates of a two-level system (qubit).

As light passes through the interferometer, the initially
prepared state acquires a dependence on the differential
phase ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2 through unitary evolution generated
by Uϕ =

∏
i=1,2 e

−iϕini , where ni = a†iai is the num-
ber operator for mode i. For a pure state, the quantum
Fisher information IQ of |Sϕ⟩ = Uϕ |S⟩ is given in terms
of the variance of J3 = (n1 − n2)/2 with respect to |Sϕ⟩
as IQ(|Sϕ⟩) = 4Var|Sϕ⟩(J3) [14]. Evaluating the variance
gives

IQ(|ECSϕ⟩) = n̄2 + [1 + w(n̄e−n̄)]n̄, (4)

IQ(
∣∣QWPϕ

〉
) = n̄2 + n̄, (5)

where n̄ = ⟨n1 + n2⟩ is the total average number of pho-
tons, and where w(z) is the Lambert W function. For
a QWP state, n̄ = |α|2. For an ECS, however, n̄ =

|α|2/(1+e−|α|2). Inverting this relation is what produces
a dependence on w(n̄e−n̄). The term ∝ w in IQ(|ECSϕ⟩)
provides a small advantage over the QWP state at small
n̄. For large n̄, however, the advantage is exponentially
suppressed since w(n̄e−n̄) ≃ n̄e−n̄ for n̄ ≫ 1. At large n̄,
both ECS’s and QWP states provide Heisenberg-limited
scaling ∝ n̄2. Both states (ECS and QWP) also have
a small precision advantage over N00N states consisting
of superpositions |N00N⟩ ∝ |N, 0⟩+ |0, N⟩ of N -photon
Fock states, for which IQ(|N00Nϕ⟩) = N2 [19–21]. An
analogous expression for the quantum Fisher information
of an ECS [Eq. (4)] was derived in Ref. [26] for estima-
tion of the total phase shift ϕ1 in mode 1 (generated by
a†1a1), rather than estimation of the differential phase
shift ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2 (generated by J3).

Not every measurement scheme can be used to saturate
the quantum CRB. For a scheme where ϕ is estimated

FIG. 2. Reduced Wigner distribution W (x+, p+) =∫
dx−dp−W (x+, p+, x−, p−) of mode a+, where here,

W (x+, p+, x−, p−) is the Wigner distribution of the state re-
sulting from an initial ECS [Eq. (8)] for α = 3, ϕ1 = 0.5,
and ϕ2 = 0. Homodyne detection of mode a+ with a local-
oscillator phase of φ+ = π/2 + ϕ̄ implements a projection
onto the rotated quadrature indicated by the dashed black
line. Here, αϕj = eiϕjα/

√
2 [cf. Eqs. (8) and (9)].

by measuring some quantity O having outcomes x, de-
scribed by the positive-operator valued measure (POVM)
{Π̂x}, the standard deviation ∆ϕ of any unbiased es-
timator ϕ̂(x) has a lower bound given by the classical
CRB [27],

∆ϕ ≥ δϕ =
1√

MIC(ϕ)
. (6)

Here, the classical Fisher information IC(ϕ) is given by

IC(ϕ) ≡ IC[p(x|ϕ)] =
∫

dx (∂ϕln p(x|ϕ))2 p(x|ϕ), (7)

where p(x|ϕ) = Tr{ρϕΠ̂x}. Under some regularity
conditions [requiring, for instance, that p(x|ϕ) have a
unique global maximum], the maximum-likelihood esti-
mator ϕ̂mle(x) = argmaxϕp(x|ϕ) saturates the CRB in
the asymptotic limit M → ∞, where here, x = {xi}Mi=1 is
a set of observations sampled from p(x|ϕ) [27]. Since the
classical CRB can be saturated in principle, a measure-
ment scheme is optimal when its classical Fisher informa-
tion IC(ϕ) is equal to IQ(ρϕ), in which case δϕ = δϕmin.

We now explain how homodyne detection can be used
to achieve an optimal measurement for ECS’s and QWP
states in the absence of photon loss. After light passes
through the interferometer, the initially prepared state
|S⟩ is mapped to |Sϕ⟩. The light is then passed through
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a 50:50 beamsplitter BS (Fig. 1) that maps the inter-
ferometer modes ai (i = 1, 2) to output modes a± =

(a1 ± a2)/
√
2 via a unitary operation UBS. The resulting

state |S̃ϕ⟩ = UBS |Sϕ⟩ is then given by

|ẼCSϕ⟩ = Nα( |αϕ1 , αϕ1⟩+ |−αϕ2 , αϕ2⟩), (8)

|Q̃WPϕ⟩ =
1√
2
(|↑⟩ |αϕ1

, αϕ1
⟩+ |↓⟩ |−αϕ2

, αϕ2
⟩), (9)

where αϕj = eiϕjα/
√
2. The measurement schemes con-

sist of (I) measuring modes a± with homodyne detection
using local-oscillator phases φ±, respectively, where

φ+ =
π

2
+ ϕ̄,

φ− = ϕ̄,

ϕ̄ =
1

2
(ϕ1 + ϕ2).

(10)

Prior information about the average phase ϕ̄ is therefore
required. For the ECS, that completes the measurement.
In the case of the QWP state, the homodyne measure-
ments are followed by (II) a measurement of the qubit
in the Pauli-X basis, with outcomes X = ± for states
|±⟩ = (|↑⟩ ± |↓⟩) /

√
2.

To evaluate the classical Fisher information [Eq. (7)]
associated with the measurement schemes presented here,
we derive conditional probability distributions pS(x|ϕ)
governing the measurement outcomes, where for both
states S = ECS,QWP, the variable x includes the two
outcomes for homodyne detection of modes a± [Step (I)],
and where for the QWP state, x also includes the out-
come of the X-basis qubit measurement [Step (II)]. We
find that in the absence of photon loss (p = 0), the mea-
surement schemes described by (I)-(II) are optimal,

IC[pS(x|ϕ)] = IQ(|Sϕ⟩), S = ECS,QWP. (11)

The optimality is a consequence of choosing local-
oscillator phases φ± [Eq. (10)] that make the measure-
ment outcomes maximally sensitive to the ϕ-dependent
fringes in the Wigner distribution of |S̃ϕ⟩ [Eqs. (8) and
(9)] (see Fig. 2 for the case of S = ECS). The mea-
surement schemes presented above only make use of ho-
modyne detection and (in the case of the QWP state)
single-qubit control/readout. Notably, we have found
that an optimal measurement for the QWP state can be
devised without the use of entangling operations, such as
the controlled-phase gate considered in Ref. [28] as a way
of mapping phase information from a bosonic system into
the state of a qubit. Such entangling operations may be
difficult to implement in an interferometer. Additionally,
while the authors of Ref. [29] have argued that achieving
Heisenberg-limited metrology with an ECS cannot be ac-
complished with homodyning, we show here that this is
untrue provided we have prior information about ϕ̄.

A consequence of Eq. (11) is that the precision δϕ ∝
[IC(ϕ)]

−1/2 that can be achieved using these measure-
ments is independent of the true value of ϕ (since IQ

FIG. 3. Precision δϕ [Eq. (6)] as a function of ϕ, relative
to the standard quantum limit δϕsql ≡ [(1 − p)Mn̄]−1/2, for
an ECS with n̄ = 10 and p = 0.05 (5% photon loss). The
values that can be achieved with homodyne detection (solid
black line) and photon counting (dashed black line) were cal-
culated using the probability distributions given in Eqs. (14)
and (15), respectively. The gray line corresponds to the op-
timal precision [δϕmin with the quantum Fisher information
given in Eq. (13)].

is ϕ-independent), allowing for an optimal non-adaptive
measurement without prior knowledge of ϕ. In the case
of an ECS, this can be contrasted to the scheme based
on photon-number parity measurements [16], where in-
formation about ϕ is extracted by determining whether
the number of photons in one of the output modes of
the interferometer is even or odd. Although parity mea-
surements are sub-optimal, they can nevertheless be used
to achieve Heisenberg-limited scaling [16]. For |ẼCSϕ⟩,
the probability p(even|ϕ) of measuring an even number of
photons in one of the output modes exhibits ϕ-dependent
oscillations that can be used to extract information about
ϕ [16]. However, since the visibility of these oscillations
is suppressed by a factor e−|α|2sin2(ϕ/2), the scheme is ef-
fective in the limit n̄ ≃ |α|2 ≫ 1 only if |α|2ϕ2 ≪ 1,
requiring prior knowledge of ϕ with a precision ∼ 1/|α|.
The need for prior characterization of ϕ could be elimi-
nated by retaining the full counting statistics, as photon
counting is also optimal for an ECS [18, 30]. (We find
that photon counting is optimal for a QWP state as well,
when supplemented by a final X-basis measurement of
the qubit [31].) However, as soon as photon loss is intro-
duced, the classical Fisher information associated with
photon counting acquires a dependence on ϕ, and some
amount of a priori knowledge is required in order to avoid
values of ϕ where the Fisher information vanishes (in
which case δϕ → ∞). As we now show, the homodyne-
based measurement schemes presented here do not suffer
from this drawback (Fig. 3).

From this point onward, we focus on the ECS and
therefore dispense with the use of explicit subscripts in-
dicating the state being considered. The results for the
QWP state are qualitatively similar and are given in the
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Supplementary Material [31].
To investigate performance accounting for photon

loss, we model losses in the interferometer by insert-
ing a fictitious beamsplitter into each interferometer
arm [26]. These beamsplitters are modeled by the op-
erator Rc,cℓ(p) = earcsin

√
p(c†ℓc−h.c.), describing scattering

of photons from mode c into loss mode cℓ with probabil-
ity p. Under the action of the lossy interferometer, the
initial state |ECS⟩ [Eq. (2)] evolves to

ρϕ = Trℓ{RUϕρ0U
†
ϕR

†}, R =
∏
i=1,2

Rai,aℓi
(p), (12)

where ρ0 = |ECS⟩⟨ECS| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|ℓ is the initial state of
the interferometer and loss modes (annihilated by aℓi ,
i = 1, 2), and where Trℓ describes a trace over the state of
both loss modes. Note that the same state ρϕ is obtained
regardless of the order in which Uϕ and R are applied.
For a mixed state ρϕ, the quantum Fisher information
of ρϕ with respect to J3 can be calculated by evaluating
matrix elements of J3 in the eigenbasis of ρϕ [14]. This
procedure gives

IQ(ρϕ) = (1− p)2n̄2e−2p[n̄+w(n̄e−n̄)]

+ (1− p)n̄[1 + (1− p)w(n̄e−n̄)],
(13)

where w(z) is again the Lambert W function. Photon loss
therefore controls a transition from Heisenberg-limited
(∝ n̄2) scaling to scaling at the standard quantum limit
(∝ n̄). An analogous result for estimation of the total
phase shift ϕ1 in arm 1 (rather than ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2), ac-
counting for photon loss, was presented in Ref. [26]. A
detailed derivation of the quantum Fisher information of
the QWP state, accounting for photon loss and qubit
dephasing, is given in the Supplementary Material [31].

Homodyne detection is performed by mixing the signal
field with a local oscillator prepared in a coherent state
|β⟩, where here, we assume that β ∈ R+. In the strong-
oscillator limit |β| ≫ |α|, homodyne detection of mode a
with a local oscillator in state |βei(φ−π)⟩ implements a
projection onto the eigenbasis |xφ⟩ = e−iφa†a |x⟩ of the
rotated quadrature operator x̂φ = x̂ cosφ + p̂ sinφ [32],
where here, x̂ = (a† + a)/

√
2 and p̂ = i(a† − a)/

√
2

are canonically conjugate, and where |x⟩ is an eigen-
state of x̂ with eigenvalue x. For measurement of mode
a+ with local-oscillator phase φ+ = π/2 + ϕ̄ [Eq. (10)],
this corresponds to projecting the coherent state in mode
a+ onto a quadrature rotated by an amount ϕ̄ rela-
tive to the out-of-phase quadrature: x̂φ+ = −x̂+ sin ϕ̄ +

p̂+ cos ϕ̄ (Fig. 2). For the measurement scheme pre-
sented here, the POVM element describing the mea-
surement of the ECS [Step (I)] is therefore given by
Π̂x =

⊗
σ=± e−iφσa

†
σaσ |xσ⟩⟨xσ| eiφσa

†
σaσ . Without loss

of generality, we assume that α ∈ R, in which case the
probability distribution p(x|ϕ) = Tr{ρϕΠ̂x} governing

FIG. 4. Left axis: Precision given by the quantum CRB,
δϕmin, relative to the standard quantum limit δϕsql ≡ [(1 −
p)Mn̄]−1/2, for an ECS with photon loss p = 0.01 (solid red
line) and p = 0.1 (dashed red line). Right axis: Precision that
can be attained with homodyning, δϕ, for p = 0.01 (solid blue
line) and p = 0.1 (dashed blue line).

the homodyne-measurement outcomes is given by

p(x|ϕ) = 2N 2
α

[
1 + e−pα2

cosΘx(ϕ)
] ∏
s=±

gs(xs, ϕ),

(14)

where gs(xs, ϕ) = π−1/2 exp
{
−[xs − µs(ϕ)]

2
}
, µ+(ϕ) =√

1− pα sin ϕ
2 , µ−(ϕ) =

√
1− pα cos ϕ

2 , and Θx(ϕ) =
2x+µ−(ϕ) − 2x−µ+(ϕ). Setting p = 0, this result
[Eq. (14)] recovers Eq. (11) for S = ECS.

The term ∼ cosΘx(ϕ) in Eq. (14) is a consequence of
phase-space interference in the Wigner distribution of ρϕ.
To build intuition for this, consider the single-mode cat
state |C+⟩ ∝ (|α⟩+ |−α⟩). For α ∈ R, the states |±α⟩ are
displaced along the x̂ quadrature. A homodyne measure-
ment with a local-oscillator phase π/2 (corresponding to
a projection onto the p̂ axis) then returns a displacement
xπ/2 with probability p(xπ/2) ∝ (1 + cos

√
8αxπ/2) [33],

where here, the oscillating term is a reflection of interfer-
ence fringes parallel to the x̂-axis in the Wigner distribu-
tion of |C+⟩. For the measurement of modes a± proposed
here, the local oscillator phases φ± [Eq. (10)] are both
chosen so that the phase-space axis associated with the
measured quadrature x̂φ± bisects the angle subtended by
the coherent-state displacement of modes a± in the two
branches of |ẼCSϕ⟩ (Fig. 2). Measurements of displace-
ments along these axes are therefore maximally sensitive
to the interference fringes between the two branches, re-
sulting in an optimal detection scheme in the ideal sce-
nario of zero photon loss (p = 0) [cf. Eq. (11)]. The
dependence of these interference fringes on ϕ is what
produces Heisenberg-limited scaling ∝ n̄2 in the classi-
cal Fisher information for this measurement scheme.

In Fig. 4, we compare the precision δϕ that can be
achieved using this homodyning scheme to δϕmin [Eq. (1)]
for two values of p. For n̄ ≫ p−1, the performance
of the homodyning scheme saturates at δϕ =

√
2δϕsql
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(Fig. 4). This is because for n̄ ≃ α2 ≫ p−1, the in-
terference term in Eq. (14) is exponentially suppressed,
and p(x|ϕ) is given approximately by the product of
two Gaussians: p(x|ϕ) ≈

∏
s=± gs(xs, ϕ). In this case,

IC[p(x|ϕ)] ≈ IC[g+(x+, ϕ)] + IC[g−(x−, ϕ)]. Noting that
µ±(ϕ) both oscillate with a period 4π (rather than 2π),
the factor of

√
2 relating δϕ to δϕsql in the limit pn̄ ≫ 1

can therefore be understood as a consequence of “sub-
resolution” in the Gaussian distributions, to be con-
trasted with super-resolution [34], where the distribu-
tions would instead depend on an amplified phase mϕ
with m > 1.

As discussed above, photon counting can also be used
to saturate the quantum CRB for an ECS in the absence
of photon loss [18, 30]. Accounting for photon loss, the
probability p(m,n|ϕ) of detecting m and n photons in
modes a+ and a−, respectively, is given by

p(m,n|ϕ) = 2N 2
α

[
1 + e−pα2

cosΘm,n(ϕ)
] ∏
j=m,n

P (j;λα),

(15)

where Θm,n(ϕ) = (m+n)ϕ+mπ, P (j;λ) = e−λλj/j!, and
λα = (1− p)α2/2. We have verified numerically that the
Fisher information IC[p(x|ϕ)] is independent of ϕ, while
IC[p(m,n|ϕ)] = 0 for ϕ = 0, π, leading to singularities in
Fig. 3. In the asymptotic limit M → ∞, the distribution
of outcomes (ϕ̂mle − ϕ) associated with the maximum-
likelihood estimate ϕ̂mle of ϕ converges to a zero-mean
normal distribution with variance δϕ2 = 1/MIC(ϕ) [27].
For maximum-likelihood estimation in the vicinity of
ϕ = 0, π, however, the maximum-likelihood estimator
will not converge to the true value of ϕ when an esti-
mation strategy based on photon counting is used. This
caveat is not present when the homodyning scheme is

used instead, due to the phase independence of IC[p(x|ϕ)]
(Fig. 3).

Here, we have presented measurement schemes based
on homodyne detection that are optimal, in the absence
of photon loss, for interferometry using either an ECS
or a QWP state. The schemes achieve optimality by
using prior knowledge of the average phase ϕ̄ to choose
local-oscillator phases that maximize the sensitivity of
measurement outcomes to the ϕ-dependent interference
fringes in the states’ Wigner distributions. We have also
shown that the achievable precision, as given by the CRB,
is independent of the true value of ϕ, even in the presence
of photon loss.

A natural extension of the strategies used here would
be to investigate whether an optimal homodyning scheme
can be found for the Caves state (produced by mixing a
coherent state with squeezed vacuum [8]). For a coherent
state combined on a beamsplitter with any other quan-
tum state of light, it was found that the squeezed vac-
uum produces the largest quantum Fisher information at
a fixed average photon number [10]. A Caves state there-
fore has greater potential sensitivity than either the ECS
or the QWP state investigated here. For a Caves state, it
is known that photon-number parity measurements sat-
urate the quantum CRB in the absence of photon loss,
but only in the vicinity of ϕ = 0 [35]. In the presence of
photon loss, it was found in Ref. [36] that a non-optimal
homodyning scheme for the Caves state exhibited better
sensitivity than parity measurements. Optimizing the
homodyning scheme for this state using the ideas pre-
sented here could therefore lead to a better and more
practical inference method.
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In this supplement, we provide additional results for quantum metrology with qubit–which-path (QWP) states. In
Sec. SI, we give a derivation of the quantum Fisher information of the QWP state accounting for photon loss and
qubit dephasing. Next, in Sec. SII, we calculate the classical Fisher information of the homodyning scheme presented
in the main text, for a QWP state, and show that it is optimal in the ideal case of no photon loss or qubit dephasing.
Finally, in Sec. SIII, we show that in the absence of photon loss and qubit dephasing, photon counting followed by
an X-basis qubit readout also constitutes an optimal strategy for a QWP state. We then derive the classical Fisher
information for this counting-based strategy and show that, unlike the classical Fisher information of the homodyning
scheme, it depends on the true value of the phase being estimated, similar to the case discussed in the main text for
an ECS.

SI. QUANTUM FISHER INFORMATION FOR QUBIT–WHICH-PATH STATES

Here, we provide a detailed derivation of the quantum Fisher information IQ(ρϕ, J3) of QWP states with respect
to J3 = (a†1a1 − a†2a2)/2, accounting for photon loss and qubit dephasing.

The qubit and modes 1,2 of the interferometer are initially prepared in the state

|QWP⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑⟩ |α, 0⟩+ |↓⟩ |0, α⟩) . (S1)

The Hamiltonian describing a qubit undergoing dephasing due to a combination of classical noise and a quantum
environment is given by

HQE(t) =
1

2
[ωq(t) + h]Z +HE, (S2)

where Z = |↑⟩⟨↑| − |↓⟩⟨↓| is a Pauli-Z operator, ωq(t) is the randomly fluctuating qubit splitting, and h is an operator
acting on the qubit’s environment (having decoupled Hamiltonian HE). As explained in the main text, we model
photon loss in the interferometer via a beamsplitter-type unitary [S1]

Rc,cℓ(p) = earcsin
√
p(c†ℓc−h.c.), (S3)

describing scattering of photons from mode c to loss mode cℓ with a per-photon probability p. Under the action of
the lossy interferometer, the initial state ρ(0) = |QWP⟩⟨QWP| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|ℓ ⊗ ρE (where |0⟩ℓ denotes the common vacuum
state of the loss modes and ρE is the initial state of the environment) evolves into the mixed state

ρϕ(t) = ⟪⟨Trℓ{RUϕ(t)ρ(0)U
†
ϕ(t)R

†}⟩E⟫, R =
∏
i=1,2

Rai,aℓi
(p), (S4)

where here, Trℓ denotes a trace over the state of the loss modes, ⟨⟩E denotes an average over the initial state of the
environment, ⟪⟫ is an average over realizations of ωq(t), and where evolution of the qubit and modes 1,2 is described
by

Uϕ(t) = T e−i
∫ t
0
dτ HQE(τ)

∏
i=1,2

e−iϕin̂i . (S5)

Here, T is the time-ordering operator and (as in the main text) ϕi is the phase acquired by photons passing through
interferometer arm i = 1, 2, with number operator ni. Note that the same state ρϕ(t) is obtained regardless of the
order in which Uϕ(t) and R are applied.

In terms of the eigenstates |λk⟩ and eigenvalues λk of ρϕ [Eq. (S4)], the quantum Fisher information of ρϕ with
respect to J3 is given by [S2]

IQ(ρϕ, J3) = 2
∑
k,j

(λk − λj)
2

λk + λj
|⟨λk|J3|λj⟩|2. (S6)
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To find the spectral decomposition of ρϕ, note that the action of the beamsplitter R [cf. Eq. (S4)] on |α1, α2⟩ |0⟩ℓ
(ℓ = ℓ1, ℓ2) is given by

R |α1, α2⟩ |0⟩ℓ = |
√
1− pα1,

√
1− pα2⟩ |

√
pα1,

√
pα2⟩ℓ1,ℓ2 . (S7)

Using Eq. (S7) and taking the trace over the loss modes, we then find that

ρϕ(t) =
1

2

∑
σ=↑,↓

|Ψσ⟩⟨Ψσ|+
1

2
e−p|α|2−χ(t)

[
e−iϑ(t) |Ψ↑⟩⟨Ψ↓|+ h.c.

]
, (S8)

where |Ψ↑⟩ = |↑⟩
∣∣eiϕ1

√
1− pα, 0

〉
and |Ψ↓⟩ = |↓⟩

∣∣0, eiϕ2
√
1− pα

〉
, and where χ(t) and ϑ(t) are defined via

⟪⟨U↑(t)U
†
↓(t)⟩E⟫ ≡ e−χ(t)−iϑ(t), Uσ(t) = T e−i

∫ t
0
dτ⟨σ|HQE(τ)|σ⟩. (S9)

Closed-form expressions for χ(t) and ϑ(t) in terms of the spectral density of the environment can be found in a weak-
coupling approximation and often (but not always) assuming approximate Gaussian fluctuations. Various forms can
be found depending on details of the environmental initial conditions and the specific form of the qubit-environment
coupling term h. Notably, ϑ(t) = ϑdyn(t) + ϑq(t) generally includes a contribution ϑq(t) that is unique to a quantum
environment [S3–S6], in addition to the usual (classical) dynamical phase, ϑdyn(t) =

∫ t

0
dτ (⟪ωq(τ)⟫+ ⟨h(τ)⟩E) (with

h(t) = eiHEthe−iHEt). Expressions for ϑq(t) given in, e.g., Refs. [S3–S6] in the context of dynamical decoupling can
used in Eq. (S9) by restricting to the case of free-induction decay (where no decoupling pulses are applied).

Equation (S8) is easy to diagonalize, giving eigenvalues and eigenvectors

λ±(t) =
1

2
(1± e−p|α|2−χ(t)), (S10)

|λ±⟩t =
1√
2
(|Ψ↓⟩ ± eiϑ(t) |Ψ↑⟩). (S11)

Calculating the quantum Fisher information using Eq. (S6) then becomes a question of keeping track of indices, which
run over k = ± as well as k ̸= ± (for which λk = 0). We break up the sum as follows:

IQ(ρϕ, J3) = 4
∑
k=±

∑
j ̸=±

λk|⟨λj |J3|λk⟩|2 + 4(λ+ − λ−)
2|⟨λ+|J3|λ−⟩|2. (S12)

The double sum in Eq. (S12) can be rewritten as∑
k=±
j ̸=±

λk|⟨λj |J3|λk⟩|2 =
∑
k=±

λk⟨λk|J3
∑
j ̸=±

|λj⟩⟨λj | J3|λk⟩, (S13)

where
∑

j ̸=± |λj⟩⟨λj | = 1−
∑

k=± |λk⟩⟨λk|. From here, Eq. (S12) can be evaluated using |⟨λ±|J3|λ∓⟩|2 = 1
4 (1− p)2n̄2

and ⟨λ±|J2
3 |λ±⟩ = 1

4 [(1− p)2n̄2 + (1− p)n̄], giving

IQ(ρϕ, J3) = e−2pn̄−2χ(t)(1− p)2n̄2 + (1− p)n̄, (S14)

where n̄ = |α|2 is the average number of photons in the initial QWP state.

SII. FISHER INFORMATION FOR HOMODYNE DETECTION FOLLOWED BY QUBIT READOUT

Next, we consider the measurement scheme proposed in the main text, consisting of (I) homodyne detection of the
output modes a± of the interferometer with local-oscillator phases φ±, followed by (II) measurement of the qubit in
the X basis |±⟩, where |±⟩ = (|↑⟩+ |↓⟩)/

√
2. The local-oscillator phases are given in Eq. (10) of the main text,

φ+ =
π

2
+ ϕ̄,

φ− = ϕ̄,

ϕ̄ =
1

2
(ϕ1 + ϕ2).

(S15)
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In order to calculate the classical Fisher information IC(ϕ) associated with Steps (I)-(II), we first need to evaluate
the conditional probability distribution

p(x|ϕ) = Tr{UBSρϕU
†
BSΠ̂x}, (S16)

where ρϕ is given by Eq. (S8) and UBS is a beamsplitter unitary that maps the annihilation operators ai (i = 1, 2) to
new modes a± = (a1 ± a2)/

√
2. In Eq. (S16), we have also introduced the POVM element Π̂x describing homodyne

detection of modes a± with outcomes x± [Step (I)], followed by qubit readout with outcome X = ± [Step (II)]:

Π̂x = |X⟩⟨X|
⊗
σ=±

|xφσ
⟩⟨xφσ

| , |xφσ
⟩ = e−iφσa

†
σaσ |xσ⟩ , (S17)

where here, |xσ⟩ is an eigenstate of x̂σ = (a†σ + aσ)/
√
2 having eigenvalue xσ.

Using Bayes’ Rule, we can re-write the conditional distribution p(x|ϕ) as

p(x|ϕ) = p(X|x+, x−, ϕ)p(x+, x−|ϕ), (S18)

where, under the assumption that α ∈ R, the conditional probability distribution p(x+, x−|ϕ) governing the distribu-
tion of measurement outcomes for Step (I) is given by

p(x+, x−|ϕ) =
∏
s=±

gs(xs, ϕ), (S19)

where gs(xs, ϕ) = π−1/2 exp
{
−[xs − µs(ϕ)]

2
}
, µ+(ϕ) =

√
1− pα sin ϕ

2 , and µ−(ϕ) =
√
1− pα cos ϕ

2 . In contrast to
the case of the ECS [cf. Eq. (14) of the main text], the probability distribution governing the homodyne outcomes
does not exhibit interference fringes. The relative phase giving rise to such interference is instead kicked back onto
the state of the qubit, as we now show.

Using Eq. (S19), we can evaluate the post-measurement state ρq(x+, x−, ϕ) of the qubit as

ρq(x+, x−, ϕ) =
Trphotons{UBSρϕU

†
BS

⊗
σ=± |xφσ

⟩⟨xφσ
|}

p(x+, x−|ϕ)
(S20)

=
1

2

[
|↑⟩⟨↑|+ |↓⟩⟨↓|+ e−pα2−χ(t)

(
e−2i[x+µ−(ϕ)−x−µ+(ϕ)]−iϑ(t) |↑⟩⟨↓|+ h.c.

)]
, (S21)

where, in the first equality, Trphotons denotes a partial trace over the state of the a+, a− modes. The probability of
obtaining a measurement outcome ± for the X-basis qubit measurement [Step (II)], conditioned on outcomes x+, x−
for the homodyne measurement, can then be evaluated as

p(±|x+, x−, ϕ) = ⟨±|ρq(x+, x−, ϕ)|±⟩ (S22)

=
1

2
± 1

2
e−pα2−χ(t)cos [2x+µ−(ϕ)− 2x−µ+(ϕ) + ϑ(t)] . (S23)

In the absence of photon loss (p = 0) and qubit dephasing [χ(t) = ϑ(t) = 0], the classical Fisher information for
this measurement sequence is given by

IC[p(x|ϕ)] = n̄2 + n̄, p = 0, χ = ϑ = 0, (S24)

which is equal to the quantum Fisher information of the QWP state given in Eq. (5) of the main text. When any of
p, χ, ϑ ̸= 0, the Fisher information can be evaluated numerically (Fig. S1).

SIII. PHOTON COUNTING WITH QWP STATES

A. Photon counting saturates the quantum Cramér-Rao bound in the absence of photon loss

In this section, we show that photon counting, supplemented by a final X-basis measurement of the qubit, can be
used to saturate the quantum CRB in the absence of photon loss and qubit dephasing.

For p = 0, the state of the qubit and modes 1,2 just prior to the final beamsplitter UBS is given by∣∣QWPϕ

〉
=

1√
2

(
|↑⟩

∣∣eiϕ1α, 0
〉
+ |↓⟩

∣∣0, eiϕ2α
〉)

. (S25)
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FIG. S1. Left axis: Precision given by the quantum CRB δϕmin, relative to the standard quantum limit δϕsql ≡ [(1−p)Mn̄]−1/2,
for QWP states with p = 0.01 (solid red line) and p = 0.1 (dashed red line). Right axis: Precision δϕ that can be attained with
homodyning and X-basis qubit readout for p = 0.01 (solid blue line) and p = 0.1 (dashed blue line). Here, we neglect qubit
dephasing, χ = ϑ = 0.

Under the action of UBS, the modes a1,2 transform according to a1/2 = (a+ ± a−)/
√
2, giving Eq. (9) of the main

text,

|Q̃WPϕ⟩ = UBS

∣∣QWPϕ

〉
=

1√
2

(
|↑⟩ |eiϕ1 α√

2
, eiϕ1 α√

2
⟩+ |↓⟩ |−eiϕ2 α√

2
, eiϕ2 α√

2
⟩
)
.

(S26)

Conditioned on detecting m photons in mode a+ and n photons in mode a−, the post-measurement state of the qubit
is then given by

|Qm,n
ϕ ⟩ =

⟨m,n|Q̃WPϕ⟩√
p(m,n)

=
1√
2

(
eiϕ(m+n) |↑⟩+ eiπm |↓⟩

)
,

(S27)

where here,

p(m,n) =
e−|α|2

m!n!

(
|α|2

2

)m+n

(S28)

is the probability of detecting m and n photons in modes a+ and a−, respectively. Due to the entanglement of the
qubit with the electromagnetic field, the number-resolving measurements have the effect of kicking back a relative
phase ϕ(m+n) onto the qubit superposition state [Eq. (S27)]. The relative phase can then be estimated by measuring
the qubit.

As in the homodyning scheme, we take the final measurement of the qubit to be a measurement in the Pauli-X
eigenbasis. Accounting also for the number-resolving measurements of modes a±, the classical Fisher information
IC(ϕ) for this strategy is given by

IC(ϕ) =
∑
X=±

∞∑
m,n=0

p(X,m, n|ϕ) (∂ϕlog p(X,m, n|ϕ))2 . (S29)

From Bayes’ Rule,

p(X,m, n|ϕ) = pm,n(±|ϕ)p(m,n), (S30)

where p(m,n) is the Poisson-distributed probability of detecting m photons at one output and n photons at the other
[Eq. (S28)], and where

pm,n(±|ϕ) = |⟨±|Qm,n
ϕ ⟩|2 (S31)

=
1

2
(1± cos[ϕ(m+ n)− πm]) (S32)
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FIG. S2. Precision δϕ as a function of ϕ, relative to the standard quantum limit δϕsql ≡ [(1 − p)Mn̄]−1/2, for a QWP state
with n̄ = 10 and p = 0.05 (5% photon loss). The gray line indicating the performance of an optimal scheme is given by
δϕmin = 1/

√
MIQ, where IQ is the quantum Fisher information given in Eq. (S14).

is the probability of measuring an eigenvalue X = ±1, given fixed values of m and n. Since p(m,n) is independent of
ϕ, it therefore follows that

IC(ϕ) =

∞∑
m,n=0

p(m,n)Im,n(ϕ), (S33)

where the (m,n)-conditioned classical Fisher information of the X-basis qubit measurement is given by

Im,n(ϕ) =
∑
X=±

[∂ϕpm,n(X|ϕ)]2

pm,n(X|ϕ)
= (m+ n)2. (S34)

Evaluating the average in Eq. (S33) then gives

IC(ϕ) = n̄2 + n̄, (S35)

which is equal to the quantum Fisher information IQ(
∣∣QWPϕ

〉
) given in Eq. (5) of the main text. Photon counting

is therefore an optimal strategy in the absence of photon loss and qubit dephasing.

B. Classical Fisher information in the presence of photon loss

Here, we neglect the effects of qubit dephasing as they do not affect the central message of this subsection concerning
the ϕ-dependence of the classical Fisher information associated with photon counting in the presence of photon loss.
Dephasing can be incorporated with the replacements e−p|α|2 → e−p|α|2−χ(t) and (m+ n)ϕ → (m+ n)ϕ− ϑ(t).

In the presence of photon loss (p ̸= 0), the post-measurement state of the qubit can be written as

ρq(m,n, ϕ) =
⟨m,n|UBSρϕU

†
BS|m,n⟩

p(m,n)
(S36)

=
1

2

[
|↑⟩⟨↑|+ |↓⟩⟨↓|+ e−p|α|2

(
eiϕ(m+n)−imπ |↑⟩⟨↓|+ h.c.

)]
, (S37)

where ρϕ is given by Eq. (S8) [with χ = ϑ = 0], and where, in the first equality, the probability of detecting m and n
photons in modes a+ and a−, respectively, is now given by

p(m,n) =
e−(1−p)|α|2

m!n!

(
(1− p)|α|2

2

)m+n

. (S38)

The probability pm,n(±|ϕ) of measuring the qubit in state |±⟩, conditioned on photon-counting outcomes m and n,
is then given by

pm,n(±|ϕ) = 1

2

(
1± e−p|α|2cos[ϕ(m+ n)− πm]

)
. (S39)
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As in the p = 0 case, Bayes’ Rule [Eq. (S30)] can be used to write the classical Fisher information in the form of
Eq. (S33), where for p ̸= 0, the Fisher information of the qubit measurement is now given by [cf. Eq. (S34)]

Im,n(ϕ) =
(m+ n)2sin2(m+ n)ϕ

e2p|α|2 − cos2(m+ n)ϕ
. (S40)

Averaging Eq. (S40) over the distribution p(m,n) given in Eq. (S38) gives the classical Fisher information I(ϕ). As
was the case with the ECS, the Fisher information associated with the homodyning scheme is independent of the true
value of the phase, while the Fisher information associated with photon counting vanishes for ϕ = 0, π, leading to
divergences in δϕ (Fig. S2).
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