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Optimal phase estimation protocols require complex state preparation and readout schemes, gen-
erally unavailable or unscalable in many quantum platforms. We develop and analyze a scheme
that achieves near-optimal precision up to a constant overhead for Bayesian phase estimation, us-
ing simple digital quantum circuits with depths scaling logarithmically with the number of qubits.
We find that for Gaussian prior phase distributions with arbitrary widths, the optimal initial state
can be approximated with products of Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger states with varying number of
qubits. Using local, adaptive measurements optimized for the prior distribution and the initial state,
we show that Heisenberg scaling is achievable and that the proposed scheme outperforms known
schemes in the literature that utilize a similar set of initial states. For an example prior width, we
present a detailed comparison and find that is also possible to achieve Heisenberg scaling with a
scheme that employs non-adaptive measurements, with the right allocation of copies per GHZ state
and single-qubit rotations. We also propose an efficient phase unwinding protocol to extend the dy-
namic range of the proposed scheme, and show that it outperforms existing protocols by achieving
an enhanced precision with a smaller number of additional atoms. Lastly, we discuss the impact of
noise and imperfect gates.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology studies fundamental precision
limits in physical measurements imposed by quantum
physics. Recent advances in this field have led to novel
protocols and improved precision for a variety of sens-
ing devices: magnetometers [1, 2], atomic clocks [3–10],
nano-NMR [11–15], and atom interferometers [16, 17] to
name a few. Many of these sensing applications can ef-
fectively be described as a single-shot phase estimation
with an ensemble of N qubits, where an unknown phase
ϕ, due to e.g. an electromagnetic field is imprinted on the
qubits and is estimated after performing a measurement
on the system.

A conventional phase estimation protocol is Ramsey
interferometry, where the qubits are set to an initial state
that is a superposition of the eigenstates of the compu-
tational basis, and are subjected to a projective mea-
surement in the same basis after sensing ϕ. The preci-
sion limits of this scheme are well established: the esti-
mated phase standard deviation (STD) scales as 1/

√
N

when uncorrelated qubits are used as the initial state,
also known as the standard quantum limit (SQL) [18].
Employing a suitable entangled state as the initial state,
it is possible to achieve an improved estimation uncer-
tainty that scales as 1/N , referred to as the Heisenberg
limit (HL) or Heisenberg scaling (HS) in the literature
[19]. The initial state that achieves the minimum possi-
ble estimation uncertainty is referred to as the optimal
initial state.

The two approaches to the phase estimation problem
in the literature are (i) the frequentist approach, where
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the unknown phase ϕ is assumed to be a deterministic
parameter and it can be measured many times. (ii) The
Bayesian approach, where ϕ is assumed to be a stochastic
variable and a single-shot phase estimation is performed
[20]. In the Bayesian approach, the prior information
about ϕ is encoded in a prior distribution Pδϕ(ϕ), with
a standard deviation of δϕ, also referred to as the prior
width. In this work, we consider the Bayesian approach,
which is relevant to various applications, e.g. atomic
clocks [5].

For the frequentist approach, it is well known that the
optimal initial state is the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
(GHZ) state. Such states were analyzed in the literature
extensively, in the context of Ramsey spectroscopy [21–
23], quantum interferometry [24, 25], quantum lithog-
raphy [26] and imaging [27, 28]. Conversely, for the
Bayesian approach, the optimal initial state depends on
the shape of the prior distribution: specifically, the prior
width δϕ. For a small prior width (δϕ < 1/N , where N
is the number of qubits), the GHZ state, combined with
local readout, keeps on performing optimally [29]. How-
ever, for prior widths larger than the dynamical range of
the GHZ states (δϕ > 1/N), they become sub-optimal.
In this regime of wide prior phase distribution, the op-
timal initial state is the so-called sine state, a spin-
squeezed state [30] that can be generated by the two-axis
counter-twisting Hamiltonian [31]. Furthermore, the op-
timal measurement involves a Quantum Fourier Trans-
form (QFT) followed by a projective measurement on
the computational basis [29, 32–34].

Implementing this optimal protocol with a digital
quantum device in the presence of noise is highly chal-
lenging: generating a sine state that is symmetric un-
der particle exchange and implementing the QFT both
require polynomial depth circuits [35, 36]. Several plat-
forms achieve an almost optimal precision using global
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squeezing operations [5, 6, 37], however, such operations
are not available (or not scalable) in many quantum infor-
mation platforms, e.g. atoms in tweezer arrays [9, 38], su-
perconducting qubits [39–41], and more generally quan-
tum computing devices that rely on circuits of few-qubit
gates [42]. Furthermore, due to the presence of noise, it is
desirable to find optimal protocols with minimal circuit
depths.

This raises the question: is it possible to saturate the
fundamental precision limits, for any prior width, with
constant to logarithmic depth digital quantum circuits?
One set of initial states that can be prepared by such
circuits is an ensemble of GHZ states with varying num-
bers of qubits. Such a state contains mi copies of GHZ
states with 2ki qubits, where ki,mi ∈ N. We also re-
fer to such states as blocks of GHZ states, and mi as
the block size. Several protocols using such initial states
have been proposed in the literature [43–46]. However,
to our knowledge, the performance of these schemes in
the Bayesian setting has not been investigated (i.e. dif-
ferent prior distributions or prior widths have not been
considered).

Here, we analyze how such initial states perform and
compare various measurement schemes with an increas-
ing level of control. Specifically, we consider a scheme
with a fixed block size adopted from Ref. [45] that em-
ploys non-adaptive, qubit-resolved (local) measurements,
as well as a scheme with a varying block size [46] which
further employs single-qubit rotations before measure-
ment. We show that the scheme with a varying block size
surpasses the scheme with a fixed block size and achieves
HS up to a constant overhead, in the large prior width
within the dynamic range regime (δϕ = 0.7 rad).

However, both schemes have several drawbacks. First,
they offer exact solutions only for specific values of the
number of qubits. For example, the scheme with a vary-
ing block size offers a solution only for qubit numbers
N = 2, 9, 26, 63, 140, . . . Extending these schemes to any
number of qubits is highly desirable for near-term quan-
tum devices that operate with a small number of qubits.
Second, they consider a uniform prior phase distribution
in the interval of [−π, π], which is not realistic for devices
such as atomic clocks. This motivates extension to an
arbitrary prior width, and Gaussian prior distributions,
which are more relevant for atomic clocks.

We thus propose and analyze the following protocol:
we numerically optimize over all possible partitions of a
total number of N qubits into blocks of GHZ states with
varying numbers of qubits, assuming a Gaussian prior
distribution with an arbitrary prior width δϕ. As for the
measurement strategy, we utilize local, adaptive measure-
ments, instead of local, non-adaptive measurements used
in Refs. [45, 46]. These measurements were introduced
in [43], but the performance for Bayesian phase estima-
tion was not studied. Given the initial state, we optimize
over the local, adaptive measurements and show that this
protocol achieves HS for any given prior width, and sur-
passes the previously suggested protocols.

To answer our initial question, we show that it is pos-
sible to approximately saturate fundamental precision
limits for any prior width, with constant to logarithmic
depth digital quantum circuits. We observe that the ini-
tial states used in the proposed scheme perform almost
optimally and reach the fundamental limit of sensitivity
for Bayesian phase estimation for all prior widths, if arbi-
trary level of control in measurement schemes is allowed.

Lastly, we discuss the application of these schemes in
the context of atomic clocks, and propose a method to
reach the ultimate limit of sensitivity. We do so by in-
creasing the dynamic range of the proposed scheme, i.e.
the interval for which the phase ϕ can be unambiguously
estimated, by introducing slow atoms that accumulate
fractional phases. We present a method to allocate the
atoms into slow atoms and GHZ states efficiently, in order
to extend the dynamic range with a negligible amount of
additional atoms. We show that our method outperforms
existing schemes that utilize slow atoms by comparing
the number of atoms needed to obtain the same level of
sensitivity.

This paper is organized as follows: we first present a
review of quantum metrology, specifically for the con-
text of atomic clocks, in Sec. II. We motivate the use
of blocks of GHZ states with varying number of qubits
and review existing schemes in the literature using such
states in Sec. III. We then describe the proposed pro-
tocol in Sec. IV. We analyze the performance of the
proposed scheme and the existing schemes in depth in
Sec. V. Furthermore, we state the fundamental limits of
Bayesian phase estimation due to phase slip errors in Sec.
VI to establish a benchmark, and discuss the extension
of the dynamic range using slow atoms. Finally, we es-
tablish the performance of the proposed protocol in the
presence of decoherence effects in Sec. VII.

II. REVIEW OF QUANTUM METROLOGY
FOR ATOMIC CLOCKS

A. Formulation

We consider a Ramsey interferometry experiment
where N qubits are initialized in the state |ψi⟩, and
undergo a unitary ϕ-encoding transformation U(ϕ) such
that

U(ϕ) = e−iϕJz

Jz =
∑
i

Zi, i = 1, 2, . . . N (1)

where Zi is the Pauli Z operator for the ith qubit, and
ϕ ∈ R is unknown. Let us denote the state after the en-
coding as |ψf ⟩, with |ψf ⟩ = U(ϕ)|ψi⟩. Information about
ϕ is obtained through performing positive operator val-
ued measures (POVMs) on |ψf ⟩, i.e. a set of positive Her-
mitian operators {Πx}x such that

∑
x Πx = 1, where 1 is

the identity operator. The probabilities of the measure-
ment outcomes are given by the distribution {p(x|ϕ)}x,
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with p(x|ϕ) = ⟨ψf |Πx |ψf ⟩. Given a measurement result,
the phase is estimated by an estimator ϕest(x), and the
accuracy of the phase estimation for any ϕ is defined by
the mean-squared error (MSE),

(∆ϕ)2 =
∑
x

p(x|ϕ)(ϕ− ϕest(x))2 . (2)

Given the MSE as a function of ϕ, we seek to minimize
a cost function that quantifies the overall performance
of the phase estimation, for all ϕ. For this purpose,
we choose to utilize the Bayesian mean squared error
(BMSE). Given a prior distribution of ϕ, Pδϕ(ϕ), the
BMSE is defined as

(∆ϕ̃)2 =

∫
(∆ϕ)2Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ . (3)

We refer to the square-root of the BMSE, ∆ϕ̃, as root
Bayesian mean squared error (RBMSE), or the posterior
width. We assume a Gaussian prior distribution with a
standard deviation of δϕ, defined as

Pδϕ(ϕ) =
1√

2π(δϕ)2
exp

[
− ϕ2

2(δϕ)2

]
. (4)

δϕ is also referred to as the prior width. Then, given
a prior width, the problem of minimizing the BMSE re-
duces to optimizing over |ψi⟩, {Πx}, and {ϕest(x)}. An
efficient numerical algorithm for this task was given in
[29] (see Appendix A for details). This algorithm pro-
vides the minimal BMSE along with the optimal initial
state, the POVM, and the optimal estimators that sat-
urate it. We refer to this minimal BMSE as the opti-
mal quantum interferometer (OQI). The OQI constitutes
a benchmark for the maximum attainable sensitivity in
Bayesian phase estimation.

B. Phase estimation for atomic clocks

An important application of phase estimation is in the
context of optical atomic clocks [48], where a local os-
cillator (LO) with a frequency ωL(t), specifically a clock
laser, is locked to an atomic transition with a frequency
ωA. Due to the fluctuations in the laser frequency, ωL(t)

deviates from ωA, and a phase ϕ :=
∫ T
0

(ωA − ωL(t)) dt
is accumulated. Here, T is the Ramsey time, and it will
also be referred to as the interrogation time. Due to the
fluctuating laser frequency, the accumulated phase ϕ is a
stochastic variable, distributed according to a prior dis-
tribution with a prior width δϕ. For example, δϕ grows
with the Ramsey time as δϕ ∝ T for a laser frequency
noise spectrum in the form of Sω(f) ∝ 1/f [49]. At the
end of the interrogation, the accumulated phase ϕ is es-
timated from a population measurement of the atoms.
This estimate is consequently used to correct the devia-
tions in the laser frequency. After the measurement, the
uncertainty on ϕ is reduced from δϕ to ∆ϕ̃, the posterior

width, given in Eq. (3). Finally, the atoms are reini-
tialized to perform a new interrogation. This process is
described in Fig. 1a.

During the detection and initialization time, the laser
frequency is not interrogated, and this interval is referred
to as dead time. Phase diffusion during the dead time of
atomic clocks gives rise to the Dick effect [50]. This ef-
fect however can be circumvented by introducing an ad-
ditional ensemble of atoms that enables implementation
of a zero-dead time (ZDT) clock [51]. We ignore this
effect in the following discussion.

The clock stability is characterized by the Allan devi-
ation of the frequency, σy(τ). For a clock operation with
NT interrogations, each having a Ramsey time T , the
Allan deviation ideally follows [45]

σy(τ) =
∆ϕ̃

ωA
√
τT

(5)

where ωA is the frequency of the atomic transition as
mentioned above, τ = NT · T is the total duration of
the clock operation, or the total interrogation time, and
∆ϕ̃ is the posterior width [52]. Stable optical clocks are
obtained through the minimization of σy(τ), therefore it
is desirable to have long interrogation times T , and small
posterior widths ∆ϕ̃.

The posterior width ∆ϕ̃ depends on the initial state of
the atoms, and the measurement strategy. For example,
a coherent spin state (CSS), i.e. uncorrelated atoms, can
be used as the initial state: an N -qubit CSS is defined

as |ψCSS⟩ =
[
(|0⟩ + |1⟩)/

√
2
]⊗N

. Phase estimation with
a CSS results in the SQL, where the posterior variance
scales as ∆ϕ̃ ∝ 1/

√
N . Using entanglement, it is pos-

sible to achieve a better scaling with N . For example,
a GHZ state can be used as an initial state, where an

N -qubit GHZ state reads |ψGHZ⟩ = (|0⟩⊗N + |1⟩⊗N )/
√

2.
An N-qubit GHZ state achieves a posterior variance of
∆ϕ̃ ∝ 1/N , for δϕ ≈ π/N or smaller.

As for the interrogation time T , it is typically limited
by the LO noise, i.e. by γLO, the linewidth of the free-
running laser. For T longer than γ−1

LO, δϕ ≈ π, leading
to phase slip errors, i.e. phase estimation error arising
from ϕ being outside of the interval [−π, π]. Since ϕ can
be estimated up to modulo 2π, the phase estimation re-
sults in a 2πk error, k ≥ 1, k ∈ Z. These errors degrade
the accuracy in phase estimation and consequently the
Allan deviation. Therefore, for a naive clock operation
using uncorrelated atoms, the maximum allowable Ram-
sey time is T ≈ γ−1

LO. Consequently, we see two scalings
of the Allan deviation emerge as a function of τ : for
τ < γ−1

LO, one can set T = τ , such that σy(τ) ∝ τ−1.

For τ > γ−1
LO, the Ramsey time is fixed to its maximum

value, and σy(τ) ∝ τ−1/2 due to averaging over the many
independent interrogations.

In a practical setting, optical atomic clocks are oper-
ated in the regime of τ > γ−1

LO. Since GHZ states perform
optimally for δϕ < π/N , their maximum allowable Ram-
sey time is T ≈ (γLON)−1, which is a factor of N shorter
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FIG. 1. Operation of an optical atomic clock in the Bayesian context. (a) The fluctuating laser frequency ωL(t)
causes the atoms to accumulate a phase ϕ. The phase is measured at the end of the interrogation cycle, and is used to estimate
the laser frequency. (b) Allan deviation σy(τ), normalized by γLO/ωAN

1/2, as a function of the total interrogation time τ ,
for various interrogation schemes, and N = 200 atoms. The vertical dashed line represents the coherence time limit due to
local oscillator noise [47], which determines the maximum Ramsey time T . The Allan deviation decreases as τ1/2 after this
point for the uncorrelated and GHZ interrogation. If phase slip errors are suppressed, it is possible for the stability to scale as
τ−1, as seen from the stabilities of the best classical scheme and the optimal quantum clock (OQC). The fundamental limit of
sensitivity is set by the individual particle decoherence (Eq. (6)), which is plotted with a gray, dashed line. (c) Allan deviation

σy(τ), normalized by γLO/ωAN
1/2, as a function of the total number of atoms N , for τ = 10−3γ−1

LO (top) and τ = 10 γ−1
LO

(bottom). Note that the legend for the plots is shown in b. For τ γLO < 1, the stabilities of all the clocks scale as N1/2.

Protocols that show Heisenberg scaling (HS) can increase the clock stability by an additional factor of N1/2. For τ γLO > 1,

T takes its largest value of T ≈ γ−1
LO for the uncorrelated interrogation, causing the stability to scale as τ1/2. Extending the

Ramsey time with the best classical scheme enables to obtain a stability that scales as τ , and using protocols that show HS,
such as the OQC, can further boost the stability by a factor of N1/2.

compared to the case of an N -qubit CSS. Then, the clock
that uses an N -qubit GHZ state achieves a similar stabil-
ity as the clock that uses an N -qubit CSS [53], providing
no metrological gain. Therefore, optimal metrology seeks
(i) protocols that extend the Ramsey time T beyond the
LO noise limit, γ−1

LO, (ii) protocols that show Heisenberg-
scaling with respect to the number of atoms N , given a
wide prior width, to achieve metrological advantage.

The first objective can be accomplished by introduc-
ing additional classical interrogations with uncorrelated
atoms and performing phase unwinding [4, 54]. Phase
unwinding is achieved by using ensembles of atoms that
acquire smaller phases (which can be achieved by e.g.
mid-circuit measurement and reset). These ensembles
provide the ability to correct for phase slip errors, and
thus, to extend the interrogation time such that T = τ .
We refer to the classical scheme that extends the Ram-
sey time in this way as the best classical scheme, and the
clock that uses this scheme as the best classical clock.

Furthermore, the second objective can be achieved
with the OQI. The OQI achieves the minimum possible
posterior variance given any interrogation time (see Sec.
II A). We refer to the clock that combines the OQI with
phase unwinding techniques beyond the LO noise limit

as the optimal quantum clock (OQC): the OQC achieves
the maximum possible clock stability given N qubits, for
any interrogation time [55] (see Sec. VI B).

Ultimately, the clock stability is limited by the individ-
ual particle decoherence arising from amplitude damping
(comprised of scattering from trapping light and radia-
tive decay), which restricts the linewidth of the atomic
clock transition. The fundamental limit to phase sensi-
tivity is given by [56, 57]

σy,min(τ) ≈ 1

ωA

√
2γind
τN

(6)

where γind is the rate of amplitude damping. Note that
the fundamental limit scales as N−1/2, where neither en-
tanglement nor any classical protocol can retrieve the
Heisenberg scaling [56, 57].

We illustrate the different regimes and the possible
gain from quantum metrology in Fig. 1. For a fixed
γLO/γind = 104, we plot in Fig. 1b the Allan devia-
tion σy(τ), with respect to the total interrogation time τ ,
for different protocols (see Appendix B for more details).
From the Figure, the stability of all of the protocols scales
as τ−1 for small total interrogation times τ . However, the
Allan deviation scales as τ−1/2 for τ > γ−1

LO, for uncorre-
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lated atoms and the GHZ state. This leads to a factor
of γ

1/2
LO /(2γind)1/2 gap from the fundamental sensitivity

limit given in Eq. (6), and plotted with gray dashed lines
in Fig. 1b. The stability of the best classical clock, and
the OQC, continue to scale as τ−1 for times shorter than
the single-qubit decoherence limit (τ < γ−1

ind), as they
assume the use of phase unwinding. Furthermore, the
OQC surpasses the best classical clock since it shows HS
in this time scale. The area below the OQC is marked as
inaccessible, since it sets the benchmark for optimal sen-
sitivity. Note that we assumed γind = 0 when computing
the performance of the OQC to simplify the calculations.
As the total interrogation time τ approaches γ−1

ind, the Al-

lan deviation for all of the schemes start scaling as τ−1/2

due to the single-qubit noise.

In Fig. 1c, we plot the Allan deviation σy(τ), normal-

ized by γLO/ωAN
1/2, with respect to the total number

of atoms N , for τ = 10−3γ−1
LO (top) and τ = 10 γ−1

LO (bot-

tom). For τ < γ−1
LO, the uncorrelated interrogation has

the same stability as the best classical scheme. Since the
OQC shows HS, the stability increases faster by a factor
of N1/2 compared to the other schemes and gets closer
to the fundamental limit of sensitivity. For τ > γ−1

LO, the
best classical clock performs better than the clock using
uncorrelated interrogations by a factor of (τγLO)1/2 due
to its extended Ramsey time. On top of this, the OQC
surpasses the best classical clock by a factor of N1/2,
due to its extended Ramsey time, and its HS. In sum-
mary, the maximum gain in sensitivity obtained by the
OQC with respect to the sensitivity of the uncorrelated
interrogation is

√
N in the regime where τγLO < 1, and√

N
√
τγLO in the regime where τγLO > 1, respectively.

III. BLOCKS OF GHZ STATES FOR PHASE
ESTIMATION

A. Motivation for using blocks of GHZ states

It is desirable to use GHZ states as building blocks to
construct initial states for phase estimation, as they are
relatively easy to prepare. N -qubit GHZ states can be
prepared using various short depth circuits: (i) a circuit
depth of O(logN) assuming full-connectivity [58], (ii)
constant depth if measurement and feedback strategies
[59] or multi-qubit gates [10] are used, (iii) linear depth
if only nearest-neighbor interactions are allowed [9]. GHZ
states are optimal initial states for Bayesian phase esti-
mation given a vanishing prior phase width and for the
frequentist case. To see this, one can perform a Pauli
Y measurement on each qubit of an N -qubit GHZ state.
The first and second moments of the parity operator,

defined as Π = (−1)

∑
i
Yi

, are given by ⟨Π⟩ = sin (Nϕ),

⟨Π2⟩ = cos (Nϕ)
2
. Given M repetitions of the measure-

ment, the MSE is

(∆ϕ)2 =
(∆Π)2

M(∂ϕ⟨Π⟩)2
≈ 1

MN2
for ϕ≪ 1 , (7)

where (∆Π)2 = ⟨Π2⟩ − ⟨Π⟩2. Thus, GHZ states at-
tain the HL in the frequentist approach, for ϕ = 0.
However, this limit is unachievable in Bayesian quantum
metrology, where only a single measurement is allowed
(M = 1), and ϕ has a prior distribution with a non-zero
width. Bayesian phase estimation resembles the frequen-
tist phase estimation in the limit of small prior width,
where δϕ ≈ π/N or smaller, for which bimodal states
close to GHZ states are the optimal initial states [29].

For δϕ > π/N , GHZ states cannot attain the HL due
to their limited dynamic range. Measurement outcomes
repeat themselves after a period of 2π/N , causing phase
wrap errors to appear outside of this period, and leading
to a poor performance. In order to have both a high
precision in estimation, and a large dynamic range, we
look for ways to approximate the optimal initial states
using a combination of GHZ states with varying numbers
of qubits, i.e. blocks of GHZ states. Such a state reads

|ψ⟩ =
1

2
∑

imi/2

∏
i

(
|0⟩⊗2ki

+ |1⟩⊗2ki
)⊗mi

, (8)

where mi is the size of the block that contains 2ki-qubit
GHZ states, ki,mi ∈ N, and the total number of qubits
is given by N =

∑
imi2

ki . We want to find optimal par-
titions, i.e. {ki},{mi}, for every N and optimal readout
schemes and estimators. Before outlining our protocol,
let us first review existing schemes that utilized blocks of
GHZ states.

B. Review of existing schemes

Protocols using blocks of GHZ states with different
partitions (i.e. different sets of {ki},{mi} in Eq. (8))
have been studied in the literature [43, 45, 46]. We review
and further analyze the performance of these schemes,
focusing on the scheme in Ref. [45] to which we refer as
the scheme with a fixed block size (mi = M), and the
scheme in Ref. [46] to which we refer as the scheme with
a varying block size.

In the scheme with a fixed block size, all of the GHZ

states (with
{

2ki
}kmax

ki=0
qubits) are repeated by a constant

mi = M . This constant is found from the implicit equa-
tion M = 16

π2 log(N), where N is the total number of
qubits. For example, for a state with 1, 2, and 4-qubit
GHZ states, M = 6. For each block of 2k-atoms GHZ
states, M/2 of the GHZ states are measured in the lo-
cal Pauli σx and the other M/2 in the σy basis, i.e. a
dual quadrature readout is performed to increase the dy-
namic range. Ref. [45] assumes a uniform phase prior,

which leads to an RBMSE of ∆ϕ̃ = 8
π

√
log(N)/N , i.e.

HS up to a logarithmic correction. This scheme is ana-
lyzed in Appendix C, where we numerically calculate the
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RBMSE with two different estimation strategies: a bit-
by-bit estimation strategy that was developed in [45] and
the optimal Bayesian estimation. In the bit-by-bit esti-
mation, we write ϕ (mod 2π) as ϕ = 2π(0.Z1Z2Z3 . . . ),
where Zj ∈ {0, 1} are the binary digits. By combining
the results of the parity measurements of the GHZ states
we estimate the binary digits Zj of the phase ϕ. We find
that while the Bayesian estimation achieves a sub-SQL
BMSE, the bit-by-bit estimation does not achieve the
expected precision (see App. C and Ref. [45] for more
details).

In the scheme with a varying block size, the state
consists of GHZ states with sizes of 2ki , where
ki = 0, 1, . . . , kmax, and mi = mkmax

+ µ (kmax − ki),
mkmax

, µ ∈ N+. Then, the largest GHZ state has 2kmax

qubits, and is repeated mkmax
times. Similarly, 2kmax−1-

qubit GHZ states are repeated mkmax
+ µ times, etc.

Before a measurement, the mi copies of GHZ states
are subjected to a set of single-qubit rotations θj , with

θj = π j
mi

, j = 0, 1, . . . ,mi−1. Finally, they undergo par-

ity measurements. Ref. [46] observed numerically that
the maximum sensitivity is obtained for mkmax = 2, and
µ = 3. For example, to prepare an initial state with 2-
qubit and 1-qubit GHZ states, this protocol employs two
copies of 2-qubit GHZ states, and five copies of 1-qubit
GHZ states. Furthermore, the 2-qubit (1-qubit) GHZ
states are subjected to single-qubit rotations of 0, π/2
(0, π/5, . . . , 4π/5). Ref. [46] showed that this scheme
achieves HL up to a constant overhead of 2.03 [60].
We implemented this scheme numerically with Gaussian
prior distributions and observed that it achieves the sen-
sitivity of the OQI up to a constant overhead that de-
pends on the prior width. For example, for a prior width
of δϕ = 0.7 rad, the overhead is calculated to be 1.66 (see
Appendix D).

The schemes mentioned above raise several issues:
First, they are not immediately applicable to atomic
clocks since they assume a uniform prior distribution on
the phase. To our knowledge, they have not been an-
alyzed for Gaussian prior distributions, which are the
relevant phase distributions for the regime where current
atomic clocks operate in (i.e. τγLO < 1, where τ is the
total interrogation time and γLO is the linewidth of the
free running laser, see Sec. II B).

Second, they correspond to very specific values of N,
e.g. for the scheme with a varying block size, the consid-
ered states have a total number of N = 2, 9, 26 qubits for
kmax = 0, 1, 2. For intermediate numbers of qubits, it is
necessary to modify these states by removing or adding
GHZ states, which leads to sub-optimal states. Further-
more, the density of the qubit numbers suitable to these
schemes decreases with increasing N , further complicat-
ing the use of them for large N (see Appendix E for a
plot of the suitable qubit numbers for these schemes).
We therefore want to devise a scheme that will achieve
optimal precision for every N .

These issues motivate us to find better schemes for
Bayesian phase estimation that are applicable to all qubit

numbers, N , and to Gaussian prior distributions. To this
end, we use an adaptive protocol, inspired by Ref. [43].
We extend this protocol to Bayesian phase estimation
and generalize it to all phase prior widths and all qubit
numbers, N.

IV. PROPOSED ADAPTIVE SCHEME

We now turn to outline our protocol. We design the
protocol assuming a relatively small phase slip probabil-
ity, i.e. δϕ < π, where δϕ is the prior width. In the
context of atomic clocks, this regime corresponds to a
Ramsey time smaller than the LO coherence time. In
other words, TγLO < 1, where T is the Ramsey time and
γLO is the linewidth of the laser (see Sec. II B). We ex-
tend the proposed scheme in the regime where TγLO > 1
through the introduction of phase unwinding in Sec. VI.

Our goal is to get as close as possible to the perfor-
mance of the OQI with low-depth circuits. The initial
states and the POVMs of the OQI can be efficiently cal-
culated, but they are difficult to implement: for a large
prior width within the dynamic range (δϕ ≈ 1 rad), the
optimal state resembles a sine state [33], and the optimal
measurements have high complexity [29] (for a deriva-
tion of the optimality of the sine state, see Appendix F
and Ref. [61]). Furthermore, optimizing over all possible
digital circuits is quite formidable. Hence, we pursue a
two-step approach. First, for a given atom number and
prior width, we “mimic” the optimal initial state using
simpler states, i.e. blocks of GHZ states, as described
in Sec. IV A. Then, given this approximated state, we
optimize over the local measurements to minimize the
BMSE, as described in Sec. IV B.

A summary and illustration of the proposed adaptive
scheme is given in Fig. 2 for N = 4 qubits, and a prior
width δϕ = π/3 ≈ 1.05 rad (such that phase slips are
three-sigma events). We list all the possible partitions
of N = 4 qubits into blocks of GHZ states, and plot
the MSE as a function of ϕ of all such partitions as a
function of ϕ in Fig. 2a. We remark that their MSE
depends on the prior width through the measurement
optimization that is based on it. The MSE of the OQI as
a function of ϕ is given by the black, dashed line in Fig.
2a. The smallest BMSE with our scheme is obtained by
the partition whose MSE is closest to the OQI, which
corresponds here to the yellow line.

In Fig. 2b, local, adaptive measurements are depicted:
a single-qubit rotation of Φi around the z-axis is applied
before each measurement, such that ϕ− Φi is measured.
Depending on the measurement result, the single-qubit
rotation that will be applied to the next GHZ state is
chosen. This process is initiated with the largest GHZ
state in the partition in terms of the number of qubits,
and ends with the smallest GHZ state (see Fig. 2b, where
an example to a measurement result is highlighted in or-
ange). To find the optimal set of single-qubit rotations
{Φ}, m phases ϕ are uniformly sampled from the inter-
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(BMSE)

rotation
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Applied to 
2-qubit GHZ 

Applied to 1st 
1-qubit GHZ Applied to 2nd 

1-qubit GHZ 

FIG. 2. Illustration of the proposed scheme. Summary of the introduced protocol for N = 4 qubits, and a prior width
of δϕ = π/3 ≈ 1.05 rad. (a) The possible partitions of the blocks of GHZ states for N = 4 qubits are given in the Table,
and the MSE as a function of ϕ is plotted. For this prior width, the best-performing partition is plotted in yellow, highlighted
in the Table. (b) Optimization over local, adaptive measurements. The measurement consists of successive Ẑ(Φi) operations

and projective measurements. The Ẑ(Φi) operation corresponds to a rotation around the z-axis by Φi in the Bloch sphere
picture, such that ϕ−Φi is measured. Based on the measurement outcome, denoted with |+⟩ and |−⟩, the next rotation angle
is determined. During the optimization, m phases are sampled uniformly from the interval [−6δϕ, 6δϕ], which are then used
to compute the Bayesian mean squared error (BMSE) analytically. Gradient descent is used to tune the single-qubit rotations
Φi in the adaptive measurement. This process is iterated until the BMSE converges to a minimum. The path highlighted
with orange corresponds to the measurement outcome {+,−,+}, for example. (c) Numerical values (in units of radians) of the
single-qubit rotations Φi at the end of the optimization.

val [−6 δϕ, 6 δϕ], and the BMSE is calculated analyti-
cally, which is used to tune {Φ}. This process is iterated
until the BMSE converges to a minimum. In Fig. 2c,
we list the numerical values of the single-qubit rotations
obtained after performing the optimization for this case.

A. Approximating optimal initial states

First, we explain how the optimally performing parti-
tion is computed for a given qubit number N , and prior
width δϕ. For this purpose, we fix N and write down all
possible partitions into {ki},{mi}, given the constraint
N =

∑
imi2

ki . For all the partitions, we numerically
calculate the minimum possible BMSE using the algo-
rithm outlined in Ref. [29], assuming that optimal mea-
surements (for example, the QFT operation followed by
projective measurements) are available. The partition
that achieves this minimum possible BMSE, for a given
qubit number N and prior width δϕ, is referred to as
the optimal partition. The optimal partition depends
on the prior width: for a narrow prior distribution, it is
desirable to use most of the qubits to construct a GHZ
state with a high number of qubits, whereas for a wider
prior distribution, we expect the optimal partition to in-
clude more blocks of GHZ states with smaller numbers
of qubits. The dependence on the prior width is further
discussed and illustrated in Sec. V A.

It is interesting to study how well these optimal par-
titions of blocks of GHZ states perform given that opti-
mal measurements are applied, and how close their min-
imal BMSE is to the BMSE of the OQI. This analysis is
shown in Fig. 3, where we compare the BMSE obtained
by the optimal partitions with their optimal measure-
ments to the BMSE of the OQI for different prior widths
(δϕ = π/12 ≈ 0.26 rad, π/6 ≈ 0.53 rad, π/3 ≈ 1.05
rad). We observe that optimal partitions achieve the
performance of the OQI almost exactly for all qubit num-
bers. Therefore, given optimal measurements, approxi-
mating the optimal initial state with blocks of GHZ states
causes almost no loss of sensitivity.

We note that the optimal partitions differ from the
ones used by previous schemes reviewed in Sec. III B.
The latter are tailored for non-adaptive, local measure-
ments, whereas the partitions of this work assume op-
timal measurements. We observed numerically that in
general these optimal measurements cannot be replicated
with non-adaptive, local measurement protocols.

B. Optimizing over local, adaptive measurements

Given the optimal partition, the optimal measurement
strategy might be complex. For example, the optimal
measurement includes performing a QFT in the limit of
a large prior width within the dynamic range [61]. We
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-corrected HL

FIG. 3. Performance of optimal partitions given op-
timal measurements. Root Bayesian mean squared error
(RBMSE) normalized by 2π, as a function of the number
of qubits N , for the optimal partition of the blocks of GHZ
states found in Sec. IV A, and the OQI. The OQI constitutes
a benchmark for Bayesian phase estimation, and we assume
that arbitrarily complex optimal measurements are available
for the optimal partitions. The comparison to the OQI shows
that the BMSE of the optimal partitions perform almost op-
timally for all prior widths. We also plot the π-corrected HL,
defined as ∆ϕ̃ = π/N in the limit of N ≫ 1 [62], with a gray
line. The BMSE of the OQI (as well as the optimal partition)
converges to the HL for all prior widths except δϕ ≈ 1.05
rad, due to phase slip errors. For a detailed discussion on the
effect of such errors, see Sec. VI.

therefore look for ways to perform a measurement that
approximates the optimal measurement as much as pos-
sible. It has been shown that the QFT operation, fol-
lowed by projective measurements, can be approximated
by performing adaptive measurements [33], where one
starts measuring from the GHZ state with the highest
ki in Eq. (8), and performs single-qubit rotations to the
rest of the states adaptively before their respective mea-
surements.

Taking the optimal partitions of the previous section
as our initial states, the adaptive measurement can be
optimized with respect to the initial state and the prior
width to minimize the BMSE in Eq. (3). First, defin-
ing M =

∑
imi, note that one needs to perform M

measurements in total. For a parity measurement per-
formed on a k-qubit GHZ state, preceded by a single-
qubit rotation of Φ, the probabilities of obtaining an
even or odd parity (denoted by +,− respectively) are
P (±) = (1 ± cos (k(ϕ− Φ)))/2. Furthermore, since there
are M measurements, the number of possible outcomes

is 2M . Denoting the probability of each outcome by

p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ), we write the total BMSE as

(∆ϕ̃)2 =

∫
dϕPδϕ(ϕ)

∑
n⃗

p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)(ϕ− ϕest(n⃗))2 (9)

where the sum is over all outcomes, or branches n⃗. Note

that the single-qubit rotations before measurements, Φ⃗,
and the estimators, ϕest(n⃗), are functions of the branches.
We use the optimal Bayesian estimators, defined as

ϕest(n⃗) =

∫
dϕϕ p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)∫
dϕ p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)

(10)

We employ gradient descent techniques to find the opti-

mal single-qubit rotations Φ⃗ for a given initial state and
prior width (see Appendix G for more details about the
optimization procedure).

V. RESULTS

First, for a fixed qubit number, we analyze how the
proposed scheme performs as we change the prior width,
δϕ, in Sec. V A. Then, we assume a fixed prior width and
observe the performance of all of the schemes as a func-
tion of the number of qubits, N , in Sec. V B. To quantify
the increase in the sensitivity of phase estimation when
the proposed scheme is used, we define the metrological
gain g = (∆ϕCSS)2/(∆ϕ̃)2 as our figure of merit, where

(∆ϕCSS)2 and (∆ϕ̃)2 are the BMSE of the phase estima-
tion performed using an N -qubit CSS and the proposed
scheme, respectively. Note that the prior width and the
number of qubits are the same for both schemes when
calculating the gain, and we assume a single-quadrature
readout for the CSS.

A. Performance with varying prior width

We study how the performance of our scheme, as well
as the optimal initial state and partition depend on the
prior width. The results for N = 21 qubits can be found
in Fig. 4a. The performance of the OQI is indicated in
gray, and the gray filling below this line is used to empha-
size the fact that it is not possible to perform better than
the OQI, i.e., this part of the parameter space is inacces-
sible. We also plot the performance of a GHZ state and a
CSS for N = 21. We see that the GHZ state performs op-
timally for a small prior width, however, the performance
quickly deteriorates as the prior width grows. We plot
the performance proposed scheme with red points, and
see that the proposed scheme surpasses the performance
of the CSS with 21 qubits for any prior width. The op-
timal performance, i.e. the minimum value of ∆ϕ̃/δϕ for
the proposed scheme occurs at δϕ ≈ 0.7 rad. For each of
the points of the proposed scheme, we (i) find the best
partition for the given prior width, (ii) optimize over the
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d) MSE for        = 0.7 

FIG. 4. Performance of the proposed scheme for N = 21 qubits. (a) Root Bayesian mean squared error (RBMSE) as

a function of the prior width, δϕ, for N = 21. We plot ∆ϕ̃/δϕ, which is the RBMSE normalized by the prior width. Since

∆ϕ̃ is the standard deviation of the posterior distribution of ϕ after the measurement, ∆ϕ̃/δϕ represents the reduction in the
uncertainty of ϕ. If the measurement does not provide any additional information about ϕ, the posterior standard deviation in
ϕ is equal to the prior standard deviation, resulting in ∆ϕ̃/δϕ = 1. We see that this limit is obtained for very small (δϕ < 0.01
rad) and relatively large (δϕ > 2 rad) prior widths, where the BMSE is poor due to phase slip errors for the latter case. The
performance of the phase estimation with a 21-qubit GHZ state, 21-qubit CSS, the OQI, and the proposed scheme is plotted
in blue, yellow, gray, and red, respectively. The different shapes of the red markers correspond to different ways of partitioning
the 21 qubits into blocks of GHZ states, listed in the table in b. (b) Optimal partitions of 21 qubits into blocks of GHZ states
for different prior widths. For a small prior width (first row), we see that the optimal strategy is to use the GHZ state with
the maximum number of atoms possible, which is the 16-atom GHZ state for N = 21. The remaining atoms are distributed to
smaller GHZ states. In contrast, for a large prior width within the dynamic range (last row), it is more advantageous to use
GHZ states with smaller numbers of atoms and distribute them equally, i.e. use 3 blocks of each. (c) The amplitudes of states
with nup excitations, 0 ≤ nup ≤ 21, for the optimal initial states of the OQI and the initial states obtained with blocks of GHZ

states, for different prior widths. nup = 0(nup = 21) corresponds to the state |0⟩⊗N (|1⟩⊗N ). We see that for δϕ ≈ 1 rad, the
optimal initial state of the OQI resembles a sine state. (d) MSE of the OQI, CSS, and the proposed scheme for N = 21 and
δϕ = 0.7 rad, plotted in purple, yellow, and red, respectively. The proposed scheme achieves a metrological gain of g = 2.29
(3.59 dB).

local, adaptive measurements. The changing shapes of
the red points indicate the different partitions of the 21
atoms into blocks of GHZ states: for example, the stars
correspond to the partition with three 4-qubit, 2-qubit,
and 1-qubit GHZ states, whereas the circles correspond
to one 16-qubit, 4-qubit, and 1-qubit GHZ state. The
full list of partitions corresponding to each shape can be
found in Fig. 4b. We also plot the initial states of the
proposed scheme and the initial states of the OQI for
some of these shapes in Fig. 4c.

We then compare the MSE obtained with the proposed
scheme, as a function of ϕ, to the performance of the
OQI and the CSS for δϕ = 0.7 rad in Fig. 4d. As can
be seen from the Figure, the OQI surpasses the CSS for

all ϕ, performing optimally over almost the entire [−π, π]
range. We see that the proposed scheme also surpasses
the CSS for almost all ϕ except a very small region around
ϕ = ±3π/8 rad, where the CSS performs slightly bet-
ter. However, the proposed scheme has a much larger
bandwidth and a better performance around ϕ = 0 rad.
We calculate the metrological gain at δϕ = 0.7 rad as
g = 2.29 (3.59 dB).

B. Scaling with the number of qubits

To see how the performance of the different schemes
scale with the qubit number N , we fix δϕ = 0.7 rad, from
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FIG. 5. Performance as a function of the number of
qubits N . The root Bayesian mean squared error (RBMSE)
as a function of number of qubits N , normalized by the prior
width, for δϕ = 0.7 rad. We see that the CSS and the OQI
constitute the SQL and HL, respectively. For larger qubit
numbers, the BMSE of all of the schemes converge to a con-
stant independent of N , discussed in Sec. VI A. We also plot
the π-corrected HL in absence of phase slip errors, which
touches the OQI curve at N ≈ 70. We observe that all of
the schemes that use blocks of GHZ states show sub-SQL
sensitivity. Furthermore, the scheme with a varying block
size [46] and the proposed scheme obtain HS. For all N , the
proposed scheme obtains the maximal sensitivity, among ex-
isting schemes. Inset. We plot the RBMSE of the OQI, CSS,
and the proposed scheme in the range 40 ≤ N ≤ 100, with
gray, yellow, and red, respectively. We see that the proposed
scheme shows HS with an overhead of ≈ 1.56, shown with the
light green line.

the observation that the proposed scheme works opti-
mally around that point in Fig. 4 [63]. In Fig. 5, we plot
the performance of these schemes, as well as the sensitiv-
ities of the OQI and the CSS for 10 ≤ N ≤ 350. We note
that for our numerical simulations, we employed optimal
Bayesian estimators (see Sec. IV B). The blue, green,
and red points in Fig. 5 correspond to the scheme with a
fixed block size, the scheme with a varying block size, and
the proposed scheme respectively. The implementation
complexity of the proposed measurements also increase
in this order: the scheme with a fixed block requires a
double-quadrature readout and local measurements only,
whereas the other schemes require single-qubit rotations.
Moreover, for the proposed scheme, the single-qubit ro-
tations are determined adaptively, which thus requires
mid-circuit measurements.

However, there is a significant difference in the discon-
tinuous nature of the scheme with a fixed block size and
the scheme with a varying block size, compared to the

scheme of this paper. As mentioned in Sec. IV A, for
these schemes, the optimization over the blocks of GHZ
states (Eq. (8)) is performed with respect to block sizes
{mi}, instead of N . Therefore, such schemes perform
optimally only at certain N where N =

∑
imi2

ki holds,
which are the points that were used to show their per-
formance in Fig. 5. For a general qubit number, such
schemes must be modified by reducing or increasing the
number of repetitions of certain blocks in order to fit the
constraint of a fixed qubit number, which causes them
to behave sub-optimally. In contrast, since we perform
our optimization by fixing the number of qubits, the pro-
posed scheme performs optimally for each N .

We observe from Fig. 5 that as the implementation
complexity of the measurement proposed by a protocol
increases, so does its sensitivity. Accordingly, the pro-
posed scheme and the scheme with a varying qubit num-
ber scale as the OQI, surpassing the scheme with a fixed
block size for every N . These schemes are Heisenberg-
limited, and their overheads are calculated to be 1.56 and
1.66, respectively. The smaller overhead belongs to the
proposed scheme, and the fit is shown in the inset of Fig.
5. For example, the proposed scheme obtains a smaller
posterior variance than that of the scheme with a vary-
ing block size by a factor of 1.22 (0.85 dB) for N = 63.
We also compare these schemes for a smaller prior width
(δϕ = 0.2 rad) in Appendix D, and observe that the
schemes continue to show HS. Furthermore, we observe
that the proposed scheme surpasses the scheme with a
varying block size by a larger margin. For example, for
N = 63, the gain (in variance) obtained by the former
over the latter is calculated to be 1.57 (1.97 dB).

VI. SUPPRESSING PHASE SLIP ERRORS

Our analysis so far focused on achieving quantum-
enhanced precision with low-depth circuits. However,
another crucial limitation is phase slip errors, which ar-
guably received less attention in the literature. Here,
we first derive fundamental limits in precision due to
phase slip errors in Sec. VI A. Then, we describe how
to overcome such errors in the context of atomic clocks
by proposing an efficient phase unwinding scheme in Sec.
VI B.

A. Fundamental limits due to phase slip errors

Without phase slip errors, i.e. for any prior distribu-
tion with a negligible probability outside of the range of
[−π, π], it is well established that the minimal achievable

RBMSE is ∆ϕ̃ ≈ π/N [62], where N is the number of
qubits. This is the relevant, π-corrected HL. Further-
more, the RBMSE achieved with N uncorrelated qubits
is given by ∆ϕ̃ ≈ 1/

√
N , which is the SQL. In the limit

of an infinite qubit number N , both the HL and the SQL
approach zero.
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However, any prior distribution with a support out-
side of the range [−π, π] will give rise to an imperfect
estimation, even in the limit of N → ∞, since the phase
can be estimated only up to modulo 2π. This means
that if a phase ϕ is outside of this range, its estimation
error is given by 2πk in the limit of a large qubit num-
ber N ≫ 1, where k = ⌊(|ϕ| + π)/2π⌋. We can see the
effect of these errors from Fig. 4a, where the RBMSE in-
creases with increasing prior width δϕ due to phase slip
errors, in the regime where δϕ > 1 rad. For δϕ ≫ 1,
the RBMSE becomes approximately equal to δϕ, signi-
fying that the phase estimation scheme does not provide
any information about ϕ. Furthermore, in the presence
of these errors, the BMSE does not vanish in the limit
of N → ∞. It converges instead to a finite value that is
determined by the statistics of these errors.

First, we provide a lower bound for the BMSE given
in Eq. (3) by performing a minimization with respect
to {ϕest(x)}. {ϕest(x)} that minimize Eq. (3) are the
optimal Bayesian estimators (see Sec. IV B, Eq. (10)).
After substituting these estimators in Eq. (2), the BMSE
is written as

(∆ϕ̃)2 = (δϕ)2 −
∑
x

(∫
ϕ p(x|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

)2∫
p(x|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

. (11)

To find the HL in the limit of N → ∞, we now need
to minimize the BMSE in Eq. (11) with respect to
{p(x|ϕ)}x. This minimization has the following con-
straints: ∑

x

p(x|ϕ) = 1, ∀ϕ ∈ R

p(x|ϕ) = p(x|ϕ+ 2πk), ∀ k ∈ Z (12)

where the second line is due to the periodicity of the uni-
tary encoding U(ϕ), defined in Sec. II A. In the limit
of N → ∞, we expect arbitrary precision in the range
[−π, π], and the measurement probabilities {p(x|ϕ)}x to
get arbitrarily narrow. In this limit, combined with the
periodicity constraint, we expect the probability of a
measurement outcome to converge to

p(x|ϕ) ∝
∑
k

δ(ϕx + 2πk), ϕx ∈ [−π, π] (13)

We see that this set of {p(x|ϕ)}x indeed minimizes Eq.
(11). After substituting them into Eq. (11), in the limit
of N → ∞, we have

(∆ϕ̃)2HL = (δϕ)2 −
∫ π

−π

dϕ√
2π(δϕ)2

(∑
k ϕk e

− ϕ2
k

2(δϕ)2

)2

∑
k e

−
ϕ2
k

2(δϕ)2

(14)

where ϕk = ϕ+ 2πk, k ∈ Z. This is the “plateau” of the
HL in the context of Bayesian estimation with Gaussian
prior distributions: it is the remaining uncertainty that

cannot be suppressed by increasing N . It increases as
the prior width, δϕ, increases.

Next, we calculate the SQL in the limit of N → ∞.
For this purpose, we set the initial state to be an N -
qubit CSS. The probabilities of the measurement out-
comes {p(x|ϕ)}x, assuming a single-quadrature readout,
are then given as

p(x|ϕ) =

(
N

x

)
sin

(
ϕ

2
+
π

4

)2x

cos

(
ϕ

2
+
π

4

)2(N−x)

(15)

for x = 0, 1, . . . N . In the limit of N → ∞, the probabil-
ities of the measurement outcomes converge to

p(x|ϕ) ∝
∑
k

δ(ϕx + 2πk) + δ(π − ϕx + 2πk),

ϕx ∈ [−π/2, π/2] (16)

After substituting this set of {p(x|ϕ)}x into Eq. (11), in
the limit of N → ∞, we have

(∆ϕ̃)2SQL = (δϕ)2 −
∫ π/2

−π/2

dϕ√
2π(δϕ)2

·

(∑
k ϕk e

− ϕ2
k

2(δϕ)2 + (π − ϕk) e
− (π−ϕk)2

2(δϕ)2

)2

∑
k e

−
ϕ2
k

2(δϕ)2 + e
− (π−ϕk)2

2(δϕ)2

(17)

where ϕk = ϕ+ 2πk, k ∈ Z. This is the “plateau” of the
CSS for Gaussian prior distributions given by the yellow
curve in Fig. 5.

This explains the gap between the uncertainty of the
OQI and the CSS in the limit of N ≫ 1, as observed in
Fig. 5. Therefore, entangled states that approach the
OQI outperform the CSS also in the regime dominated
by phase slip errors (or, in the context of atomic clocks,
in the regime dominated by local oscillator noise). This
motivates the use of such states in this regime.

B. Overcoming phase slip errors: phase unwinding
schemes

For a wide phase prior distribution, phase slip errors
are the main factor limiting the precision, preventing HS
or even SQL for large N. In the context of atomic clocks,
this regime of a wide prior corresponds to a Ramsey time
longer than the LO coherence time. In other words,
τγLO > 1, where τ is the Ramsey time, or the total
interrogation time, and γLO is the linewidth of the laser
(see Sec. II B). In this regime, phase slip errors dominate,
and further Ramsey interrogations do not lead to any im-
provement in phase sensitivity. To suppress these phase
slip errors, and to extend the Ramsey time beyond the
LO noise limit, some techniques were devised in Refs.
[4, 54]. These schemes introduce additional CSS inter-
rogations with slow atoms, i.e. atoms that accumulate



12

FIG. 6. Extending the dynamic range with slow atoms. Root Bayesian mean squared error (RBMSE) ∆ϕ̃, normalized
by 2π, as a function of the total qubit number N , for different prior widths. For small enough prior widths (δϕ = 0.7 rad), no
slow atoms are needed. The RBMSE of the proposed scheme in this regime is plotted as a reference in gray. For larger prior
widths, the number of atoms needed to extend the dynamic range depends on the phase unwinding protocol. These protocols
estimate ϕ = 2πP + θ, P ∈ Z, θ = ϕmod 2π. We refer to the protocol that estimates P with slow atoms and θ with the scheme
with a varying block size [46] as non-adaptive phase unwinding, and the protocol that estimates both P and θ with slow atoms
with ϕest = 2πPest + θest, then estimates ϕ − ϕest with the scheme with a varying block size as adaptive phase unwinding,
respectively. We also propose a phase unwinding protocol that extends the proposed scheme described in Sec. IV to large prior
widths. We observe that the proposed protocol achieves the same level of sensitivity as other phase unwinding schemes with a
smaller number of slow atoms for both prior widths. Furthermore for the proposed scheme, in the limit of N ≫ 1, the RBMSE
for different prior widths converge to the RBMSE for δϕ = 0.7 rad. Therefore in this limit, we can obtain a clock stability that
scales as the total interrogation time τ even in the regime where τγLO > 1, where γLO is the linewidth of the free running laser
(see Sec. II B). Inset. MSE for the proposed phase unwinding scheme for N = 16 atoms and a prior width of δϕ = 2.8 rad. We
see that the MSE is close to that of the OQI, and that the proposed scheme has a dynamic range of ≈ 8π.

phases ϕ/2, ϕ/4 . . . during the interrogation time, instead
of accumulating a phase ϕ. We refer to such schemes as
phase unwinding schemes.

These slow atoms that accumulate only a fractional
phase can be obtained in several different ways, depend-
ing on the platform and the relevant phase noise. In the
simplified case, where the laser frequency ωL(t) is almost
constant throughout the Ramsey time, they can be ob-
tained through evolving the qubits for the relevant frac-
tion of the Ramsey time T. In this case, a single qubit
can accumulate a phase of ϕ/2l for 2l times. In other
words, a single atom can be re-used as 2l slow atoms
with a phase of ϕ/2l. More generally, given an arbi-
trary stochastic process of the frequency, different meth-
ods should be employed and re-using of the qubits may
not be possible. A reduced evolution rate in the pres-
ence of a general noise can be achieved using dynamical
decoupling, as was shown in Refs. [4, 64]. The idea
is to divide the Ramsey time into short time intervals
of τ ′, where τ ′ is shorter than the correlation time of
the frequency noise. In each τ ′ interval we can apply
a π-pulse after a period of τ ′

(
1/2 + 1/2l+1

)
, this would

lead to an accumulated phase of ϕ/2l. Alternatively, mid-
circuit measurement and reset can be used [4]. With this
method, each qubit corresponds to a single slow atom,

and re-using of the atoms is not possible. An alternative
method requires memory qubits, but allows re-using of
sensing qubits: each memory qubit encodes a different
slow atom, such that the sensing qubit will be entangled
to different memory qubits at different periods of the τ ′

interval. This method requires multiple memory qubits
and fast entangling gates between the sensors and mem-
ory qubits, but it allows more efficient use of the sensing
qubits.

The phase unwinding protocol in Ref. [4] defines
ϕ = 2πP + θ, where P ∈ Z, and θ = ϕ mod 2π. Assum-
ing that m copies of slow atoms that accumulate phases
of ϕ/2l, l = 0, 1, . . . , lmax are available, it estimates P
iteratively from the following equation

Pj−1 = 2Pj +
2βj − βj−1

2π
(18)

where j = 0, 1, . . . , l, P = P0, Plmax
= 0, and βj is the

estimate of ϕ after performing dual quadrature readout
on the jth block of slow atoms. After estimating P , the
posterior distribution on the phase resembles a uniform
distribution in [−π, π], in the limit of a large initial prior
width δϕ (see Appendix H for a derivation). The protocol
in Ref. [4] concludes by estimating θ from the slow atoms
that accumulate a phase ϕ.
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Alternatively, phase unwinding protocols can be com-
bined with phase estimation using entangled atoms to
obtain a higher precision. We can use the schemes in
Refs. [45, 46], or the proposed scheme, for this purpose.
We illustrate two possible ways, which we refer to as
adaptive and non-adaptive phase unwinding. For non-
adaptive phase unwinding, one can estimate P from the
protocol in Ref. [4], and estimate θ with schemes that
use GHZ blocks. Here, we assume that one can further
constrain the posterior distribution on ϕ mod 2π after es-
timating P to be approximately a uniform distribution in
the interval [−π/2, π/2] instead of the interval [−π, π],
by including 2-qubit GHZ states in the protocol in Ref.
[4]. We choose to do so since for a uniform prior distri-
bution in [−π, π], the BMSE is large due to the fact that
small errors for phases close to −π, π lead to large errors
in estimating ϕ. In other words, the phase estimation er-
ror jumps to 2π for |ϕ| close to ϕ, which is not suppressed
when a uniform prior distribution in [−π, π] is used. We
plot the performance of all of the schemes that use GHZ
blocks, for a uniform prior in [−π/2, π/2], in Appendix
I.

In Fig. 6, we plot the RBMSE obtained by combining
non-adaptive phase unwinding with the scheme with a
varying block size (Ref. [46]). We analyze two prior
widths, δϕ = 1.4 rad (plotted in brown), and δϕ = 2.8
rad (plotted in purple), where we plot the sensitivity as
a function of the total number of qubits N . N includes
both the atoms in the GHZ states, and the atoms used
to extend the Ramsey time by the protocol in Ref. [4].
HS is not observed for the regime plotted in Fig. 6, due
to the large overhead of additional atoms needed for this
type of phase unwinding.

For adaptive phase unwinding, one can estimate both
P and θ, thus estimate ϕ, written as ϕest. After the esti-
mation, the posterior distribution of ϕ will approximately
be a Gaussian distribution centered at ϕest, with a width
of ∆ϕ̃, i.e. the RBMSE. Then, one can apply a global
phase shift −ϕest, and estimate ϕ−ϕest with schemes that
use GHZ blocks, assuming an effective prior width of ∆ϕ̃.
We also plot the RBMSE obtained by adaptive phase
unwinding in Fig. 6 for δϕ = 1.4, 2.8 rad in green and
light blue, respectively. We observe that adaptive phase
unwinding is more efficient than non-adaptive phase un-
winding, meaning that adaptive phase unwinding obtains
the same sensitivity with a smaller number of atoms. We
can explain this increase in performance by noticing that
adaptive unwinding makes use of both P and θ before
estimating ϕ with schemes that use GHZ blocks. Con-
versely, non-adaptive phase unwinding only computes P .
Therefore, the posterior distribution on ϕ before doing
the phase estimation with GHZ blocks is more localized
in the former phase unwinding protocol, giving rise to a
better sensitivity. In our simulations, we observed that
when adaptive phase unwinding was optimized with re-
spect to the number of slow atoms, the posterior width
was in the vicinity of ∆ϕ̃ ≈ 0.5 rad.

We now outline a more efficient phase unwinding

protocol that optimizes over all partitions of blocks of
slow atoms and GHZ states. Assuming a large δϕ
such that phase slips errors dominate, we first choose
an integer lmax such that δϕ/2lmax is small enough.
We now introduce slow atoms that accumulate phases
ϕ/2lmax , ϕ/2lmax−1, ..., ϕ/2. For a given partition into
blocks of slow atoms and GHZ states, we can write the
relevant quantum state as:

|ψ⟩ ∝
lmax

Π
l=1

(
|0⟩ + |1⟩eiϕ 2−l

)⊗m−l

⊗

kmax

Π
k=0

(
|0⟩⊗2k + |1⟩⊗2keiϕ 2k

)⊗mk

.

(19)

The first term of the product is the slow or classical
part, while the second term is the fast rotating part that
contains GHZ states. The relation between N and the
number of atoms in the different blocks requires special
attention. Assuming that the same qubit can be used
as a slow atom several times, e.g. a single qubit can
accumulate a phase of ϕ/2l for 2l times, then the con-

straint on N is given by: N = ⌈
∑kmax

l=−lmax
2lml⌉. If we

cannot re-use qubits, then each slow atom corresponds
to a single qubit, and the constraint on N is given by:

N =
∑−1
l=−lmax

ml +
∑kmax

k=0 2kmk.
Given a total number of qubits N, we want to find an

optimal partition of these N qubits into slow atoms and
GHZ states. To do this we use a rescaling transformation
that reverts the problem back to partitions of GHZ states
only, which we have already solved in Sec. IV. We define
ϕ′ = ϕ/2lmax , and we use the following equality:

∑
n⃗

∞∫
−∞

(ϕ− ϕe)
2
p (n⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ (ϕ) dϕ =

22lmax

∑
n⃗

∞∫
−∞

(ϕ′ − ϕ′e)
2
p (n⃗|ϕ′)Pδϕ/2lmax (ϕ′) dϕ′,

(20)

which is obtained by changing the integration variable to
ϕ′ = ϕ/2lmax . This equality can be written as:(

∆ϕ̃
)2
|ψ⟩,δϕ

= 22lmax

(
∆ϕ̃′

)2
|ψ′⟩,δϕ/2lmax

, (21)

where the l.h.s is our usual figure of merit: the BMSE
in estimating ϕ with the original state, |ψ⟩, and the
original prior width δϕ. The r.h.s corresponds to the
rescaled frame: it is 22lmax times the BMSE in estimat-
ing ϕ′ = ϕ/2lmax with a prior width of δϕ/2lmax and a
rescaled state |ψ′⟩. The rescaled state is:

|ψ′⟩ =
lmax+kmax

Π
k=0

(
|0⟩⊗2k + |1⟩⊗2keiϕ

′2k
)⊗mk−lmax

. (22)

Hence based on Eq. (20), we can optimize the BMSE of
ϕ′ in the rescaled frame using the techniques developed
in Sec. IV, in which |ψ′⟩ contains no slow atoms and the
prior width is shrunk to δϕ/2lmax .
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The rescaling transformation maps ϕ, δϕ, |ψ⟩ into
ϕ′, δϕ/2lmax , |ψ′⟩. Since the number of qubits in |ψ′⟩
is not equal to the number of qubits in |ψ⟩, N is also

transformed into N ′, given by N ′ = 2lmax
∑kmax

l=−lmax
2lml.

The transformation of N depends on whether qubits
can be re-used as several slow atoms or not.
Assuming that re-using is possible, we see that
N ′ ≈ 2lmaxN. However if re-using is not possible,

N ′ = 2lmaxN −
∑lmax

l=0 (2lmax − 2l)ml−lmax
. Here, we simi-

larly optimize the BMSE in the ϕ′ frame for the relevant
values of N ′, and transform back to the BMSE in the ϕ
frame using Eq. (21).

For example, we have calculated the optimal parti-
tion for N ′ = 159, δϕ/2lmax = 0.7 rad in Sec. IV as
mk−lmax

= 3, 2, 4, 3, 3, 2, k = 0, 1, . . . , 5. We can rescale
this partition by setting lmax = 3, which corresponds to
a prior width of δϕ = 5.6 rad in the rescaled frame. In
this frame, the largest GHZ state is a 4-qubit GHZ state.
Furthermore, assuming that re-using qubits is not possi-
ble, the rescaled frame contains N = 12+2 ·3+4 ·2 = 26
atoms. In summary, we were able to map the problem
of finding the optimal partition of slow atoms and GHZ
states into finding the optimal partition in presence of
GHZ states only, which was already addressed and solved
in Sec. IV. In this way, we incorporated the slow atoms
into the proposed scheme. The BMSE in presence of slow
atoms can therefore be found using Eq. (21).

Finally, we plot the RBMSE obtained by the proposed
phase unwinding scheme for δϕ = 1.4, 2.8 rad with blue
and yellow, respectively, assuming that a qubit cannot be
re-used as several slow atoms. We also plot the RBMSE
of the proposed scheme for δϕ = 0.7 rad in gray as a
reference since no slow atoms are used to extend the dy-
namic range for this prior width. We observe that the
proposed phase unwinding achieves the same precision as
adaptive and non-adaptive phase unwinding with a much
smaller number of slow atoms. Furthermore for large N ,
the RBMSE of the proposed scheme for δϕ = 1.4, 2.8
rad start converging to the reference RBMSE (δϕ = 0.7),
meaning that the number of slow atoms becomes negligi-
ble compared to the number of atoms of the GHZ blocks.

Then, in this limit, the interrogation time can be ex-
tended by the addition of a negligible number of atoms,
resulting in the Allan deviation to scale as σy(τ) ∝ τ−1

for all τ < γind, where τ is the total interrogation time
(see Sec. II B). Furthermore, the proposed phase unwind-
ing protocol reduces the number of slow atoms needed to
extend the interrogation time significantly compared to
other phase unwinding protocols, as seen from the Fig-
ure.

The ultimate limit in sensitivity is given again by the
OQI. Let us denote the number of slow atoms as Nslow,
and the number of faster rotating atoms that accumulate
phases of 2kϕ (k ≥ 0) as NQ. If Nslow ≪ NQ, it is possi-

ble to achieve a BMSE of (∆ϕ̃OQC)2 ≈ π2/N2
Q ≈ π2/N2,

where N = NQ +Nslow, in the limit of NQ ≫ 1. We re-
fer to this optimal precision as the OQC, which we have
used as our benchmark in Sec. II B.

VII. THE IMPACT OF NOISE ON THE
PROPOSED SCHEME

In atomic clocks, beyond local oscillator noise, we con-
sider the impact of amplitude damping [65–69], imperfect
state preparation due to finite gate fidelities, and mea-
surement errors. To estimate the effect of such noise
processes on the phase estimation, we again define the
metrological gain gD = (∆ϕCSS)2/(∆ϕ̃)2 as our figure of

merit, where (∆ϕCSS)2 and (∆ϕ̃)2 are the BMSE of the
phase estimation performed using a noiseless CSS, and
the BMSE of the proposed scheme in the presence of the
given noise process, respectively.

A. Amplitude damping

Amplitude damping describes the decay of an atom
from the excited state, |1⟩, to the ground state, |0⟩. For
a single-qubit, the process can be described by the Kraus
operators M0 and M1, where

M0 =

[
1 0
0

√
1 − pa

]
, M1 =

[
0

√
pa

0 0

]
(23)

where pa is the decay probability. An initial density

matrix ρ is modified as M0ρM
†
0 + M1ρM

†
1 after ex-

periencing the damping channel. The effect of am-
plitude damping on a multi-qubit state is described
in Appendix J. For an N -qubit GHZ state, amplitude
damping modifies the probabilities of the outcomes ob-
tained from a parity measurement. In the presence
of amplitude damping, the probabilities are written as
P (±) = (1 ± (1 − pa)N/2 cos (Nϕ))/2, where {+,−} de-
note even, odd parity. The phase information thus drops
exponentially with the number of qubits, N . This implies
that the optimal partition depends on the noise strength:
as the noise gets stronger, GHZ states with smaller N be-
come more favorable.

For simplicity, we choose to work with channels with
small decay probabilities pa, such that the optimal par-
tition is unchanged (i.e. the BMSE obtained by this par-
tition is relatively close to the BMSE obtainable by the
optimal initial state of the noiseless case). In the con-
text of atomic clocks, the decay probability is given by
pa = 1 − exp(−2γindτ) [42], where γind is the individual,
uncorrelated, decay rate out of the clock state, due to
radiative decay or scattering from trapping light. τ is
the total interrogation time (see Sec. II B). Then, work-
ing with small decay probabilities corresponds to oper-
ating with a short total interrogation time, such that
pa ≈ 2γindτ , τ ≪ γ−1

ind. This is the relevant regime where
protocols using entanglement can provide considerably
better atomic clock stability [22].

We simulate the performance of the proposed scheme
for the amplitude damping probabilities pa = 10−3 and
pa = 10−2 with N = 21 qubits in Fig. 7. We compare
the RBMSE obtained with the proposed scheme to the
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FIG. 7. Impact of noise on the proposed scheme. We consider amplitude damping, imperfect state preparation, and
measurement errors to be the main processes limiting the sensitivity of the phase estimation. (a) The root Bayesian mean

squared error (RBMSE) ∆ϕ̃, as a function of the prior width, δϕ, for N = 21 and various probabilities of decay pa. As before,
the RBMSE is normalized by the prior width. We plot the RBMSE of the 21-qubit CSS and the proposed scheme (PS on
the Figure) for pa = 10−3 and pa = 10−2. Our benchmark is the noiseless OQI, plotted in gray. Increase in the RBMSE due
to amplitude damping is most prominent around the prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad. (b) The metrological gain (defined in the
main text) as a function of the effective fidelity per qubit F0, or the bit-flip measurement error probability pe. We plot the
performances of the optimal partitions for qubit numbers of N = 9, 15, 18, 21. The partitions are shown in the plot in the
form of (x, y, z), where x, y, and z are the number of 4-qubit, 2-qubit, and 1-qubit GHZ states, respectively. We fit lines with
different slopes to the performances of the scheme for different N , signifying an exponential decay in the metrological gain with
decreasing F0, or increasing pe. We observe a correlation between the decay rate and the number of copies of the 4-qubit GHZ
state: the partitions with N = 21 and N = 18 both have three 4-qubit GHZ states, and they have similar decay rates.

RBMSE obtained with a 21-qubit CSS and the noiseless
OQI as a function of the prior width, δϕ. We see that for
small pa, the proposed scheme continues surpassing the
performance of the 21-qubit CSS, and achieves a metro-
logical gain of gD = 1.85 (2.67 dB) for pa = 10−3, and
gD = 1.51 (1.78 dB) for pa = 10−2, at δϕ = 0.7 rad.

Regarding the adaptive protocol, amplitude damping
renders the optimization over the single-qubit rotations
used during the adaptive measurement scheme challeng-
ing since it flattens the hypersurface over which the gradi-
ent descent is being performed. Furthermore, due to the
sequential nature of the measurement, errors performed
during the beginning of the measurement sequence can
alter the resulting estimate of the phase significantly, re-
sulting in errors increasing with the probability of decay,
pa. This can be seen from Fig. 7, where the performance
of the scheme degrades when pa is increased from 10−3

to 10−2. We conjecture that this issue can be mitigated
by using error detection measurements, instead of local
measurements, for each GHZ state. Note that for ev-
ery GHZ state with k ≥ 2 atoms, decay errors can be
detected by measuring if the GHZ state remains in the
code space of |0⟩⊗k, |1⟩⊗k, which can be achieved by e.g.,
measuring the stabilizers of this repetition code space.
We therefore detect a decay by measuring if the state
is outside of this code space. Given a decay detection,
the state has no phase information, and therefore we can
ignore its measurement result. Otherwise, we can pro-
ceed with the same, adaptive, local measurements. This

scheme converts amplitude damping noise into an erasure
noise [70, 71] and involves only error detection and not
error correction. We show an example of the gain of this
scheme in the frequentist case in Appendix J, and de-
fer studying the potential improvement in the Bayesian
case and for our scheme to future work. For more details
about the performance of the scheme in the presence of
amplitude damping, see Appendix J.

B. GHZ state preparation and single-qubit
measurement errors

State preparation and measurement errors result in
a parity signal with a limited contrast, C < 1, where
the outcomes of a parity measurement performed on
an N -qubit GHZ state with contrast C(N) are written
as P (±) = [1 ± C(N) cos (Nϕ)] /2, where {+,−} denote
even, odd parity.

Let us show this for measurement errors: assuming
the noisy measurement is given by a symmetric bit-flip
channel that proceeds a perfect projective measurement
in the |+⟩ , |−⟩ basis, the measurement operators of each
qubit are given by M± = (1 − pe) |±⟩⟨±|+pe|∓⟩⟨∓| with

|±⟩ = (|0⟩ ± |1⟩)/
√

2, and pe being the bit-flip proba-
bility. The probabilities of even/odd parities are then:
P (±) = P (±) peven + P (∓) podd, where peven is the prob-
ability of an even number of bit-flip errors occurring,
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given by

peven =

⌊N
2 ⌋∑
i=0

(
N

i

)
p2ie (1 − pe)

N−2i (24)

and podd = 1 − peven. These errors therefore result in a

contrast of C(N) = peven − podd = (1 − 2pe)
N
.

A bit-flip measurement error is equivalent to a phase-
flip error just before the readout pulse. Since phase-flip
errors commute with the ϕ-encoding unitary U(ϕ), this
is equivalent to a phase flip error occurring during state
preparation. Hence, such preparation errors are com-
pletely equivalent to bit-flip measurement errors, and
would lead to the same reduced parity. For imperfect
state preparation, we therefore assume a model where the
contrast scales with the qubit number as C(N) = FN0 ,
where F0 denotes the effective fidelity per qubit.

The metrological gain gD in dB for various qubit num-
bers N , as a function of the effective fidelity per qubit
F0, or the bit-flip probability pe can be found in Figure 7.
Note that a metrological gain above 0 dB signifies that
the proposed scheme surpasses the noiseless CSS inter-
rogation for the respective qubit number. The partitions
used for the proposed scheme are plotted in the Figure in
the form of (x, y, z), where x, y, and z denote the number
of repetitions of the 4-qubit, 2-qubit, and 1-qubit GHZ
state. Since we aim to understand how the gain scales
with the fidelity or the error probability as a function of
the particular partitions, we choose to examine the case
of (i) N = 9, which does not contain any 4-qubit GHZ
states, (ii) N = 15, which contains two 4-qubit GHZ
states, (iii) N = 18 and N = 21, which both contain
three 4-qubit GHZ states. We fit functions in the form
of gD = A · exp(−B(1 − F0)) = A · exp(−2Bpe) to the
metrological gains of different N , plotted with dashed
lines. The decay rate B for N = 9, 15, 18 and 21 is cal-
culated to be 6.78, 13.9, 19.3, and 18.9, respectively. In-
terestingly, the gain appears to be mainly a function of
the number of repetitions of the largest GHZ state, the
larger this number is, the quicker the gain decays with
decreasing fidelity, or increasing bit-flip error probability.
It is approximately independent of the number of repe-
titions of the smaller blocks of GHZ states (the 2-qubit
and 1-qubit GHZ states in this case).

More sophisticated measurement schemes might be
employed to overcome the decay in the metrological
gain due to measurement errors. It has been shown
that in the presence of noisy measurements (assuming
no other noise source), attaining HS depends on the
available control operations. For example, HS is attain-
able in this regime when global control operations and
post-processing methods are used, however it is elusive
when local control operations are available only [72, 73].
We defer studying the effect of using more sophisticated
measurement schemes on the proposed scheme to future
work.

VIII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we analyzed phase estimation schemes
that utilize state preparation with low-depth circuits in
the Bayesian framework. Specifically, we focused on pro-
tocols that employ blocks of GHZ states with varying
numbers of qubits, such as the protocols in Refs. [45, 46].
Inspired by these protocols, we proposed a scheme that
combines such initial states with local, adaptive measure-
ments, where we approximate optimal initial states for
any prior width using such blocks of GHZ states. Con-
straining our optimization by fixing the number of qubits,
N , we were able to achieve a good approximation for all
N , which is one of the distinguishing features of the pro-
posed scheme compared to other protocols that we have
analyzed.

After obtaining the approximated optimal initial state,
we optimized over local, adaptive measurements. These
are implemented by applying single-qubit rotations (se-
lected adaptively based on the previous measurement
result) before a projective measurement. We analyzed
the performance of the proposed scheme using Gaussian
prior distributions. However, our optimization algorithm
is completely general and can be applied to any prior dis-
tribution function.

Working with a large prior width within the dynamic
range, we showed that it is possible to obtain Heisen-
berg scaling by using the protocol of Ref. [46] that com-
bines non-adaptive measurements and single-qubit rota-
tions with blocks of GHZ states. Moreover, we showed
that the proposed protocol also exhibits Heisenberg scal-
ing with a constant overhead of 1.56 for a prior width
of δϕ = 0.7 rad, and outperforms the scheme of Ref.
[46]. Since these schemes require logarithmic depth cir-
cuits, they may pave the way to a large-scale Heisenberg-
limited atomic clock. A non-trivial challenge, however, is
the adaptive local measurements, which require fast and
non-destructive detection. This raises a question about
how much we lose in sensitivity by restricting ourselves to
non-adaptive measurements, for a general qubit number.
We leave this question to future investigation.

Lastly, we proposed an efficient method to extend the
dynamic range of the proposed scheme in order to ob-
tain an enhanced precision. We showed that the optimal
initial states of our scheme can be rescaled in order to
obtain partitions that include slow atoms that accumu-
late fractional phases, as well as GHZ states. Compared
to existing phase unwinding schemes, we showed that our
method uses a smaller number of slow atoms.

Further future directions include a more detailed study
of the effects of noise and decoherence. Our study of these
effects can be improved by a closer examination of the op-
timal initial states and measurements given relevant noise
processes. Such optimal measurements may include error
detection or other interesting protocols. Lastly, inquir-
ing whether modifying the partitioning into GHZ states
adaptively can improve the performance is also an in-
triguing future direction.
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Appendix A: Optimal quantum Bayesian protocol

In the main text, we calculate the minimum possible
BMSE for phase estimation using the method presented
in [29]. For completeness, we present the main idea.
During the interferometry experiment, an initial state
ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, undergoes an evolution under the channel Λϕ
such that the final state is ρϕ = Λϕ (ρ) = U(ϕ)ρU†(ϕ). In
the context of phase estimation, the unitary transforma-
tion U(ϕ) is defined as U(ϕ) = e−iϕJz . The BMSE, given
a prior distribution Pδϕ (ϕ), reads

(∆ϕ̃)2 =

∫
dϕ dx Pδϕ (ϕ) Tr (ρϕΠx)

(
ϕ̂x − ϕ

)2
(A1)

where ϕ̂x is the estimator of ϕ given an outcome x, and
Πx is the corresponding projection operator. Note that
it was proven in [29] that we can restrict ourselves to
projection operators. We can then define the operator

L =
∫
dxΠxϕ̂x and L2 =

∫
dxΠxϕ̂

2
x. Plugging these op-

erators in Eq. (A1), we obtain

(∆ϕ̃)2 = (δϕ)2 + Tr

(
Λϕ (ρ)

∫
dϕ P (ϕ)

(
L2 − 2ϕL

))
= (δϕ)2 + Tr

[
ρΛ†

ϕ

(∫
dϕ P (ϕ)

(
L2 − 2ϕL

))]
,

(A2)

where (δϕ)2 is the variance of the prior distribution. To
find the minimum possible BMSE, we need to optimize
over the initial state, ρ, and the measurement and esti-
mator operator, L. The optimization is done iteratively.
For a given initial state ρ, the optimal L is

{L, ρ̄} = 2ρ̄′, (A3)

with

ρ̄ =

∫
dϕPδϕ (ϕ) Λϕ (ρ)

ρ̄′ =

∫
dϕPδϕ (ϕ) Λϕ (ρ)ϕ. (A4)

Furthermore, for any L, the optimal ρ is the eigenstate

of Λ†
ϕ

(∫
dϕ P (ϕ)

(
L2 − 2ϕL

))
with the maximal eigen-

value. Therefore, starting from a random initial state,

the optimal ρ and L can be achieved by iteratively cal-
culating (i) the optimal L given ρ, (ii) the optimal ρ
given L. The iteration stops after the desired precision
is achieved. In the end, the minimal BMSE is then

(∆ϕ̃)2 = δϕ2 − Tr(ρ̄L2) . (A5)

Appendix B: Allan deviation for various clocks

To calculate the clock stability for a given protocol, we
need to find the optimal interrogation time T to operate
with. This optimal interrogation time is a function of
the total interrogation time τ : as from Sec. II B, for
an uncorrelated interrogation, T = τ for τ < γ−1

LO, and

T ≈ γ−1
LO for τ > γ−1

LO. Here, we calculate the exact value
of T numerically.

The unknown phase ϕ of the LO is a stochastic vari-
able, sampled from a prior distribution with a variance of
(δϕ)2. The variance grows with the interrogation time T ,
in the form of δϕ = γLOT , for a 1/f laser noise frequency
spectrum. Therefore, the probability of a phase slip oc-
curring increases with T . However, the clock stability
σy(τ) also increases with T , which results in an optimal
T to balance this trade-off.

We assume a posterior variance (∆ϕ̃)2 for a clock pro-
tocol, in absence of phase slips. The broadening of the
posterior variance due to phase slips can be represented
by

(∆ϕ)2slip ≈ 2

∞∑
i=1

(2kπ)2
∫ (2k+1)π

(2k−1)π

dϕ
1√

2π(δϕ)2
e
− ϕ2

2(δϕ)2

=

∞∑
k=1

(2kπ)2
[
erf

(
(2k + 1)π√

2δϕ

)
− erf

(
(2k − 1)π√

2δϕ

)]
(B1)

for (∆ϕ̃)2 ≪ 1, or N ≫ 1. Then, assuming that this
effect is independent for each clock cycle, σy(τ) is calcu-
lated as

σy(τ) =
1

ωA
√
τT

[
(∆ϕ̃)2 +

τ

T
(∆ϕ)2slip

]1/2
(B2)

Then, the optimal interrogation time T is found from
minimizing Eq. (B2), resulting in the minimum Allan
deviation

σ∗
y(τ) = min

T
σy(τ) (B3)

To obtain the Allan deviation curve in Fig. 1b and Fig.
1c for uncorrelated atoms, we plot Eq. (B3) for N = 200.
We find numerically that the Allan deviation, normalized
by N1/2 is approximately independent of N .

For a clock interrogation using an N -atom GHZ state,
we take a different approach. First, we redefine Eq. (5)
for short interrogation times, where the posterior vari-
ance is close to the prior width, i.e., ∆ϕ̃ ≈ δϕ. In this
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limit, the assumption that we made in the main text
(∆ϕ̃≪ δϕ) breaks down, and the uncertainty of a stable

clock is given by ∆ϕ̃eff, with

(∆ϕ̃eff)2 =
[
(∆ϕ̃)−2 − (δϕ)−2

]−1

(B4)

which we refer to as the effective uncertainty. The nu-
merator in Eq. (5) is therefore given by this ∆ϕ̃eff. Now,
assume a parity measurement on the N -atom GHZ state:
the measurement has two outcomes, even or odd parity.
The probabilities of obtaining these results are given by
P (±) = (1 ± cos (Nϕ))/2. Then, using optimal estima-
tors (see Eq. (10)), the BMSE (Eq. (3)) is calculated
as

(∆ϕ̃)2 = (δϕ)2 − 2

(
1/2

∞∫
−∞

ϕ sin (Nϕ)Pδϕ (ϕ) dϕ

)2

1/2

= (δϕ)2 −N2(δϕ)4e−N
2(δϕ)2

(B5)

Plugging in δϕ = γLOT , the effective uncertainty is given
by

∆ϕ̃eff =

(
eN

2(γLOT )2 −N2(γLOT )2
)1/2

N
(B6)

Then, the optimal Allan deviation for a GHZ interroga-
tion can be obtained from minimizing σy(τ) with respect
to the interrogation time T , given the effective uncer-
tainty in Eq. (B6). In Fig. 1b, we plot the Allan devia-
tion, normalized up to some prefactors, for an N = 200
atom GHZ state.

When slow atoms are introduced to a given clock pro-
tocol, we can extend the interrogation time T beyond
the LO noise limit, i.e. T = τ even in the regime where
τ > γ−1

LO. Here, we assume that enough slow atoms are
introduced such that the phase slip probability is small,
and that the number of slow atoms is negligible compared
to the initial number of atoms N . Therefore, in this
regime, the Allan deviations of the best classical clock
and the OQC are given by 1/ωA

√
Nτ , and by π/ωANτ ,

respectively. The stabilities of these clocks eventually
reach the fundamental limit of sensitivity (up to a possi-
ble constant factor of order one, see Ref. [56]), given in
Eq. (6).

Appendix C: Analysis of the scheme with a fixed
block size

Here, we perform a detailed analysis of the scheme with
a fixed block size [45]. In this scheme, we have M copies
of GHZ states with 2k qubits, k = 0, 1, . . . kmax, and M
is given implicitly by M = 16

π2 log (M(2kmax+1−1)). Note
that M is rounded to the closest integer to the solution

FIG. C.1. RBMSE ∆ϕ̃ of the OQI, the CSS, and the scheme
with a fixed block size [45] using different estimators, normal-
ized by 2π, as a function of the number of qubits, N . We
work with a prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad. We observe that
the bit-by-bit estimator performs significantly worse than the
optimal Bayesian estimator, failing to surpass the SQL. For
intermediate qubit numbers, the optimal Bayesian estimator
scales as the expected performance of the scheme calculated
analytically in Ref. [45], shown with the blue curve. However,
we observe a numerical overhead between the analytical ex-
pression and the observed performance of the scheme in this
regime, which is calculated to be 1.38.

of this implicit equation. Ref [45] derives that this pro-

tocol leads to an RBMSE of ∆ϕ̃ = 8
π

√
log(N)/N . To

see why there is a logarithmic correction on the BMSE,
we calculate the minimum achievable posterior variance
using these initial states, from the Quantum Cramer-Rao
Bound (QCRB). We find that this bound gives the fol-
lowing lower bound on the MSE

(∆ϕ)2 ≥

[
M

kmax∑
k=0

22k

]−1

≈ 3M

N2
=

48

π2

log(N)

N2
(C1)

where N ≈ M 2kmax+1 is the total number of qubits,
in the limit of 2kmax+1 ≫ 1. Hence, one can see that
the logarithmic correction to the MSE arises from the
fact that the number of copies of the GHZ states, M ,
is logarithmic in the total number of qubits, N . Now,
we analyze two types of estimators and compare their
performance in phase estimation.

The first estimator is outlined in Ref. [45], which we
refer to as the “bit-by-bit estimator”. For this estimator,
we first note that for ϕ in [−π, π], ϕ can be written in
the binary basis as

ϕ = 2π(0.Z1Z2Z3 . . . ) mod [−π, π] (C2)

where Zi ∈ {0, 1} are the binary digits. The bit-by-
bit algorithm then proceeds as follows: starting from the
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2kmax-qubit GHZ state, for all GHZ states with 2k qubits,
we first perform a dual quadrature parity measurement,
where M/2 copies are subjected to a parity measurement
in the X or Y basis. We denote nk,x and nk,y as the num-
ber of measurements where an even parity was obtained
for the X and the Y basis respectively. Then, the esti-
mator for ϕk := 2kϕ mod [−π, π] is given by

ϕ̂k = arg

((
2nk,x
M

− 1

2

)
+ i

(
2nk,y
M

− 1

2

))
(C3)

Note that we define the probabilities of the outcomes of
a parity measurement on a 2k-qubit GHZ state in the X
basis as P (±) = (1 ± cos (2kϕ))/2, where {+,−} denote
even, odd parity, hence the estimator in Eq. (C3) follows.

After computing all such ϕ̂k, we estimate the jth bit Zj
of ϕ as

Ẑj =
2ϕ̂j−1 − ϕ̂j

2π
(C4)

for 1 ≤ j ≤ kmax. Combining all such bits, the bit-by-bit
estimator is in the form of

ϕ̂ =

(
2π(0.Ẑ1Ẑ2 . . . Ẑkmax

) +
ϕ̂kmax

2kmax

)
mod [−π, π]

(C5)

The second estimator is the optimal Bayesian estima-
tor, defined for a measurement outcome k as

ϕ∗est(k) =

∫
ϕ p(n|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ∫
p(n|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

(C6)

where p(n|ϕ) is the probability of obtaining the corre-
sponding measurement outcome, and Pδϕ(ϕ) is the prior
distribution. For this scheme, the probabilities of mea-
surement outcomes are given for n = {nk,x, nk,y} as

p({nk,x, nk,y}|ϕ) =
1

2M(kmax+1)

kmax∏
k=0

(1 + cos (2kϕ))nk,x

(1 − cos (2kϕ))
M
2 −nk,x

(1 + sin (2kϕ))nk,y

(1 − sin (2kϕ))
M
2 −nk,y

(C7)

where nk,x (nk,y) is the number of parity measurement
outcomes of the k-qubit GHZ states that resulted in an
even parity, when measured in the X(Y ) basis respec-
tively. Therefore nk,x, nk,y ≤M/2.

In our simulations, we numerically computed the op-
timal Bayesian estimators and the BMSE for all qubit
numbers. We used ≈ 107 − 108 phase samples drawn
from the prior distribution. For the bit-by-bit estima-
tion, we drew ≈ 200 − 300 samples from the prior dis-
tribution and simulated the estimation scheme for these
phases ≈ 105 − 106 times with the bit-by-bit estimator.
We saw that the BMSE converged with these numbers.

We compare the performances of the two estimators in
Fig. C.1 by plotting the RBMSE obtained by them as
a function of the number of qubits N , for a prior width
of δϕ = 0.7 rad. We also plot the OQI as the bench-
mark for sensitivity, and the RBMSE obtained by the
CSS, which constitutes the SQL. We observe that the
bit-by-bit estimator performs significantly worse than the
optimal Bayesian estimator and the SQL, whereas the
optimal Bayesian estimator achieves sub-SQL sensitiv-
ity. Ref. [45] calculated the expected performance of the

scheme analytically as ∆ϕ̃ = 8
π

√
log(N)/N , assuming

a uniform prior distribution, and a large qubit number
N . Since the π-corrected Heisenberg limit for a uniform
prior distribution in the limit of a large qubit number
is given by ∆ϕ̃HL = π/N , comparing this with the an-
alytical expression for the RBMSE of the scheme with
a fixed block size, we assume that the scheme has an
overhead of 8

π2

√
log(N), compared to the RBMSE of the

OQI. We plot this with a blue curve in Fig. C.1, where
optimal fit to the performance of the OQI for this prior
width is calculated as ∆ϕ̃OQI = 1.55/N0.83 for interme-
diate qubit numbers. We observe that the scheme with
a fixed block size, combined with the optimal Bayesian
estimator, scales similarly with the analytical expression
for intermediate qubit numbers (see N = 42, N = 120 in
the Figure). However, we observe that the analytical ex-
pression surpasses the observed performance by a fixed
factor of ≈ 1.38 in STD for these qubit numbers. For
larger qubit numbers, the sensitivity of the scheme starts
saturating for both estimators. Therefore, this analysis
highlights the importance of the estimator for phase es-
timation with this scheme.

Appendix D: Analysis of the scheme with a varying
block size

Here, we perform a detailed analysis of the scheme
with a varying block size [46]. As described in the main
text, the initial states employed by this protocol are
parametrized by two parameters (mkmax , µ). For an ini-
tial state of this protocol containing GHZ states with
2k qubits, k = 0, 1, . . . , kmax, the 2kmax-GHZ state has
mkmax copies, and the 2kmax−1-GHZ state has mkmax + µ
copies, etc. Searching over such states, Ref. [46] ob-
served that the maximal sensitivity is obtained for the
pair (mkmax , µ) = (2, 3). For the measurement strategy,
the mk copies of the 2k-qubit GHZ states go under a set
of single-qubit rotations θj = 0, π/mi, . . . , π(mi− 1)/mi.
The estimation strategy in Ref. [46] was chosen to min-
imize the Holevo variance (which implicitly assumes a
uniform prior in [−π, π]). Since we study Bayesian es-
timation with a Gaussian prior, our optimal estimators
are different and we compute these Bayesian estimators
numerically (see Sec. IV, Eq. (10)). For this purpose, we
write down the probability of obtaining a measurement
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FIG. D.1. RBMSE ∆ϕ̃ of the OQI, the CSS, and two varia-
tions of the scheme with a varying block size [46], normalized
by 2π, as a function of the number of qubits, N . We again
work with a prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad, and use the optimal
Bayesian estimators for all of the schemes in the Figure. We
plot the RBMSE of the scheme with a varying block size with
and without single-qubit rotations with the red and purple
data points respectively. We observe that the scheme with a
varying block size performs better when single-qubit rotations
are employed. Furthermore, we observe that the RBMSE of
this scheme (with single-qubit rotations) scales as the OQI
with an overhead of 1.66, plotted with the red, dashed line.

outcome n = {nk} as

p(n|ϕ) =

kmax∏
k=0

p(nk|ϕ)

p(nk|ϕ) =

mk−1∏
i=0

1

2

[
1 + nk,i cos

(
2kϕ− π

i

mk

)]
(D1)

with mk = mkmax + µ(kmax − k), and nk,i = ±1 is the
result of the parity measurement, with +1 (−1) denoting
even (odd) parity, and 0 ≤ k ≤ kmax, 0 ≤ i ≤ mk.

We plot the RBMSE for δϕ = 0.7 rad of two variations
of this scheme in Fig. D.1: first, with red data points,
we plot the scheme as it was described above. With pur-
ple data points, we plot a modified version of the scheme
which uses the same partitions but no single-qubit rota-
tions are performed in the measurement. The modified
version was recently implemented experimentally in Ref.
[10], using different partitions. We observe a gap between
the two readout strategies, hence single-qubit rotations
are needed for optimal precision. From our numerical re-
sults, the gap scales as 0.39 log(N) in STD, where N is
the number of qubits. ForN = 297, using single-qubit ro-
tations in the readout provides a metrological gain of 4.16
(14.3 dB) in posterior variance over the readout without
single-qubit rotations. We also observe that the RBMSE

FIG. D.2. RBMSE ∆ϕ̃ of the OQI, the CSS, the scheme with
a varying block size [46], and the proposed scheme, normalized
by the prior width δϕ, as a function of the number of qubits,
N . We work with a prior width of δϕ = 0.2 rad, smaller than
that of Fig. 5, and observe that the sensitivity gap between
the scheme with a varying block size and the proposed scheme
grows as the prior width decreases. For example, for a qubit
number of N = 63, the posterior variance of the proposed
scheme is smaller than that of the scheme with a varying
block size by a factor of 1.57 (1.97 dB), compared to a factor
of 1.22 that we obtained for a prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad (see
Sec. V).

of the scheme with single-qubit rotations scales as that
of the OQI, with a constant overhead of 1.66.

The scheme with a varying block size performs similar
to the proposed scheme in the large prior width within
the dynamic range regime (see Fig. 5, where we plot the
RBMSE of both schemes for a prior width of δϕ = 0.7
rad). To see if this is the case for smaller prior widths, we
compare the RBMSE of these schemes for a prior width
of δϕ = 0.2 rad in Fig. D.2. We observe that the RBMSE
of the proposed scheme and the scheme with a varying
block size show similar scaling with respect to the number
of qubits N for this prior width, however, the sensitivity
gap between the schemes is bigger compared to the gap
that was observed for for a prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad.
For example, the proposed scheme surpasses the scheme
with a varying block size in posterior variance by a factor
of 1.57 (1.97 dB) for N = 63 qubits, compared to a factor
of 1.22 (0.85 dB) that we observed for the same number
of qubits, but for a prior width of δϕ = 0.7 rad.

Appendix E: Suitable qubit numbers for the
schemes with a fixed and a varying block size

As mentioned in the main text and in Appendices
C, D, the schemes with a fixed and a varying block
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FIG. E.1. Difference between consecutive number of qubits,
N (kmax + 1)−N (kmax) for the two schemes (Refs. [45], [46]),
as a function of N. This difference is the number of extra
qubits needed to obtain the next initial state proposed by the
given protocols. The differences grow approximately linearly
with the total number of qubits for both schemes, signifying
that with it gets more and more difficult to find an N for
which these schemes are defined, with increasing N .

size are defined only for specific values of qubit num-
bers. In both schemes, there is a unique N, total num-
ber of qubits, that corresponds to each kmax, let us de-
note it as N (kmax) . For the scheme with a fixed block
size, N (kmax) = M · (2kmax+1 − 1), where M is the
nearest integer to the solution of the implicit equation
M = 16

π2 log (M(2kmax+1 − 1)). For the scheme with a
varying block size, the suitable qubit numbers are given

by N (kmax) =
∑kmax

k=0 [2 + 3(kmax − k)]2k = 5 · 2kmax+1 −
3kmax−8. Therefore in both cases the difference between
consecutive number of qubits, N (kmax + 1) − N (kmax),
grows linearly with N (kmax): N (kmax + 1)−N (kmax) ≈
N (kmax) . This means that the density of the suitable
qubit numbers decreases with increasing N . This is il-
lustrated in Fig. E.1, where we plot this difference as
a function of the total number of qubits N for both of
these schemes.

Appendix F: Optimality of the sine state

Here, we show that the phase estimation protocol
where the initial state is an N -qubit sine state, and the
measurement is a QFT followed by a projective measure-
ment on the basis states, attains the HL in the limit of
large qubit number, N ≫ 1. This regime is equivalent
to having a large prior width within the dynamic range
[29]. The N -qubit sine state is given by

|ψsine⟩ =

√
2

N + 2

N∑
m=0

sin

(
π(m+ 1)

N + 2

)
|m⟩ (F1)

where the basis states {|m⟩} are the eigenvectors of the
angular momentum operator in the z-direction Jz, with

Jz =
∑
i

Zi, i = 1, 2, . . . N (F2)

and Z is the Pauli Z operator for the ith qubit. After
undergoing a unitary evolution U(ϕ) = e−iϕJz , the sine
state transforms into

|ψ⟩ =

√
2

N + 2

N∑
m=0

e−imϕ sin

(
π(m+ 1)

N + 2

)
|m⟩ (F3)

up to a phase factor. Performing a QFT, followed by a
projective measurement on the basis {|m⟩} can be rep-
resented with a POVM Ek = |ek⟩ ⟨ek|, k = 0, 1, . . . N ,
where

|ek⟩ =

√
1

N + 1

N∑
m=0

e−im
2πk
N+1 |m⟩ (F4)

And the probability of obtaining an outcome k after the
measurement is given by p(k) = | ⟨ψ|Ek |ψ⟩ |2,

p(k) =
2

(N + 1)(N + 2)

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
m=0

eim( 2πk
N+1−ϕ) sin

(
π(m+ 1)

N + 2

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

≈ 1

2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

dx dy ei(x−y)(2πk−Nϕ) sin (πx) sin (πy)

=
8π2 cos (Nϕ/2)

[π2 − (2πk −Nϕ)2]
2 (F5)

for N ≫ 1 and k = 0, 1, . . . N . Note that we assume
no phase slips, ϕ ∈ [0, 2π], such that p(k) is non-zero
only in this interval. Given the probabilities of measure-
ment outcomes p(k), we can derive the statistics of the
measurement results.

Let us denote the random variable that corresponds
to the measurement outcomes as OQFT. OQFT therefore

takes the values {k}N0 with probabilities p(k). The first
and second moments of OQFT are given by

⟨OQFT⟩ =

N/2∑
m=−N/2

8π2 cos (Nϕ/2)(k̄ −m)

[π2 − (2πm− u)2]
2

〈
O2

QFT

〉
=

N/2∑
m=−N/2

8π2 cos (Nϕ/2)(k̄ −m)2

[π2 − (2πm− u)2]
2 (F6)

where we define k̄ = ⌊Nϕ/(2π)⌋ ≈ Nϕ/(2π). In the limit
of N ≫ 1, these expressions are approximately

⟨OQFT⟩ ≈
∞∑

m=−∞

8π2 cos (Nϕ/2)(k̄ −m)

[π2 − (2πm− u)2]
2 = k̄

〈
O2

QFT

〉
≈

∞∑
m=−∞

8π2 cos (Nϕ/2)(k̄ −m)2

[π2 − (2πm− u)2]
2 = (k̄)2 +

1

4

(∆OQFT)2 =
〈
O2

QFT

〉
− ⟨OQFT⟩2 =

1

4
(F7)
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where (∆OQFT)2 is the variance of OQFT. We can thus
take the estimator of ϕ in the limit of N ≫ 1 to be
2π
N OQFT. The MSE of this estimator is then

(∆ϕ)2 =
(2π)

2

N2
(∆OQFT)

2
=

π2

N2
. (F8)

We thus attain the π-corrected HL for the entire interval
ϕ ∈ [0, 2π], for N ≫ 1. Note that this result is indepen-
dent of the basis states {|m⟩}.

Appendix G: Optimization of the adaptive
measurement

Here, we show the optimization over the single-qubit
rotations in the adaptive measurement. The BMSE can
be rewritten as

(∆ϕ̃)2 =

∫ ∑
n⃗

p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)(ϕ− ϕest(n⃗))2Pδϕ(ϕ) dϕ (G1)

where the optimal Bayesian estimator for each branch,
ϕ∗est(n⃗), is given by

ϕ∗est(n⃗) =

∫
ϕ p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ∫
p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

(G2)

which can be thought of as the expected value of ϕ given
that the branch n⃗ has been sampled. Eq. (G1) and (G2)
result in the minimum possible BMSE, given by

(∆ϕ̃∗)2 = (δϕ)2 −
∑
n⃗

(∫
ϕ p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

)2
∫
p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

(G3)

p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) contains the rotations angles (system phases) Φ⃗
that will be performed after each measurement along the
branch n⃗. For example, if the initial state contains one
block of a 2-atom GHZ state and two blocks of 1-atom

GHZ states, there are 23 = 8 possible branches depending
on measurement results, occurring with probabilities

p([i, j, k] , Φ⃗|ϕ) =θi

(
2(ϕ− Φ1)

2

)
θj

(
ϕ− Φ2+i

2

)
θk

(
ϕ− Φ4+2i+j

2

)
,

θi(x) =

{
cos2 (x), if i = 0

sin2 (x), if i = 1
(G4)

for i, j, k ∈ {0, 1}. The branch vector [i, j, k] indicates
the measurement result of a parity measurement on a
GHZ block with m atoms: 0 (1) represents even (odd)
parity.

We now want to minimize ∆ϕ̃∗ with respect to the

rotation angles Φ⃗. For this purpose, one needs to obtain
∂∆ϕ̃∗/∂Φi = 0 for every i. ∂∆ϕ̃∗/∂Φi is found as

∂∆ϕ̃∗

∂Φi
=
∑
n⃗

ϕ∗est(n⃗)2
∫
∂Φip(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ

−2ϕ∗est(n⃗)

∫
ϕ∂Φi

p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ)dϕ (G5)

Note that ∂Φi
p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) = 0 if the branch n⃗ does not

contain Φi. Assuming that Φi is contained in the branch
n⃗, and that it is the lth measurement, performed on a
GHZ state with m atoms, from Eq. (G4), we see that

∂Φi
p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) has two possible forms:

∂Φip(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) =

 mp(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) tan
(
m(ϕ−Φi)

2

)
, if nl = 0

−mp(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ) cot
(
m(ϕ−Φi)

2

)
, if nl = 1

(G6)

Plugging the expression for the derivative in Eq. (G6)
into Eq. (G5), we obtain

∂∆ϕ̃∗

∂Φi
=

∑
n⃗,Φi in n⃗

ϕ∗est(n⃗)2
∫
f(nl,Φi|ϕ)p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ) dϕ− 2ϕ∗est(n⃗)

∫
ϕ f(nl,Φi|ϕ)p(n⃗, Φ⃗|ϕ)Pδϕ(ϕ) dϕ (G7)

with

f(nl,Φi|ϕ) =

 m tan
(
m(ϕ−Φi)

2

)
, if nl = 0

−m cot
(
m(ϕ−Φi)

2

)
, if nl = 1

(G8)

and m is the number of atoms contained in the GHZ
block such that the feedback Φi is applied after its mea-
surement.

To find the system phases that minimize the BMSE,

we perform a gradient descent, where the system phases
are updated according to

Φi → Φi − α
∂∆ϕ̃∗
∂Φi

(G9)

where α is the step size and the derivative is given in Eq.
(G7). We implement the Adam optimizer [74] to perform
the gradient descent.
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Appendix H: Prior distribution when additional
classical interrogations are introduced

Phase unwinding with uncorrelated interrogations is
equivalent to estimating the variable P after a phase ac-
cumulation of ϕ = 2πP + β with Ramsey interferometry,
where −π < β < π and β can be estimated with an
STD that scales as 1/N if Heisenberg-limited protocols
are used. Here, we show that for a wide prior distri-
bution, i.e. δϕ ≫ π, after P is estimated, the posterior
distribution of ϕ converges to a uniform distribution over
the interval [2πP − π, 2πP + π]. The posterior distribu-
tion of ϕ, after measuring P = Pm with negligible error,
is supported only on 2πPm − π < ϕ < 2πPm + π. It is
given by

p(ϕ|Pm) =
p(ϕ)

p(P = Pm)

=
e−ϕ

2/2(δϕ)2∫ 2πPm+π

2πPm−π dϕ e
−ϕ2/2(δϕ)2

. (H1)

This distribution is equivalent to

p(θ|Pm) =

√
2

π(δϕ)2
e−(2πPm+θ)2/2(δϕ)2

erf

(
2πPm+π√

2(δϕ)2

)
− erf

(
2πPm−π√

2(δϕ)2

)
(H2)

for −π ≤ θ ≤ π, where erf(z) is the error function. In
the limit of δϕ≫ π, we have

p(θ|Pm) ≈

√
2

π(δϕ)2

e−2π2P 2
m/(δϕ)

2
(

1 − 2πPmθ
(δϕ)2

)
erf

(
2πPm+π√

2(δϕ)2

)
− erf

(
2πPm−π√

2(δϕ)2

)
(H3)

which reduces to a uniform distribution in θ ∈ [−π, π] in
the limit of δϕ→ ∞.

Appendix I: Performance of the schemes for a
uniform prior distribution

Here, we analyze the performance of the schemes for
a uniform prior phase distribution defined in the interval
[−π/2, π/2]. We choose not to extend the limits of the
distribution to −π and π, since we observed numerically
for this case that the BMSE increases significantly due
to the finite dynamic range of the schemes. The MSE
approaches 4π2 as |ϕ| → π, and any gain in precision is
masked by these errors. Therefore, we restrict the range
of the prior distribution to a smaller interval.

The results can be found in Fig. I.1. For the scheme
with a fixed block size, we plot the RBMSE for both
the optimal Bayesian estimators, and the bit-by-bit esti-
mator (see Appendix C for a detailed description of the
estimators). We observe that this scheme shows HS up

FIG. I.1. RBMSE ∆ϕ̃ normalized by 2π, as a function of
the qubit number N , for various schemes. Here, we assume a
uniform prior distribution in the interval [−π/2, π/2]. We ob-
serve that the proposed scheme and the scheme with a varying
block size [46] show HS with an overhead of 1.50 and 1.75,
respectively. We also observe that the scheme with a fixed
block size [45] shows HS up to a logarithmic overhead, and
achieves sub-SQL precision when optimal Bayesian estima-
tors are used. However, this scheme fails to achieve sub-SQL
precision when sub-optimal estimators, such as the bit-by-bit
estimator, is used (see Appendix C for more details on the
estimator).

to a logarithmic overhead of
√

log(N), where N is the
number of qubits, when optimal Bayesian estimators are
used. However, it fails to achieve a sub-SQL performance
when the bit-by-bit estimator is used, as it was the case
for Gaussian prior distributions. Furthermore, the pro-
posed scheme and the scheme with a varying block size
both show HS, where the proposed scheme has a smaller
overhead of 1.50, and the latter has an overhead of 1.75.

Appendix J: Effect of amplitude damping noise

Let us analyze the effect of amplitude damping noise on
GHZ states and on the resulting probabilities. A k-qubit
GHZ state, |ψ⟩ = 1√

2

(
|0⟩⊗k + eikϕ|1⟩⊗k

)
, undergoes a

k-qubit amplitude damping channel:

ρ→ ε⊗k (ρ) ,

ε (ρ) = pa σ−ρσ+ +
√

1− pa σ+σ−ρ
√
1− pa σ+σ− ,

σ+ =

[
0 1
0 0

]
, σ− =

[
0 0
1 0

]
, 1 =

[
1 0
0 1

]
. (J1)

where pa > 0 is the amplitude damping probability. The
GHZ state is thus transformed to an ensemble

∑
v⃗ c(v⃗)ρv⃗,

where v⃗ ∈ {0, 1}N , such that vi = 0 (1) indicates loss (no
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FIG. J.1. RBMSE ∆ϕ̃ as a function of the prior width δϕ, nor-
malized by δϕ, for N = 12 and in the presence of amplitude
damping with a probability of pa = 10−2. The benchmark is
the noiseless OQI, plotted in purple. The 12-qubit CSS for
pa = 10−2 is also shown in the plot in blue. The minimum
RBMSE obtained from optimal partitioning into blocks of
GHZ states—i.e., the optimal initial state (OIS) for blocks of
GHZ states—for pa = 10−2, assuming that optimal measure-
ments are available, is plotted in green. We notice that this
curve is very close to the noiseless OQI. Finally, the RBMSE
given optimal partitioning into blocks of GHZ states and local,
adaptive measurements is plotted with yellow rectangles. We
see that in the presence of amplitude damping, even though
the optimal partitions perform very close to the OQI when
optimal measurements are available, there is a large gap be-
tween the minimum achievable sensitivity and the sensitivity
achieved when local, adaptive measurements are used.

loss) in the ith qubit, and ρv⃗ = |v⃗⟩⟨v⃗|. c(v⃗) are given by

c(⃗0) =
1

2

(
1 + (1 − pa)k

)
,

c(v⃗) =
1

2
(1 − pa)

∑
i
vi
p
1−

∑
i
vi

a , for v⃗ ̸= 0⃗. (J2)

The phase information is now encoded only in |⃗0⟩ which
equals to

|⃗0⟩ =
1√

2c(⃗0)

(
|0⟩⊗k + (1 − pa)

k/2
eikϕ|1⟩⊗k

)
. (J3)

Let us derive the probabilities obtained from perform-
ing local Pauli X measurements on the state. We denote
the ±1 eigenstates of Pauli X as |±⟩ respectively and the
probability of obtainingm times |−⟩ as p (m) . The proba-
bility for an even parity is the probability of obtaining an
even m and is therefore equal to: p (even) =

∑
m even

p (m) .

Note that

p(even) =
∑
v⃗

c(v⃗) p (even|v⃗) . (J4)

For any v⃗ ̸= 0⃗, p (odd|v⃗) = p (even|v⃗) = 1
2 . Let us

denote the contribution from
∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗ ρv⃗ as pv⃗ ̸=0⃗ (even),

pv⃗ ̸=0⃗ (odd). We have∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗

pv⃗ ̸=0⃗ (even) =
∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗

pv⃗ ̸=0⃗ (odd) =
∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗

c(v⃗) p (even|v⃗)

=
∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗

(1 − pa)

∑
i
vi
p
1−

∑
i
vi

a
1

4

=
1

4

(
1 − (1 − pa)

k
)
. (J5)

Now, let us calculate the contribution from v⃗ = 0⃗, de-
noted as p0⃗ (even) , p0⃗ (odd). For any state α|0⟩⊗k +

β|1⟩⊗k, we have:

α|0⟩⊗k + β|1⟩⊗k =

(
1√
2

)k (
α (|+⟩ + |−⟩)k +

β (|+⟩ − |−⟩)k
)
. (J6)

Therefore, the probability of measuring m times |−⟩
given this state is p (m) =

(
1
2

)k ( k
m

)
|α + (−1)

m
β|2,

and thus the probability for odd/even m is given by:

p± = 1
2 |α ± β|2. Applying this to our case, i.e. |⃗0⟩),

then α = 1√
2c(⃗0)

, β = (1−p)k/2eikϕ√
2c(⃗0)

, and thus

p0⃗ (even) =
1

4

(
1 + (1 − pa)

k
+ 2 (1 − pa)

k/2
cos (kϕ)

)
,

p0⃗ (odd) =
1

4

(
1 + (1 − pa)

k − 2 (1 − pa)
k/2

cos (kϕ)
)
.

(J7)

Summing up the contributions from all v⃗ we obtain
that p (even) , p (odd) are:

p (even) =
1

2

(
1 + (1 − pa)

k/2
cos (kϕ)

)
, (J8)

p (odd) =
1

2

(
1 − (1 − pa)

k/2
cos (kϕ)

)
. (J9)

We considered Pauli X measurement, however any other
Pauli operator in the X − Y plane would give equiva-
lent results: For a measurement of cos (ϕ0)X+sin (ϕ0)Y
the probabilities will take the same form and ϕ will be
changed to: ϕ→ ϕ− ϕ0.

Note that given an initial GHZ state, amplitude damp-
ing noise commutes with the unitary phase encoding,
U (ϕ). We can therefore assume that amplitude damping
acts first, followed by the phase encoding. This can be
easily verified: given ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| of a k-qubit GHZ state,
we have

ϵ⊗k
(
U (ϕ) ρU (ϕ)

†
)

= U (ϕ)
(
ϵ⊗k (ρ)

)
U (ϕ)

†

= |ψ′
ϕ⟩⟨ψ′

ϕ| +
∑
v⃗ ̸=0⃗

ρv⃗,
(J10)

where |ψ′
ϕ⟩ = 1√

2

(
|0⟩⊗k + (1 − pa)

k/2
e−ikϕ|1⟩⊗k

)
.
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Now, let us examine how amplitude damping affects
the proposed scheme with and without optimal measure-
ments. A case study is shown in Fig. J.1. Here, we
work with 12 qubits and assume an amplitude damping
probability of pa = 10−2. The purple line represents the
RBMSE of the noiseless OQI, i.e. without any amplitude
damping effects. The green line is the RBMSE obtain-
able by using optimal partitions of GHZ states if optimal
measurements are available. We see that the RBMSE of
the optimal partitions, even in the presence of amplitude
damping, can get very close to the RBMSE of the OQI.
However, local, adaptive measurements are not enough to
achieve this precision: we show the performance of the
proposed scheme when such measurements are used with
yellow rectangles, and see that there is a gap between
that and the RBMSE achievable with optimal measure-
ments. Intuitively, this gap can be explained by the fol-
lowing reasoning: since for the adaptive measurement,
the single-qubit rotation applied to a given qubit relies

so much on the previous measurement results, any error
during the previous measurements changes the trajectory
of the future measurements, resulting in a large error in
phase estimation. As mentioned in the main text, er-
ror detection scheme that checks whether the state re-
mained in the repetition code space may improve the
performance of our scheme.

Let us illustrate the advantage in using such er-
ror detection scheme in the frequentist case. Given
a k-qubit GHZ state, the probabilities of even/odd

parities are 1
2

(
1 ± (1 − pa)

k/2
cos (kϕ)

)
, while with er-

ror detection the relevant probabilities are given by
p0⃗ (even) , p0⃗ (odd) . By direct calculation of the Cramer-
Rao Bound (CRB), it can be observed that in the limit

of (1 − pa)
k ≪ 1, the MSE given by the latter case is

smaller by a factor of two than the former case. Hence,
error detection leads to a factor of two improvement.
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[18] L. Pezzè, A. Smerzi, M. K. Oberthaler, R. Schmied,
and P. Treutlein, Quantum metrology with nonclassical
states of atomic ensembles, Reviews of Modern Physics
90, 035005 (2018).

[19] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Advances in
quantum metrology, Nature Photonics 5, 222 (2011).

[20] J. Kolodynski, Precision bounds in noisy quantum
metrology (2015), arXiv:1409.0535 [quant-ph].

[21] J. J. . Bollinger, W. M. Itano, D. J. Wineland, and D. J.
Heinzen, Optimal frequency measurements with maxi-
mally correlated states, Phys. Rev. A 54, R4649 (1996).

[22] S. F. Huelga, C. Macchiavello, T. Pellizzari, A. K. Ek-
ert, M. B. Plenio, and J. I. Cirac, Improvement of Fre-
quency Standards with Quantum Entanglement, Phys.

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.031010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.030801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.030801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.090801
https://arxiv.org/abs/1303.6357
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.041045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.041045
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04435-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-023-02310-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06360-6
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.16220
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.16289
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.16289
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aam5532
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aam7009
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aam7009
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54119-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54119-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00391-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00391-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/qute.202000019
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.033601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.033601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.143001
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035005
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035005
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2011.35
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.0535
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.R4649
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.3865


26

Rev. Lett. 79, 3865 (1997).
[23] V. Meyer, M. A. Rowe, D. Kielpinski, C. A. Sackett,

W. M. Itano, C. Monroe, and D. J. Wineland, Experi-
mental Demonstration of Entanglement-Enhanced Rota-
tion Angle Estimation Using Trapped Ions, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 86, 5870 (2001).

[24] P. K. Hwang Lee and J. P. Dowling, A quantum rosetta
stone for interferometry, Journal of Modern Optics 49,
2325 (2002).

[25] T. Nagata, R. Okamoto, J. L. O’Brien, K. Sasaki, and
S. Takeuchi, Beating the Standard Quantum Limit with
Four-Entangled Photons, Science 316, 726 (2007).

[26] M. D’Angelo, M. V. Chekhova, and Y. Shih, Two-Photon
Diffraction and Quantum Lithography, Phys. Rev. Lett.
87, 013602 (2001).

[27] M. B. Nasr, B. E. A. Saleh, A. V. Sergienko, and M. C.
Teich, Demonstration of Dispersion-Canceled Quantum-
Optical Coherence Tomography, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91,
083601 (2003).

[28] Y. Israel, S. Rosen, and Y. Silberberg, Supersensitive
Polarization Microscopy Using NOON States of Light,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 103604 (2014).

[29] K. Macieszczak, M. Fraas, and R. Demkowicz-
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