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The precision of phase estimation with interferometers can be greatly enhanced using non-classical quantum states,
and the SU(11) interferometer is an elegant scheme, which generates two-mode squeezed state internally and also
amplifies the signal. It has been shown in [Phys. Rev. A 95, 063843 (2017)] that the photon-number measurement can
achieve the Heisenberg limit, but only for estimating a small phase shift. We relax the constraint on the phase size by
considering two adaptive protocols: one also uses the photon-number measurement with a specially tuned sequence of
feedback phase; the other implements the yet-to-be-realised optimal measurement but without fine tuning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Precision measurements of physical quantities are of
paramount significance in metrology, imaging, and communi-
cation applications, where optical phase estimation serves as a
fundamental pillar 1–3. However, as the phase does not corre-
spond to a proper quantum observable, we rely on measuring a
phase-dependent quantity, i.e. an estimator , to retrieve it. It is
highly desirable to develop a scheme that maximizes the pre-
cision of phase estimation with a fixed amount of resources.
Investigating the ultimate limit of phase estimation can be ap-
propriately addressed in the framework of quantum estimation
theory 4,5. It dictates that, for the unbiased estimator, the esti-
mation precision is ultimately bounded by the so-called Quan-
tum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) 6–8. The QCRB depends on
the quantum properties of the probe states, and can be reduced
by using non-classical states, e.g. the squeezed states 9–11 and
NOON states 12.

In this paper, we consider the vacuum-seeded SU(11) in-
terferometer, in which the non-classical two-mode squeezed
state is generated by the nonlinear parametric process 13–16.
As illustrated by Fig. 1, the SU(11) interferometer is a Mach-
Zehnder interferometer (MZI) with the beam splitter replaced
by the nonlinear optical parametric amplifier (OPA). The stan-
dard measurement, shown in Fig. 1(a), uses photon detectors
to count photons and the phase estimator is based upon the
measured photon number in either output port. As illustrated
by Fig. 2(a), it turns out that such a measurement is only opti-
mal when the phase difference between the two arms is close
to zero, and for ab initio estimation of an arbitrary unknown
phase, the precision significantly decreases 17. To recover the
precision, we propose using an adaptive measurement scheme
shown in Fig. 1(b). A feedback phase θ is introduced in one
arm, and conditional on the outcomes of the photon-number
measurement, it is tuned to minimise the phase difference be-
tween the two arms 18–20. However, because the likelihood
function for the photon-number measurement is even with re-
spect to the phase difference, the posterior probability dis-

Optimal

FIG. 1. The illustration of the vacuum-seeded SU(11) interferome-
ters based on (a) the photon-number measurement, (b) the adaptive
photon-number measurement and (c) the adaptive, optimal measure-
ment.

tribution for the estimator is bimodal with two peak values,
which leads to an ambiguity in the estimation. We need to
design a special, non-unique sequence for tuning the feed-
back phase at each step. To solve this issue at the fundamen-
tal level, we derive the optimal measurement operator using
quantum estimation theory, without any ambiguity in the like-
lihood function. It is illustrated in Fig. 1(c), and the optimal
measurement operator is given by 21

L̂0 =
√
⟨n̂⟩(⟨n̂⟩+2) [|0,0⟩⟨1,1|+ |1,1⟩⟨0,0|] , (1)

where ⟨n̂⟩ represents the average photon number after the first
OPA. We can see from Fig. 2(a) that the optimal scheme al-
lows us to reach the QCRB for arbitrary unknown phases 22:

∆
2
φQCRB =

1
M⟨n̂⟩(⟨n̂⟩+2)

. (2)
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FIG. 2. The estimation precision of the optimal measurement scheme
for M=1000 obtained by numerical simulations compared to several
precision benchmarks. (a) The estimation variances of estimating
four specific phases based on the optimal measurement scheme for
⟨n̂⟩=4, with the red, orange, green and purple scatter points represent-
ing the estimation variances of estimating φt=0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 1.00
respectively, compared to the shot-noise limit, Heisenberg limit and
QCRB. (b) The estimation variances for four different average pho-
ton numbers based on the optimal measurement scheme for φt=0.75,
with the four red scatter points from left to right representing the es-
timation variances for ⟨n̂⟩=2, 4, 6, 8 respectively, compared with the
shot-noise limit, Heisenberg limit and QCRB.

Apart from the scaling with respect to the number of measure-
ments M, it has the same scaling as the Heisenberg limit with
respect to the average photon number, which is demonstrated
in Fig. 2(b). The question remained is finding the physical re-
alisation of such an optimal estimator, which is an interesting
topic for future study.

We organize the paper as follows. In Sec. II, we present
the adaptive mechanism based upon Bayesian estimation us-
ing the photon-number measurement. We show that the like-
lihood function is even with respect to the phase difference,
which leads to the issue of ambiguity due to a bimodal poste-
rior distribution. To solve this issue, we intentionally make the
feedback phase smaller than the half of the conditional value
for the first few steps. This allows us to break the symmetry
in the bimodal distribution, i.e. the probability for the true
phase value and the mirrored one being unequal. In Sec. III,

we construct the optimal measurement scheme based on quan-
tum estimation theory and demonstrate its performances via
numerical simulations. Sec. IV provides conclusive remarks
and explores potential avenues for the physical implementa-
tion of the optimal measurement scheme.

II. ADAPTIVE PHOTON-NUMBER MEASUREMENT

The adaptive measurement protocol is based upon the
Bayesian inference; the feedback phase is adjusted according
to the posterior probability distribution, which is defined as 23:

p(φ |ξ ) = p(ξ |φ)p(φ)
p(ξ )

. (3)

Here p(φ) is the the prior distribution and p(ξ |φ) is the like-
lihood function with "ξ " denoting the measurement outcome.
The value of the feedback phase for each step is determined
by the current estimate φest , which is obtained by selecting the
maximum value of the posterior probability distribution from
the previous measurement round.

However, for the photon-number measurement, the likeli-
hood function for detecting n photons at both output ports
is an even function with respect to the arm phase difference
φ −θ :

p(n|φ) =
∞

∑
p=0

∞

∑
q=0

D(0,n;n,0)cos[(p−q)(φ −θ)] , (4)

where D(0,n;n,0) is the coefficient with its detail shown in
the Appendix A. Therefore, if we set the feedback phase θ

in one of the arms, we cannot tell the difference between the
two phase values of φ and 2θ −φ in the other arm. In another
word, the posterior probability distribution is bimodal with
two peaks at the true phase φt and 2θ −φt , respectively.

FIG. 3. The iteration of estimates φest with the number of mea-
surements in the case of θ = 0.70 and φt = 0.75 for ⟨n̂⟩ = 4 and
the conditional posterior probability distributions for M=Mthreshold-
1, Mthreshold and 1000, which are all qualitative diagrams

We demonstrate this ambiguity explicitly by using the nu-
merical simulation, of which the result is illustrated in Fig. 3.
In the simulation, we set θ = 0.70 and φt = 0.75. The real-
time estimate φest does not converge to the true phase value as
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TABLE I. Mthreshold for some specific θ in the case of φt = 0.75 and
⟨n̂⟩=4.

φt θ Mthreshold
0.75 0.65 10-20
0.75 0.70 100-150
0.75 0.74 700-900
0.75 0.745 >1000

the number of measurements M increases; instead, it displays
oscillations beyond a certain threshold value of M, denoted as
Mthreshold. When the estimation error becomes of the order of
unity—the separation of two peaks, the posterior probability
distribution undergoes a transition from unimodal to bimodal
with two peaks shown up at φ = 0.65 and φ = 0.75, respec-
tively. Furthermore, Mthreshold exhibits an increase as θ ap-
proaches φt , as is shown in Table I. This is expected because
the statistical error needs to be small enough in order to re-
solve the two peaks in the posterior distribution.

To overcome the bimodal issue that leads to ambiguity, we
propose a modified adaptive protocol, referred to as the "lad-
der" adaptive protocol, which is illustrated in Fig. 4. For the
first stage of measurements, a set of Mr (of the order of 100)
measurements, we make the feedback phase θ smaller than
the one from the maximum likelihood estimate, and gradu-
ally increase its value. To guarantee there is no ambiguity
at this stage, the value of θ is constrained to a range that is
smaller than 0.5φest . This allows us to create an asymmetry
between φt and 2θ − φt , and enables pre-estimation to yield
a reliable rough estimate φr that is close to φt . The stage of
final estimation is performed with θ = 0.93φr to achieve the
desired emergence of a bimodal posterior probability distri-
bution within a limited number of measurements, while main-
taining the estimation precision that is not significantly worse
than the QCRB. Subsequently, another 900 rounds of mea-
surements are conducted to obtain a bimodal posterior prob-
ability distribution with two distinct peaks, with the higher-
probability peak located at φt . In the last step, we remove the
lower-probability peak and normalize the distribution. The re-
sulting estimation variance for the final posterior probability
distribution is only slightly larger than the QCRB.

III. OPTIMAL MEASUREMENT SCHEME

In addition to the photon-number measurement, we also
construct an optimal measurement scheme, which is based
upon the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) operator in
quantum estimation theory (refer to Appendix B for a brief
introduction). The corresponding measurement operator L̂0
is shown in Eq. (1). It turns out that the new scheme is im-
mune from the issue of ambiguity, resulting in a straightfor-
ward adaptive protocol without the need of fine-tuning the
feedback phase. Furthermore, the accuracy will asymptoti-
cally approach the QCRB:

∆
2
φL̂0

|θ→φt = ∆
2
φQCRB

[
1+O(φt −θ)2] . (5)

M θ

1-10 0
11-20 0.10ϕest
21-30 0.20ϕest
31-40 0.30ϕest
41-50 0.40ϕest
51-100 0.45ϕest
101-1000 0.93ϕr

FIG. 4. The qualitative diagram of how the "ladder" adaptive pro-
tocol works. The upper panel of the figure depicts how we set the
value of the feedback phase θ for each round of measurements. The
bottom panel of the figure shows the conditional posterior probabil-
ity distributions given by pre-estimation and final estimation, as well
as the final posterior probability distribution obtained after removing
the extraneous peak and normalization.

Measurement

FIG. 5. The illustration of the truncated vacuum-seeded SU(11) in-
terferometer.

The additional error is of the second order of the difference
between the feedback phase θ and the true value φt , as shown
in Appendix C. It is of the same order as the QCRB, and is
negligible when the product of the mean photon number and
the number of measurements is large.

The derivation of the SLD operator involves two starting
points: the probe state and the generator Ĝ associated with
the phase φ , which is usually defined through the following
unitary operator:

Û(φ) = e−iφ Ĝ . (6)

For the SU(11) interferometer, we cannot translate the phase
generation process into the form shown above and define Ĝ
properly. Instead, we first consider the truncated vacuum-
seeded SU(11) interferometer as depicted in Fig. 5. In this
case, the probe state is simply the two-mode squeezed state,
and the generator Ĝ is precisely represented by the photon-
number operator â†â. The corresponding SLD operator is
given by

L̂φ = 2i∑
jk

Û(φ)(G00 jk|ϕ00⟩⟨ϕ jk|−G jk00|ϕ jk⟩⟨ϕ00|)Û†(φ) .

(7)
Here |ϕ jk⟩= ÛOPA1 | j,k⟩ and G jkmn = ⟨ϕ jk|Ĝ|ϕmn⟩. Using the
expression for Ĝ and the orthogonality of the Fock state, we
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obtain

L̂φ = Û(φ)ÛOPA1 L̂0 Û†
OPA1

Û†(φ) , (8)

which is equal to L̂0 under the inverse operation of Û(φ) and
ÛOPA1 . It is known from quantum estimation theory that the
QCRB is saturated if L̂φ is measured when φ is close to the
true value φt . Therefore, since the second OPA in the SU(11)
interferometer is usually in the inverse operation regime of the
first OPA, we only need to measure L̂0 and make the feedback
phase close to φt ; and the latter is automatically achieved by
the adaptive protocol using the Bayesian estimation.

For illustration, we perform a similar numerical simulation
for the optimal measurement scheme. Fig. 6 depicts the rel-
evant simulation results of estimating unknown phase shifts
φt = 0.25,0.50,0.75,1.00 for M = 1000 and ⟨n̂⟩= 4. Specif-
ically, Fig. 6(a) illustrates the relationships between θ and
the number of measurements for the four cases, respectively
showcasing the tendency to converge to the true value of
phase. Fig. 6(b) displays the conditional posterior probabil-
ity distribution finally obtained in the four cases as a function
of φ . The corresponding accuracy for the optimal measure-
ment scheme has been shown in Fig. 2, which indeed follows
the Heisenberg scaling.

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this study, we consider two adaptive protocols in the
SU(11) interferometer to attain the estimation precision that
saturates the QCRB at any phase. Both protocols are based
upon the Bayesian estimation, in which the posterior distribu-
tion defines the feedback phase. The first scheme utilizes the
photon-number measurement. It requires a specifically de-
signed sequence for fine-tuning the feedback phase to avoid
the ambiguity due to the posterior distribution being bimodal.
The second scheme is built upon the symmetric logarithmic
derivative operator in quantum estimation theory; the ambi-
guity is naturally absent. However, the corresponding mea-
surement operator is not straightforward to be implemented
because the physical realisation has not yet been found. It re-
mains an open question if we could realise such an optimal
measurement scheme by leveraging the advancement in the
quantum information and computing theory.
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FIG. 6. The relevant simulation results of estimating φt =
0.25,0.50,0.75,1.00 for M = 1000 and ⟨n̂⟩ = 4 based on the opti-
mal measurement scheme. (a) The iteration of θ with the number of
measurements for the four cases. (b) The conditional posterior prob-
ability distributions P(φ |M) that we end up with in the four cases.

Appendix A: Calculation of the likelihood function

1. Adaptive photon-number measurement

The eigenstates of the photon-number operator associated
with non-zero measurement probabilities are precisely Twin-
Fock states, denoted as |n,n⟩ for n = 0,1,2, · · · . Then the
probability of observing n photons at both output ports can
be expressed as

p(n|φ) = ⟨0,0|Û†|n,n⟩⟨n,n|Û |0,0⟩ , (A1)

in which Û = ÛOPA2Û(δφ)ÛOPA1 with δφ being a quantity de-
fined as φ −θ . Moreover, ÛOPA|n,n⟩, the so-called two-mode
squeezed state, can be expanded as a superposition of Twin-
Fock states: ÛOPA|n,n⟩= ∑

∞
m=0 Cm(n)|m,m⟩, and the Schmidt
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coefficient Cm(n) is given by 24

Cm(n) =
min[m,n]

∑
k=0

(−1)n−km!n!sinh−2kr
(k!)2(m− k)!(n− k)!

tanhm+nr
coshr

ei(m−n)(ψ−π)

=C
′
m(n)e

i(m−n)(ψ−π) ,
(A2)

in which r and ψ describe the strength and phase shift in the
OPA process. By applying the above expansion, Eq. (A1) be-
comes

p(n|φ) =
∞

∑
p=0

∞

∑
q=0

D(0,n;n,0)cos[(p−q)δφ ] , (A3)

where D(a,b;c,d) is a coefficient defined as C
′
p(a)

C
′
p(b)C

′
q(c)C

′
q(d).

2. Optimal measurement

Let |ξn⟩ be an eigenstate of L̂φ , which can always be ex-
pressed as |ξn⟩ = Û |ξ ′

n⟩. Then |ξ ′
n⟩ is an eigenstate of L̂0.

In the Twin-Fock state representation, it is evident that L̂0
possesses exclusively two eigenstates with non-zero eigenval-
ues, which are given by |ξ ′

±1⟩ =
1√
2
(|0,0⟩ ± |1,1⟩). Addi-

tionally, the other eigenstates whose eigenvalues are zero are
|ξ ′

n⟩ = |n,n⟩ (n = 2,3, · · ·). Finally, the corresponding likeli-
hood functions are given by

p(ξ±1|φ) =
1
2

∞

∑
p=0

∞

∑
q=0

{D(0,0;0,0)cos[(p−q)δφ ]

+D(0,1;1,0)cos[(p−q)δφ ]

±2D(0,0;1,0)sin[(p−q)δφ ]} ,

(A4)

p(ξn|φ)=
∞

∑
p=0

∞

∑
q=0

D(0,n;n,0)cos[(p−q)δφ ] (n= 2,3, · · ·) .

(A5)

Appendix B: Derivation of the optimal measurement operator

In the context of a generalized quantum phase measurement
where a positive-operator-valued measurement (POVM) {Êξ}
is carried out on the evolved probe state ρ̂φ , the mean-square
error of an unbiased estimator after M measurement iterations
is constrained from below by certain quantities

∆
2
φ ≥ 1

MF(φ)
≥ 1

MH(φ)
, (B1)

where F(φ) =
∫

dξ
1

p(ξ |φ) (
∂ p(ξ |φ)

∂φ
)2 is the Fisher information

with p(ξ |φ) = Tr[ρ̂φ Êξ ] being the measurement probability
associated with the outcome "ξ " and H(φ) = Tr[ρ̂φ L̂2

φ
] is the

quantum Fisher information with L̂φ being the symmetric log-
arithmic derivative operator defined as the Hermitian operator
satisfying the following equation

L̂φ ρ̂φ + ρ̂φ L̂φ

2
=

∂ ρ̂φ

∂φ
. (B2)

The optimal estimator is the one that saturates the chain of in-
equalities in Eq. (B1), and the conditions for achieving equal-
ity are provided below

Êξ ρ̂φ = λξ ,φ Êξ L̂φ ρ̂φ , (B3)

in which λξ ,φ = Tr[ρ̂φ Êξ ]/Tr[ρ̂φ Êξ L̂φ ] is a real number. The
fulfillment of the operatorial conditions outlined above can be
ensured by constructing Êξ from the set of projectors over the
eigenstates of L̂φ , where the generalized POVM reduces to the
local projective von-Neuman measurements 7,25,26. Specifi-
cally, the optimal estimator for determining a particular phase
φt is L̂φ |φ=φt , which, using the error propagation formula, can
be expressed as27

∆
2
φL̂φ

|φ=φt =
⟨L̂2

φ
⟩φt −⟨L̂φ ⟩2

φt

M|∂ ⟨L̂φ ⟩φt/∂φ |2
|φ=φt

= ∆
2
φQCRB ,

(B4)

where ⟨· · · ⟩φt is the expectation value for the evolved probe
state in the absence of adaptive protocols.

Appendix C: Theoretical verification of the validity of the
optimal measurement scheme

In this part, we provide a verification for Eq. (5) based on
the error propagation formula. The expectation value of L̂0 for
the evolved probe state is given by

⟨L̂0⟩δφ = ⟨Û†
OPA1

eiδφ ĜÛOPA1 L̂0Û†
OPA1

e−iδφ ĜÛOPA1⟩0 , (C1)

where ⟨· · · ⟩0 represents the expectation value for the probe
state. Similarly, the expectation value of L̂2

0 for the evolved
probe state is expressed as

⟨L̂2
0⟩δφ = ⟨Û†

OPA1
eiδφ ĜÛOPA1 L̂2

0Û†
OPA1

e−iδφ ĜÛOPA1⟩0 . (C2)

Furthermore, we establish that

∂ ⟨L̂0⟩δφ

∂φ
=

1
2
[⟨Û†

OPA1
eiδφ ĜÛOPA1 L̂0Û†

OPA1
e−iδφ ĜÛOPA1 L̂0⟩0

+ ⟨L̂0Û†
OPA1

eiδφ ĜÛOPA1 L̂0Û†
OPA1

e−iδφ ĜÛOPA1⟩0] ,

(C3)

where Eq. (B2) is utilized. Given the smallness of δφ , we can
make an approximation as follows

e±iδφ Ĝ ≃ 1± iδφ Ĝ− δ 2φ

2
Ĝ2 . (C4)



6

Subsequently, by leveraging the aforementioned approxima-
tion in Eq. (C1)-Eq. (C3) and performing a series of mathe-
matical operations on Eq. (B2), in our case, we obtain

⟨L̂0⟩δφ ≃ δφH(φ) , (C5)

⟨L̂2
0⟩δφ ≃ H(φ) , (C6)

∂ ⟨L̂0⟩δφ

∂φ
≃ H(φ)−δ

2
φH(φ)

1
2
(3⟨n̂⟩2 +6⟨n̂⟩+1) . (C7)

Finally, the estimation variance of the optimal measurement
scheme is determined to be

∆
2
φL̂0

|δφ→0 ≃
1

MH(φ)
[1+δ

2
φ(2⟨n̂⟩2 +4⟨n̂⟩+1)] . (C8)
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