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Achieving high-precision detection of time-dependent signals in noisy environment is a ubiquitous
issue in physics and a critical task in metrology. Lock-in amplifiers are detectors that can extract
alternating signals with a known carrier frequency from an extremely noisy environment. Here, we
present a protocol for achieving an entanglement-enhanced lock-in amplifier via empoying many-
body quantum interferometry and periodic multiple pulses. Generally, quantum interferometry
includes three stages: initialization, interrogation, and readout. The many-body quantum lock-in
amplifier can be achieved via adding suitable periodic multiple-π-pulse sequence during the interro-
gation. Our analytical results show that, by selecting suitable input states and readout operations,
the frequency and amplitude of an unknown alternating field can be simultaneously extracted via
population measurements. In particular, if we input spin cat states and apply interaction-based
readout operations, the measurement precisions for frequency and amplitude can both approach the
Heisenberg limit. Moreover, our many-body quantum amplifier is robust against extreme stochastic
noises. Our study may point out a new direction for measuring time-dependent signals with many-
body quantum systems, and provides a feasible way for achieving Heisenberg-limited detection of
alternating signals.

I. INTRODUCTION

Detecting time-dependent alternating signals with
high precision is an important problem in fundamental
physics and a critical task in metrology [2–9, 65]. Gen-
erally, the target signal is submerged in a noisy environ-
ment. To obtain a high signal-to-noise ratio of the target
signal, one has to choose an optimal tradeoff between de-
creasing the effect of noise and enhancing the response
to the target signal. Usually, lock-in amplifier has been
used as a high-efficient classical detector to extract a sig-
nal from noisy environments with high signal-to-noise ra-
tio. The lock-in amplifier selects the signal with a specific
frequency and phase from a mixture of mostly unwanted
frequencies.

For quantum probes, dynamical decoupling (DD)
methods have been extensively used to improve the
signal-to-noise ratio for alternating signals [10–29]. In
particular, a quantum analogue to the classical lock-in
amplifier with a single trapped Sr+ ion has been demon-
strated [27], in which several non-commuting dynami-
cal manipulations to the spin states are performed to
decouple the quantum probe from noise while enhanc-
ing its sensitivity to alternating signals. The quantum
lock-in techniques are readily available for other quantum
probes, which can be useful for precision measurements.
However, to our best of knowledge, all existed studies of
quantum lock-in amplifiers concentrate on single-particle
systems. Can one achieve a quantum lock-in amplifier
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via a many-body quantum system?

It is well known that, many-body quantum entangle-
ment is a useful resource for improving measurement pre-
cision [18, 30–32]. For N individual particles, the mea-
surement precision only scales as the standard quantum
limit (SQL) (i.e. ∝ 1/

√
N). The SQL can be sur-

passed by using entangled particles. Remarkably, en-
tangled non-Gaussian states (ENGSs), such as spin cat
states or even Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state,
set a benchmark for beating the SQL in metrology. The
measurement precision can be improved to the Heisen-
berg limit (i.e. ∝ 1/N) [33–37]. With state-of-art tech-
niques, the spin cat states can be generated in ultracold
atomic gases [15, 38, 38–43], trapped ions [44], and pho-
tonic systems [45]. Can one employ many-body quan-
tum entanglement to improve the measurement preci-
sion of a quantum lock-in amplifier? In further, whether
the entanglement-enhanced lock-in amplifier is robust
against environment noises?

In this article, we present a general protocol for achiev-
ing a many-body quantum lock-in amplifier via quantum
interferometry and periodic multiple pulses. In many-
body quantum systems, the interferometry can be di-
vided into three steps: state preparation, signal interro-
gation and readout. To detect an unknown alternating
signal, we apply a train of π-pulses with equidistant spac-
ing in the signal interrogation stage. The modulation (i.e.
the applied π-pulse sequence) is non-commuting with the
signal acquisition, which is the key for achieving quan-
tum lock-in amplifier. The pulse spacing τ = π/ωe is
adjusted in order to probe the oscillating frequency ω of
the target signal. At resonance ωe = ω, when the signal
and the modulation pulses are locked in, the π pulses are
applied at every peak and valley of the signal and thus
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FIG. 1: (color online). The schematic of classical lock-in amplifier and many-body quantum lock-in amplifier. (a) The classical
lock-in amplifier. Vs(t) is the target signal submerged in an extremely noisy environment. Vr(t) is a known reference signal.
Inputting the two signals through the classical lock-in amplifier, the signal Vs(t) will be obtained. (b) The many-body quantum

lock-in amplifier. The coupling between the probe and the signal is described by Ĥint = M(t)Ĵz with M(t) = S(t) + No(t), the

target signal S(t) and the stochastic noise No(t). The oscillating modulation term Ĥmix, which is analogue to the reference

signal Vr(t), does not commute with Ĥint. Thus the probe evolution, obeying the Hamiltonian Ĥ = Ĥint + Ĥmix, can be used
to realize a quantum lock-in amplifier for extracting the signal S(t).

the accumulated phase is very close to zero. While for
ωe 6= ω, the accumulated phase oscillates dramatically
and is sensitively dependent on the detuning ω − ωe. As
this accumulated phase determines the half-population,
one may infer the resonant point ωe = ω via measuring
the half-population versus the detuning. Meanwhile, the
signal amplitude can also be extracted.
Moreover, we analytically study the measurement pre-

cisions for frequency and amplitude of an AC mag-
netic field via many-body quantum systems. For non-
entangled states, the measurement precisions only at-
tain the SQL. Through utilizing entangled states, the
measurement precisions can be improved to the Heisen-
berg limit. In particular, by employing spin cat state
and suitable interaction-based readout operations [46–
56], the measurement precisions for frequency and ampli-
tude can simultaneously achieve the Heisenberg-limited
scaling. Besides, our many-body quantum amplifiers are
robust against stochastic noises, even with highly entan-
gled spin cat states.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. VIB, we

introduce the general protocol for our many-body quan-
tum lock-in amplifier. In Sec. VIC, we show how to
achieve a many-body quantum lock-in amplifier with in-
dividual particles. In Sec. VID, we demonstrate how to
achieve the Heisenberg-limited quantum lock-in amplifier
via spin cat states. In Sec. VI E, we discuss the robust-
ness of our many-body quantum lock-in amplifier against
stochastic noise. Finally, we give a brief summary and
discussion in Sec. VI.

II. GENERAL PROTOCOL

Classical lock-in amplifiers can extract a signal with a
known carrier frequency from a noisy environment, see
Fig. 1(a). In essence, a lock-in amplifier receives a tar-
get signal, multiplies it by a reference signal, and inte-

grates over a specified time. After the integration, there
is almost no contribution from any signal that is not at
the same frequency as the reference signal. In analogy,
a quantum lock-in amplifier with many-body quantum
systems can be realized by using quantum control tech-
niques, see Fig. 1(b). For a quantum lock-in amplifier,
non-commutativity of different operations plays an im-
portant role.
To show the general protocol, we consider an ensemble

of N identical two-state bosonic particles. The two states
can be selected as any desired two levels, and hereafter we
label them as spins |↑〉 and |↓〉, respectively. The system
states can be well characterized by the collective spin

operators: Ĵx = 1
2 (â

†b̂ + âb̂†), Ĵy = 1
2i (â

†b̂ − âb̂†), Ĵz =
1
2 (â

†â− b̂†b̂), where â and b̂ denote annihilation operators
for spins |↑〉 and |↓〉, respectively. The system states can
be represented in terms of the Dike basis {|J,m〉}, where
Ĵz|J,m〉 = m|J,m〉 with J = N

2 and m = −J,−J +
1, ..., J − 1, J . The interaction between the system and
the external AC field is described by the Hamiltonian,
Ĥint(t) = M(t)Ĵz, where the external field M(t) = S(t)+
No(t) consists of the target signal S(t) = S0 sin(ωt +
β) and the stochastic noise No(t). The target signal is
modulated with time, ω corresponds to the oscillation
frequency, β is the initial phase of the signal, and S0

stand for the strength of the signal.
To implement the quantum lock-in amplifier, we mix

the system with an induced modulation signal that does
not commute with Ĥint. Here, we consider the mixing
term Ĥmix(t) = Ω(t)Ĵx and the interaction Hamiltonian
becomes

Ĥ = Ĥint(t) + Ĥmix(t) = M(t)Ĵz +Ω(t)Ĵx. (1)

Below we briefly illustrate how to achieve high signal-
to-noise ratio. The non-commutativity of the two mod-
ulation terms Ĥint and Ĥmix plays an important role
for lock-in measurement. In units of ~ = 1, the time-
evolution of system state |Ψ(t)〉 obeys the Schrödinger
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equation,

i
∂|Ψ(t)〉

∂t
=
[

M(t)Ĵz +Ω(t)Ĵx

]

|Ψ(t)〉. (2)

In the interaction picture with respect to Ĥmix (see
Supplementary Material), the time-evolution is described
by,

i
∂|Ψ(t)〉I

∂t
= ĤI(t)|Ψ(t)〉I

= M(t)
[

cos(α)Ĵz + sin(α)Ĵy

]

|Ψ(t)〉I , (3)

where |Ψ(t)〉I = ei
∫

t

0
Ĥmix(t

′)dt′ |Ψ(t)〉 and α =
∫ t

0
Ω(t′)dt′.

At time T , the system state is

|Ψ(T )〉I = T̂ e−i
∫

T

0
M(t)[cos(α)Ĵz+sin(α)Ĵy]dt|Ψ(0)〉I

= T̂ e−i(ϕ1Ĵz+ϕ2Ĵy)|Ψ(0)〉I , (4)

with the time-ordering operator T̂ , the initial state
|Ψ(0)〉I = |Ψ(0)〉, and the two phase factors

ϕ1 =

∫ T

0

[S0 sin(ωt+ β) +No(t)] cos(α)dt

=

∫ T

0

S(t) cos(α)dt+

∫ T

0

No(t) cos(α)dt, (5)

and

ϕ2 =

∫ T

0

[S0 sin(ωt+ β) +No(t)] sin(α)dt

=

∫ T

0

S(t) sin(α)dt+

∫ T

0

No(t) sin(α)dt. (6)

If we apply a suitable modulation Ω(t) to make cos(α)
and sin(α) periodic and synchronized with the signal
S(t), the phase accumulated owing to S(t) can adds
up coherently whereas the phase accumulated owing to
stochastic noise No(t) can be averaged away. Especially,
if the frequencies of the noise spectral components is far
from the signal frequency ω, the noise spectral compo-
nents can be disappeared in the long-time integration.
In this way, the signal-to-noise ratio of the output can be
significantly improved. DD is one of the effective mod-
ulation methods for quantum control. In the following,
we will consider the mixing modulation Ω(t) by DD tech-
niques and demonstrate how to use many-body entangle-
ment to enhance the measurement precision.

III. QUANTUM MANY-BODY LOCK-IN

AMPLIFIER WITH NON-ENTANGLED STATES

In this section, we will discuss how to use DD to achieve
a many-body quantum lock-in amplifier for an AC mag-
netic field sensing. Preparing the probe in non-entangled
states, the measurement precisions can only attain the

SQL. While preparing the probe in entangled states, the
measurement precisions can be improved to the Heisen-
berg limit, which will be discussed in Sec. VID.
Given the probe as an ensemble of two-mode bosonic

particles, the coupling between the probe and the target
signal [an AC magnetic field B(t) = B sin(ωt + β)ẑ] is
described by the Hamiltonian,

ĤB(t) = γB(t) · J = γB sin(ωt+ β)Ĵz . (7)

Here, B corresponds to the magnetic field amplitude, γ
is the gyromagnetic ratio, ω denotes the oscillation fre-
quency, and β is the initial phase. For convenience, we
assume β = 0. Our goal is to determine the frequency
ω and the amplitude B via many-body quantum lock-in
amplifier. Here, we neglect the stochastic noise No(t) and
its influences will be discussed in Sec. VIE.
The key is to find out suitable modulation of Ω(t) for

the mixing process. In our scheme, the time-dependent
modulation Ω(t) is designed as a sequence of π pulses
with equidistant spacing. Generally, a single π pulse can
be expressed by a rectangular waveform, i.e., Ωsingle(t) =
π
a for t0 ≤ t ≤ t0 + a with a the width (duration)
of the single π pulse. Ideally, the π pulse is assumed
sharp enough so that a → 0 and Ωsingle(t) = πδ(t − t0),
where δ(t) is the Dirac delta function. For simplicity, we
approximate Ω(t) as a sequence of equidistant sharp π
pulses so that it can be written as

Ω(t) =

L
∑

m=1

Ωsingle

(

t− (m+
1 + k

2
)τ

)

(8)

= π

L
∑

m=1

δ

(

t− (m+
1 + k

2
)τ

)

, k ∈ [−1, 1).

Here, τ is the spacing of the adjacent π pulses, M denotes
the number of pulses. We define the carrier frequency
ωe ≡ π

τ , which can be analogous to the carrier frequency
for the classical lock-in amplifier. k determines the rela-
tive phase with respect to the target signal. We consider
k = 0 in the following, which is assumed to be the lock-
in condition. When ωe = ω, the π pulses are applied at
every peak and valley of the oscillating signal resulting
in a tiny accumulated phase [i.e., Eq. (65)], which can
be used for frequency and phase locking. Here, k can
be easily tuned by adjusting the start point of the initial
pulse. The other condition k = −1 will be discussed in
Supplementary Material.
Through adjusting the carrier frequency ωe, we can

extract the frequency ω of the AC magnetic field accord-
ing to the population measurement, see Fig. 2. For every
fixed carrier frequency ωe, one can implement many-body
quantum interferometry for measurement.
The many-body interferometry process can be divided

into three stages: (i) probe preparation, (ii) signal inter-
rogation, and (iii) readout, see Fig. 2. In the initialization
stage, an input state |Ψ〉in is prepared. Then, the input
state undergoes an interrogation stage for signal accu-
mulation. At this stage, the system state interacts with
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FIG. 2: (color online). The general protocol of a many-body quantum lock-in amplifier for detecting an AC magnetic field. (a)
The many-body quantum interferometry consists of three stages: (i) preparation, (ii) signal interrogation, and (iii) readout.
In the initialization stage, an input state |Ψ〉in is prepared. Then, the input state undergoes an interrogation stage for signal
accumulation. At this stage, the system state interacts with the magnetic field, and a train of π-pulses with specific equidistant
spacing τi is applied. In the readout stage, a certain unitary operation Û is applied for recombination, and the half-population
difference is measured. Here, the pulse spacing τi (i = 1, 2, ..., M) is adjusted in order to find the the frequency locking point
ω = ωe. (b) The half-population difference versus the detuning ω − ωe can tell the frequency locking point ω = ωe. Here, for
illustration, we choose a GHZ state with N = 2, T = 4π, ω = 20π and γB = 2π.

the AC magnetic field, and a train of π-pulses with an
equidistant spacing are applied at the same time. In the
readout stage, a certain unitary operation Û is applied
for recombination, and the half-population difference is
measured.
To adjust the carrier frequency ωe, one can choose M

different pulse spacing τi, i = 1, 2, ...,M . The pattern
of half-population difference measurement results versus
ω−ωe can tell us the frequency locking point ω = ωe, as
shown in Fig. 2. Now, we show how to find the frequency
locking point.
We turn to discuss the signal interrogation stage.

When the evolution time T is fixed, for the i-th pulse
spacing, the number of the π pulses is L = [T/τi + 1/2],
where [·] stands for the greatest integer. Substituting
Eq. (8) into Eqs. (3) and (4), we obtain the Hamilto-
nian (7) in the interaction picture

ĤI = h(t) [γB sin(ωt)] Ĵz , (9)

where h(t) is the square wave function,

h(t) =

{

1 ωet+ π/2 mod 2π ∈ [0, π),
−1 ωet+ π/2 mod 2π ∈ [π, 2π).

In experiments, one can tune ωe very close to ω, that is,
|ω − ωe| ≪ ω. Under the conditions of |ω − ωe| ≪ ω and
T ≫ 2π/ω, the Hamiltonian (62) can be approximated
by an effective Hamiltonian,

Ĥeff
I (t) =

2γB

π
sin [(ω − ωe)t] Ĵz . (10)

For an example, T = 2π, the approximation is valid for
|ω − ωe|/ω < 0.1 for ω ≥ 10π, see Supplementary Ma-
terial. The output state after the interrogation stage (of

duration T ) is given as, |Ψ〉Iout = e−i
∫

T

0
Ĥeff

I (t)dt |Ψ〉in =

ei
∫

T

0
Ĥmix(t)dt|Ψ〉out = eiαĴx |Ψ〉out, where |Ψ〉out is the

output state in Schrödinger picture.
Finally, in the readout stage, a suitable unitary op-

eration Û is performed for recombination. The selec-
tion of unitary operation Û depends on the input state
and will have influences on the measurement precisions,
which will be discussed in the next section. The final
state (in Schrödinger picture) before half-population dif-
ference measurement can be written as

|Ψ〉final = Û |Ψ〉out = Ûe−iαĴx |Ψ〉Iout ,
= Ûe−iαĴxe−i

∫
T

0
Ĥeff

I (t)dt |Ψ〉in . (11)

Substituting Eq. (63) into Eq. (11), we have |Ψ〉final =
Ûe−iαĴxe−iφĴz |Ψ〉in. Here, the accumulated phase reads

φ =
2γB

π

1− cos [(ω − ωe)T ]

ω − ωe
. (12)

Thus, for the lock-in condition, when ω − ωe → 0, the

accumulated phase φ → γB(ω−ωe)T
2

π ≈ 0.
The expectation of the half-population difference mea-

surement on final state is

〈Ĵz〉f = 〈Ψ|final Ĵz |Ψ〉final
= 〈Ψ|Iout Û

†
I Ĵ

I
z ÛI |Ψ〉Iout

= 〈Ψ|Ifinal ĴI
z |Ψ〉Ifinal , (13)

with ĴI
z = eiαĴx Ĵze

−iαĴx and ÛI = eiαĴxÛe−iαĴx . At

time T , we have α = Lπ and ÛI = eiLπĴxÛe−iLπĴx .
When the pulse number L is even, ĴI

x = Ĵx, Ĵ
I
y = Ĵy,

ĴI
z = Ĵz; when L is odd, ĴI

x = Ĵx, Ĵ
I
y = −Ĵy, Ĵ

I
z = −Ĵz

(see Supplementary Material).
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We first consider individual particles without any en-
tanglement. Suppose all the particles are prepared in the

spin coherent state (SCS) |Ψ〉SCS = e−iπ
2
Ĵy |N/2,−N/2〉.

This input state can be easily generated by applying a
π/2 pulse on the state of all particles in spin-down |↓〉.
In this situation, one can choose ÛI = e−iπ

2
Ĵy . Then, the

final state before the half-population difference measure-
ment can be written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal = e−iπ
2
Ĵye−iφĴz |Ψ〉SCS . (14)

In an explicit form, the final state becomes

|Ψ〉Ifinal =
J
∑

m=−J

√

Cm
J

[

− cos(
φ

2
)

]J+m [

i sin(
φ

2
)

]J−m
|J,m〉.

(15)

where Cm
J = (2J)!

(J+m)!(J−m)! is the binomial coefficient. Af-

ter some algebra, the expectations of half-population dif-
ference and the square of half-population difference on
the final state can also be explicitly written as

〈Jz〉f = (−1)L
N

2
cos(φ)

= (−1)L
N

2
cos

(

2γB

π

1− cos [(ω − ωe)T ]

ω − ωe

)

,(16)

and

〈J2
z 〉f =

N

4
+

N(N − 1)

4
cos2(φ). (17)

FIG. 3: (color online). (a) The variation of half-population
difference measurement versus detuning ω−ωe. The green dot

line are the results for a SCS with ÛI = e−i
π
2
Ĵy . The expec-

tation of half-population difference is symmetric with respect
to the zero detuning ω−ωe = 0. The orange dashed line and
blue solid line correspond to the results for the spin cat state
|Ψ(θ = π/8)〉

CAT
and GHZ state |Ψ(θ = 0)〉

CAT
, respectively,

with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx . For spin cat states, the ex-

pectation of half-population difference is anti-symmetric with
respect to the zero detuning, i.e., 〈Ĵz〉 = 0 for ω−ωe = 0. (b)
The inset in the range of (ω − ωe)/ω ∈ [−0.001, 0.001]. Here,
T = 2π, ω = 20π, γB = 2π, and N = 6.

It is found that the information of the estimated two
parameters ω and B can be inferred from the oscillation
of the half-population difference. The form of Eq. (68)
is exactly symmetric with respect to detuning ω−ωe, as
shown in Fig. 3 (green dotted line).
Thus, one can determine the zero detuning point

ω − ωe = 0 [grey line in Fig. 3(a)] from the symmetry
of the pattern for half-population difference. Once the
value of ω is determined, and one can further extract
B according to the analytic form of Eq. (68) via a fit-
ting procedure. In this point, the values of ω and B can
be simultaneously obtained only via the half-population
difference measurement in experiments.
To further characterize the measurement precision of

ω and B, we use the error propagation formula [65–68].
The measurement precisions for ω and B are

∆ω =
(∆Ĵz)f

|∂〈Ĵz〉f/∂ωe|
, (18)

and

∆B =
(∆Ĵz)f

|∂〈Ĵz〉f/∂B|
, (19)

where

(∆Ĵz)f =

√

〈Ĵ2
z 〉f − 〈Ĵz〉2f . (20)

Substituting Eq. (68) and Eq. (69) into Eq. (70) and
Eq. (71), one can analytically obtain ∆ω and ∆B. They
read as

∆ω=
π

2γB
√
N

(ω − ωe)
2

|G| (21)

and

∆B =
π

2γ
√
N

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

cos [(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (22)

where

G = cos [(ω − ωe)T ]−T (ω−ωe) sin [(ω − ωe)T ]−1. (23)

From Eq. (73) and Eq. (74), the measurement pre-
cisions ∆ω and ∆B for individual particles only ex-
hibit the SQL scaling. For a fixed N , the measure-
ment precision ∆ω is dependent on detuning ω − ωe,
the signal amplitude B and evolution time T . When
ω − ωe → 0, ∆ω → π

3γBT 2
√
N

attains the optimal value.

However, the measurement precision ∆B is just depen-
dent on detuning ω − ωe and T . When ω − ωe → 0,
∆B → π

γ(ω−ωe)T 2
√
N

→ ∞, which is diverged. When

cos[(ω − ωe)T ] + (ω − ωe)T sin[(ω − ωe)T ] = 1, ∆B at-
tains its minimum.
We numerically find the optimal measurement preci-

sions in the range of |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008] and calcu-
late the corresponding scaling versus particle number for
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γB = 2π. According to the fitting results (see Fig. 4),
the log-log measurement precision for ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈
−0.5ln(N)−8.51 and ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −0.5ln(N)−5.20.
For the two parameters, the optimal measurement pre-
cision ∆ωmin (purple circles) and ∆Bmin (purple circles)
both exhibit SQL scaling as expected.

IV. QUANTUM MANY-BODY LOCK-IN

AMPLIFIER WITH SPIN CAT STATES

In this section, we will discuss how to realize the
Heisenberg-limited measurement for ω and B within this
framework. Entanglement is a useful quantum resource
to improve the measurement precision. Spin cat state,
as a kind of non-Gaussian entangled state, is one of
the promising candidates for Heisenberg-limited metrol-
ogy [36, 51, 60–62]. In this section, we demonstrate how
to use spin cat states to realize the Heisenberg-limited
quantum many-body lock-in amplifier.

FIG. 4: (color online). Log-log scaling of the optimal mea-
surement precisions (a) ∆ω and (b) ∆B versus total par-
ticle number. The circles are the results for a SCS with
ÛI = e−i

π
2
Ĵy . The squares and triangles denote the results for

spin cat state |Ψ(θ = π/8)〉
CAT

and GHZ state |Ψ(θ = 0)〉
CAT

,

respectively, with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx . The lines are

the corresponding fitting curves. Here, T = 2π, ω = 20π,
|(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008], and γB = 2π.

Spin cat states are typical kinds of macroscopic super-
position of spin coherent states (MSSCS) [36, 51]. We
consider the states in the form of

|Ψ(θ)〉MSSCS = Nc (|Ψ(θ)〉SCS + |Ψ(π − θ)〉SCS)

= Nc

(

J
∑

m=−J

[

cJm(θ) + cJm(π − θ)
]

|J,m〉
)

= Nc

(

J
∑

m=−J

cJm(θ) (|J,m〉+ |J,−m〉)
)

,

(24)

where Nc is the normalization and |Ψ(θ)〉SCS denotes

the N -particle SCS |Ψ(θ)〉SCS =
∑J

m=J cJm(θ) |J,m〉 with
cJm(θ) =

√

(2J)!
(J+m)!(J−m)! cos

J+m( θ2 ) sin
J−m( θ2 ).

For total particle number N ≥ 6, when θ ≤ π/8,
the corresponding MSSCS can be regarded as a spin cat
state [51]. Under this condition, we approximate the spin
cat states as

|Ψ(θ)〉CAT =
1√
2

[

J
∑

m=−J

cJm(θ)(|J,m〉+ |J,−m〉)
]

.

(25)

It is known that, the interaction-based readout is a
powerful technique for achieving Heisenberg limit via
spin cat states without single-particle resolved detec-
tion [46–56], which is now feasible in experiments [17, 55].

Similarly, we adopt an interaction-based operation ÛI =

ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ2

z ei
π
2
Ĵx in the readout stage.

Therefore, the final state before the half-population
difference can be written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ2

z ei
π
2
Ĵxe−iφ |Ψ(θ)〉CAT . (26)

When N is an even number, the final state |Ψ〉Ifinal has
analytical form which is written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal =

m=J
∑

m=−J

cJm(θ)√
2

[

cos(mφ)− (−1)J−m sin(mφ)
]

×(i)(J−m)2 |J,m〉 . (27)

Thus, the expectation of the half-population difference is

〈Jz〉f =
(−1)L+1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

(−1)J−mm
∣

∣cJm(θ)
∣

∣

2
sin(2mφ)

(28)

and its derivative with respect to φ reads as,

d〈Jz〉f
dφ

= (−1)L+1
m=J
∑

m=−J

m2(−1)J−m
∣

∣cJm(θ)
∣

∣

2
cos(2mφ).

(29)

The expectation of Ĵ2
z is 〈Ĵ2

z 〉f = 1
2

∑m=J
m=−J m2

∣

∣cJm(θ)
∣

∣

2
.

Correspondingly, the standard deviation of half-
population difference is
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(∆Ĵz)f =

√

√

√

√

1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

m2 |cJm(θ)|2−
[

1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

(−1)J−mm |cJm(θ)|2 sin(2mφ)

]2

.

(30)

Now, the oscillation of 〈Jz〉f becomes related to 2m. The
form of Eq. (28) is also exactly anti-symmetric with re-
spect to detuning ω − ωe, see the example for spin cat
state with θ = π/8 in Fig. 3 (orange dashed line). Cor-
respondingly, one can determine the zero detuning point
ω − ωe = 0 from the symmetry property of the half-
population difference.
Especially when θ = 0, the spin cat state |Ψ(0)〉CAT =

1√
2
(|J, J〉+ |J,−J〉) corresponds to the well-known GHZ

state. According to Eq. (27) and Eq. (28), the final state
|Ψ〉Ifinal becomes

|Ψ〉Ifinal =
1√
2
[cos(Jφ) − sin(Jφ)] |J, J〉

+
1√
2
[cos(Jφ) + sin(Jφ)] |J,−J〉 . (31)

The expectation of the half-population difference is

〈Jz〉f = −N

2
(−1)Lsin(Nφ). (32)

Clearly, the main frequency of the oscillation of 〈Jz〉f be-
comes proportional to N = 2J . The function of Eq. (86)
is anti-symmetric with respect to ω − ωe, which can be
used to locate the zero detuning point ω = ωe, as shown

in Fig. 3 (blue lines). Moreover, the square of half-
population difference is independent on the two parame-
ters, i.e., 〈J2

z 〉f = J2 = N2/4. According to Eq. (70) and
Eq. (71), the measurement precisions for ω and B can be
analytically obtained,

∆ω =
π

2γBN

(ω − ωe)
2

|G| , (33)

∆B =
π

2γN

∣

∣

∣

∣

(ω − ωe)

cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (34)

Similar to the case of SCS, for a fixed N , the measure-
ment precision ∆ω is dependent on detuning ω − ωe,
the signal amplitude B and evolution time T . When
ω − ωe → 0, ∆ω → π

3γBT 2N attains the optimal value,

which is Heisenberg-limited. The measurement precision
∆B is just dependent on detuning ω − ωe and evolution
time T . When ω − ωe → 0, ∆B → π

γ(ω−ωe)T 2N → ∞,

which is diverged. Also, when cos[(ω − ωe)T ] + (ω −
ωe)T sin[(ω − ωe)T ] = 1, ∆B attains its optimal.
For other spin cat states, substituting Eq. (29) and

Eq. (30) into Eq. (70) and Eq. (71), one can analytically
obtain the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B.

They are written as

∆ω=
Ãπ

2γB

(ω − ωe)
2

|cos [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− 1| , (35)

∆B =
Ãπ

2γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

cos [(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (36)

Here, the coefficient

Ã =

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−J m2|cJm(θ)|2−

[

1
2

∑m=J
m=−J(−1)J−mm|cJm(θ)|2 sin(2mφ)

]2

∣

∣

∣

∑m=J
m=−J m2(−1)J−m|cJm(θ)|2 cos(2mφ)

∣

∣

∣

. (37)

When ω − ωe →, φ = 2γB
π

1−cos[(ω−ωe)T ]
ω−ωe

→ 0, sin(2mπ) ≈ 0, and cos(2mπ) ≈ 1, the measurement precisions ∆ω
and ∆B can be simplified as

∆ω|φ=0 ≈ π

2γB

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2
∣

∣

∣

∑m=J
m=−J m2(−1)J−m|cJm(θ)|2

∣

∣

∣

(ω − ωe)
2

|cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) sin[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1|

= B̃(J, θ) · π

2γB

(ω − ωe)
2

|cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) sin[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1| = B̃(J, θ) · π

3γBT 2
, (38)
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∆B|φ=0 ≈

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2
∣

∣

∣

∑m=J
m=−J m2(−1)J−m|cJm(θ)|2

∣

∣

∣

π

2γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

= B̃(J, θ) · π

2γ

ω − ωe

cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1
= B̃(J, θ) · π

γ(ω − ωe)T 2
. (39)

In particular, when φ = 2γB
π

1−cos[(ω−ωe)T ]
ω−ωe

= π
2 , sin(mπ) = 0, and (−1)J−m cos(mπ) = 1, the measurement

precisions ∆ω and ∆B can be simplified as

∆ω|φ=π
2

=
π

2γB

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2
∣

∣

∣

∑m=J
m=−J m2|cJm(θ)|2

∣

∣

∣

(ω − ωe)
2

|cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) sin[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1|

= C(θ) · π

2γBN

(ω − ωe)
2

|cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) sin[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1| , (40)

∆B|φ=π
2

=

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2
∣

∣

∣

∑m=J
m=−J m2|cJm(θ)|2

∣

∣

∣

π

2γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

= C(θ) · π

2γN

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

cos[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (41)

The coefficient C(θ) = 1 + 2 tan2(θ/2)
1+tan2(θ/2) is independent on

particle number N [51]. Still, when ω − ωe → 0, ∆ω →
π

3γBT 2N is the optimal value. Under condition cos[(ω −
ωe)T ] + (ω − ωe)T sin[(ω − ωe)T ] = 1, ∆B attains its
optimal.
Further, we numerically find the optimal measure-

ment precisions in the range of |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008]
and calculate the corresponding scaling versus parti-
cle number for spin cat state |Ψ(θ = π/8)〉CAT and
GHZ state. As shown in Fig. 4, for spin cat
state |Ψ(θ = π/8)〉CAT, the optimal log-log measure-
ment precisions ∆ωmin (yellow squares) and ∆Bmin (yel-
low squares) are ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N) − 8.44 and
ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N) − 5.09. For GHZ state, the
optimal log-log measurement precisions ∆ωmin (red tri-
angles) and ∆Bmin (red triangles) are ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈
−ln(N) − 8.51 and ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N) − 5.20. It
is indicated that, the measurement precisions ∆ω and
∆B for spin cat states can exhibit the Heisenberg-limited
scaling.

V. ROBUSTNESS

Below, we analyze the robustness of the many-body
quantum lock-in amplifier against the stochastic noise. In
realistic experiments, there are many imperfections that
limit the parameters estimation. Here, we will discuss
the effect of noise caused by environment on our scheme.
The Hamiltonian for the system coupled to the ex-

ternal AC magnetic field in a noisy environment can be
described as

ĤB = [γB sin(ωt) +No(t)] Ĵz. (42)

Here, No(t) is the stochastic noise, No(t) ∈ [−η, η] and its

long-time integration No(t) = 0. Due to the modulation

term Ĥmix = Ω(t)Ĵx is a set of sharp π pulse, we have

α =
∫ t

0
Ω(t′)dt′ = Lπ, so that cos(α) = ±1 and sin(α) =

0. From Eq. (50) and Eq. (51), we have

ϕ1 =

∫ T

0

[γB sin(ωt) +No(t)] cos(α)dt

=

∫ T

0

γB sin(ωt) cos(α)dt+

∫ t

0

No(t) cos(α)dt,

ϕ2 = 0. (43)

Thus,
∫ T

0
No(t) cos(α)dt ≈ 0, ϕ1 ≈ φ. The effect

of stochastic noise No(t
′) is cancelled out in this inte-

gral. Meanwhile, the contribution of the target signal
S0 sin(ωt) is imprinted into the phase φ which is sensi-
tively dependent on the detuning ω − ωe. The signal-to-
noise ratio can be effectively improved with our many-
body quantum amplifier.
To illustrate the robustness of the scheme directly, we

numerically calculate the expectation of population ver-
sus detuning under stochastic noise No(t) with η = 0,
γB/4 and γB, see Fig. 5. It is shown that, for mod-
est noise strength η = γB/4, even for spin cat states,
the curves are almost identical to the ones of their cor-
responding ideal cases. When the noise strength is ex-
tremely strong η = γB, only small fluctuations appear
and the negative impact of the noise can still be elimi-
nated mostly. Our numerical simulation clearly indicates
that, even though extreme stochastic noises exist, our
quantum many-body lock-in amplifier can still be used
for alternating signal detection with high signal-to-noise
ratio. Moreover, the spin cat states can still be exploited
for achieving the Heisenberg-limited quantum lock-in am-
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FIG. 5: (color online). The robustness of the many-body quantum amplifiers against stochastic noise. The variation of half-
population difference measurement versus detuning for (a) individual particles in SCS, (b) spin cat state |Ψ(θ = π/8)〉

CAT
,

and GHZ state |Ψ(θ = 0)〉
CAT

. The blue solid line are the results without noise (η = 0). The orange dashed line and green
dotted line are the results under noise with η = γB/4 and η = γB, repsectively. Here, T = 2π, ω = 20π, γB = 2π, N = 6,
No(t) ∈ [−η, η].

plifier, which is feasible in realistic experiments.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS

In summary, we have presented a general scheme for re-
alizing a quantum lock-in amplifier via many-body quan-
tum interferometry under suitable periodic modulations.
Based on our protocol, the frequency and amplitude of an
alternating signal can be efficiently extracted with high
signal-to-noise ratio, even in a noisy environment. We
have analytically studied the measurement precisions for
frequency and amplitude of an AC magnetic field via non-
entangled and entangled many-body quantum states. For
non-entangled states, the measurement precisions exhibit
the SQL scaling as expected. For entangled particles, by
employing the spin cat states as the input states and
applying suitable interaction-based readout operations,
the measurement precisions can exhibit the Heisenberg-
limited scaling.
Moreover, we illustrate the robustness of our many-

body quantum amplifier to noise. In the presence of
strong stochastic noise, even for spin cat states, the
many-body quantum amplifiers can still be used for AC
field sensing. Our scheme highlights the multi-π-pulse
sequence as a useful technique for quantum sensing and
provides a promising method for achieving Heisenberg-
limited detection for alternating signals.
In addition, our study may point out a new way for

achieving time-dependent signal measurement via many-
body quantum lock-in amplifier. The amplifier demon-
strate the potency of quantum lock-in measurement tech-
nique, which is readily available for quantum probes. In
single particle systems, the quantum lock-in measure-

ment technique has widely used for frequency metrol-
ogy [23], magnetic field sensing [24, 27, 29], and force
detection for the quantum motion of magnetic mechan-
ical resonators [28]. With the help of our many-body
quantum lock-in amplifier, the measurement precisions
for frequency, magnetic field and weak force may be fur-
ther improved. This would be beneficial for the develop-
ment of practical quantum technologies, such as atomic
clocks, magnetometers and force detectors.
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Supplementary Material

In Sec. A, we provide the detailed derivations of the
time-evolution in the interaction picture in the main text.
In Sec. B, we discuss the influence of the pulse number
on the operators and their expectations. In Sec. C, we
confirm the validity of the effective Hamiltonian in the
main text. In Sec. D, we give detailed results for the
variation of the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B with
detuning ω − ωe and amplitude B. In Sec. E, we discuss
the other condition where the initial phase shift between
the input and reference signals is different.
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A. Time-evolution in the interaction picture

In this section, we give the proof of Eq.(2) ∼ Eq.(6) in the main text. The Schrödinger equation for an ensemble

of two-level bosonic particles evolving under the Hamiltonian Ĥ = M(t)Ĵz +Ω(t)Ĵx can be written as

i
∂|Ψ(t)〉

∂t
=
[

M(t)Ĵz +Ω(t)Ĵx

]

|Ψ(t)〉. (44)

For convenience, we move into the interaction picture with respect to Ĥmix = Ω(t)Ĵx. In this case, we have |Ψ(t)〉 =
e−i

∫
t

0
Ĥmix(t

′)dt′ |Ψ(t)〉I , thus the state evolution for |Ψ(t)〉I can be expressed as (~ = 1)

i
∂|Ψ(t)〉I

∂t
= ei

∫
t

0
Ĥmix(t

′)dt′
[

M(t)Ĵz

]

e−i
∫

t

0
Ĥmix(t

′)dt′ |Ψ(t)〉I

= ei
∫

t

0
Ω(t)Ĵx(t

′)dt′
[

M(t)Ĵz

]

e−i
∫

t

0
Ω(t)Ĵx(t

′)dt′ |Ψ(t)〉I (45)

Defining α =
∫ t

0
Ω(t′)dt′, and since [Ĵa, Ĵb] = iǫabcĴc (ǫabc is the Levi-Civita symbol with a, b, c = x, y, z),

eiβĴx Ĵze
−iβĴx = cos(β)Ĵz + sin(β)Ĵy , we have

i
∂|Ψ(t)〉I

∂t
= M(t)

[

cos(α)Ĵz + sin(α)Ĵy

]

|Ψ(t)〉I . (46)

After integration, at time T , the evolved state |Ψ(T )〉I becomes

|Ψ(T )〉I = T̂ e−i
∫

T

0
[M(t)(cos(α)Ĵz+sin(α)Ĵy)]dt|Ψ(0)〉I = T̂ eÂ|Ψ(0)〉I . (47)

Here, T̂ is the time-ordering operator and operator Â can be written as

Â = −i

∫ T

0

[M(t)cos(α)Ĵz +M(t)sin(α)Ĵy ]dt

= −i

∫ T

0

[M(t)cos(α)dt]Ĵz + i

∫ T

0

[M(t)sin(α)dt]Ĵy

= −i(ϕ1Ĵz + ϕ2Ĵy). (48)

Thus, we have

|Ψ(T )〉I = T̂ e−i(ϕ1Ĵz+ϕ2Ĵy)|Ψ(0)〉I , (49)

with |Ψ(0)〉I = |Ψ(0)〉 and the two phase factors

ϕ1 =

∫ T

0

M(t) cos(α)dt =

∫ T

0

[S0 sin(ωt+ β) +No(t)] cos(α)dt, (50)

and

ϕ2 =

∫ T

0

M(t) sin(α)dt =

∫ T

0

[S0 sin(ωt+ β) +No(t)] sin(α)dt. (51)

If one adding the suitable modulation Ω(t) to make cos(α) and sin(α) are periodic and synchronized with single
S(t), the phase accumulated owing to S(t) can adds up coherently whereas the phase accumulated owing to No(t) can
averaged away.

B. Influence of pulse number

Here, we discuss the influence of the pulse number in our scheme. Since we work in the interaction picture, the
operator can be written as,

ÔI(t) = eiαĴxÔe−iαĴx , (52)
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where Ô is the operator in Schrödinger picture. In our scheme, we consider the modulation is a set of sharp π pulses

and can be approximated as Ω(t) = π
∑M

m=1 δ
(

t− (m+ 1
2 )τ
)

. Thus, at the time T , the operator in the interaction
picture can be written as,

ÔI(T ) = ei
∫

T

0
π
∑M

m=1
δ(t−(m+ 1

2
)τ)dtĴxÔe−i

∫
T

0
π
∑M

m=1
δ(t−(m+ 1

2
)τ)dtĴx . (53)

When the evolution time T is fixed, for the i-th pulse spacing τi, the number of the π pulses is L = [T/τi +
1/2], where [·] stands for the integer-valued division. Due to the property of the delta functions, we have
∫ T

0
π
∑M

m=1 δ
(

t− (m+ 1
2 )τ
)

dt = Lπ. Therefore, the operators in the interaction picture becomes

ÔI(t) = eiLπĴxÔe−iLπĴx . (54)

For the collective spin operators, we have

ĴI
x = eiLπĴx Ĵxe

−iLπĴx = Ĵx,

ĴI
y = eiLπĴx Ĵye

−iLπĴx = cos(Lπ)Ĵy − sin(Lπ)Ĵz,

ĴI
z = eiLπĴx Ĵze

−iLπĴx = cos(Lπ)Ĵz + sin(Lπ)Ĵy . (55)

According to Eqs. (57), we find that the parity of pulse number alters the operators. When L is an even number, the
collective spin operators in the interaction picture are

ĴI
x = Ĵx,

ĴI
y = Ĵy,

ĴI
z = Ĵz. (56)

While L is an odd number, the operators become

Ĵ I
x = Ĵx,

Ĵ I
y = −Ĵy,

Ĵ I
z = −Ĵz. (57)

Except for Ĵ I
x, the operators Ĵ I

y and Ĵ I
z change the sign when L is odd. Thus, the half-population difference of the

final state 〈Ĵz〉f in Eqs. (16), (27), (31) are dependent on the parity of pulse number L.

C. Validity of the effective Hamiltonian

In the interaction picture, the Hamiltonian for the interrogation stage reads as

ĤI = h(t)[γB sin(ωt)]Ĵz , (58)

where h(t) is the square wave function. When Ω(t) = π
∑M

m=1 δ
(

t− (m+ 1
2 )τ
)

and the corresponding square wave
function is

h(t) =

{

1 ωet+ π/2 mod 2π ∈ [0, π)
−1 ωet+ π/2 mod 2π ∈ [π, 2π)

Under the condition |ω − ωe| ≪ ω and T ≫ 2π/ω, the Hamiltonian (58) can be approximated by an effective
Hamiltonian [63, 64]

Ĥeff
I =

2γB

π
sin[(ω − ωe)t]Ĵz. (59)

To compare with the two Hamiltonians, we denote the integrals over time as

∫ T

0

ĤI = ĴzΦ1,

∫ T

0

Ĥeff
I = ĴzΦ2. (60)
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Here, Φ1 and Φ2 are two phases dependent on frequency ω and amplitude B, which can be expressed as

Φ1 =

∫ T

0

h(t)[γBsin(ωt)]dt,

Φ2 =

∫ T

0

2γB

π
sin[(ω − ωe)t]dt. (61)

Here, we confirm the validity of the effective Hamiltonian (63) via numerical calculations. According to our numerical

results, we find that the two phases is almost the same when |ω−ωe|
ω ≤ 0.1, i.e., Φ1 ≈ Φ2, for evolution time T = 2π,

ω ≥ 10π, as shown in Fig 6.

FIG. 6: (color online). The variations of the two phases Φ1 and Φ2 versus ω − ωe for (a)ω = 10π, (b)ω = 15π, (c)ω = 20π.
Here, T = 2π, γB = 1.

D. Variation of the measurement precison

In the main text, we only show the optimal measurement precision for the two parameters. In this section, we
will give the variation of the measurement precision with detuning ω − ωe and amplitude B in detail. According
to the analytical expression of the measurement precision, we find that the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B
are dependent on both the frequency ω and amplitude B simultaneously. For comparison, we choose three typical
input states: spin coherent state (SCS) |Ψ〉SCS, spin cat state |Ψ(π/8)〉CAT, and GHZ state |Ψ(0)〉CAT. In Fig. 7,
the variations of ∆ω/ω and γ∆B/ω versus B and ω − ωe with the three input states are shown. When the input
state is a SCS or a GHZ state, the measurement precision ∆ω attains its optimal value when cos[(ω − ωe)T ][2 −
(ω − ωe)

2T 2] + 2T (ω − ωe) sin[(ω − ωe)T ] = 2 under a fixed particle number N . Meanwhile, the measurement
precision ∆B is just dependent on the frequency ω. The measurement precision of ∆B attains its optimal value when
cos[(ω − ωe)T ] + (ω − ωe)T sin[(ω − ωe)T ] = 1. In contrast, the dependence of ∆ω/ω and γ∆B/ω on B and ω − ωe

with spin cat states |Ψ(θ)〉CAT (θ 6= 0) is more complicated, e.g. see Fig. 7 (b) and (e).

E. Influence of initial phase shift between the input and reference signals

In our scheme, the modulation of Ω(t) is a set of π-pulse in the form of Ω(t) = π
∑M

m=1 δ
(

t− (m+ 1+k
2 )τ

)

where
k ∈ [−1, 1). The parameter k corresponds to the initial phase shift between the input and the reference signals. The
lock-in case of k = 0 has been discussed. In the following, we consider the other condition where k = −1.
The Hamiltonian for the interrogation stage (after moving to the interaction picture with respect to the modulation)

reads

ĤI = h(t)[γB sin(ωt)]Ĵz . (62)

where the square wave function h(t) becomes

h(t) =

{

1 ωet mod 2π ∈ [0, π)
−1 ωet mod 2π ∈ [π, 2π)
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FIG. 7: (color online). The variations of measurement precisions for individual particles and entangled particles under fixed

N . (a) ∆ω/ω, (d) γ∆B/ω for a spin coherent state (SCS) with ÛI = e−i
π
2
Ĵy . (b) ∆ω/ω, (e) γ∆B/ω for a spin cat state with

ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx and θ = π/8. (c) ∆ω/ω, (f) γ∆B/ω for a GHZ state with ÛI = ei

π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx . Here, T = 2π,

ω = 20π, N = 20.

Similarly, one can easily tune ωe close to ω in experiment. When |ω − ωe| ≪ ω and T ≫ 2π/ω, the Hamiltonian (62)
can be approximated by an effective Hamiltonian (the approximation is also valid for |ω−ωe|/ω < 0.1 when ω > 10π),

Ĥeff
I =

2γB

π
cos [(ω − ωe)t] Ĵz. (63)

After similar procedures with the case of k = 1, the final state before half-population difference measurement can be
written as

|Ψ〉final = Ûe−iαĴxe−iφ1Ĵz |Ψ〉in . (64)

The analytical form of the phase is written as

φ1 =
2γB

π

sin[(ω − ωe)T ]− 1

ω − ωe
. (65)

Still, we first consider individual particles without any entanglement and then discuss the cases of spin cat states.
For spin coherent state |Ψ〉SCS, the final state before the half-population difference measurement can be written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal = e−iπ
2
Ĵye−iφ1Ĵz |Ψ〉SCS . (66)

In an explicit form, the final state becomes

|Ψ〉Ifinal =
J
∑

m=−J

√

Cm
J

[

− cos(
φ1

2
)

]J+m [

i sin(
φ1

2
)

]J−m
|J,m〉.

(67)

where Cm
J = (2J)!

(J+m)!(J−m)! is the binomial coefficient. After some algebra, the expectations of half-population difference

and the square of half-population difference on the final state can also be explicitly written as

〈Jz〉f = (−1)L
N

2
cos(φ1) (68)
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FIG. 8: (color online). The variation of half-population difference measurement versus detuning ω−ωe for individual particles

and entangled particles under fixed B. The green dot line show results for a SCS with ÛI = e−i
π
2
Ĵy . The orange dashed line

show results for a spin cat state with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2

z ei
π
2
Ĵx and θ = π/8. The blue solid line show results for a GHZ state

with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx . These results indicates that the expectation of half-population difference is symmetry respective

detuning ω − ωe and the symmetry point located at ω − ωe = 0, i.e., ω = ωe. Here, T = 2π, ω = 20π, γB = 2π, N = 6 and
k = 0.

FIG. 9: (color online). The variations of measurement precisions for individual particles and entangled particles under fixed

N . (a) ∆ω/ω,(d)γ∆B/ω for a SCS with ÛI = e−i
π
2
Ĵy . (b)∆ω/ω,(e)γ∆B/ω for a spin cat state with ÛI = ei

π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2

z ei
π
2
Ĵx

and θ = π/8. (c) ∆ω/ω,(f) γ∆B/ω for a GHZ state with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx . Here, T = 2π, ω = 20π, N = 20 and k = 0.

〈J2
z 〉f =

N

4
+

N(N − 1)

4
cos2(φ1) (69)

From Eq. (68), it is found that the information of the estimated two parameters ω and B can be inferred from the
bi-sinusoidal oscillation of the half-population difference. In our calculation, we find the function of Eq. (68) with
respect to detuning ω−ωe is symmetry under fixed B and the symmetry point located at ω−ωe = 0, i.e., ω = ωe, as
shown in Fig. 8 (green dot line). Thus, one can obtain the value of ω, and further extract the value of B according
to the analytic form of Eq. (68). This imply that the values of ω and B can be simultaneously obtained only by the
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half-population difference measurement.
According to the quantum estimation theory [65–68], the measurement precisions of the estimated parameters can

be given according to the error propagation formula. The measurement precisions for ω and B are

∆ω =
(∆Ĵz)f

|∂〈Ĵz〉f/∂ωe|
, (70)

and

∆B =
(∆Ĵz)f

|∂〈Ĵz〉f/∂B|
, (71)

where

(∆Ĵz)f =

√

〈Ĵ2
z 〉f − 〈Ĵz〉2f . (72)

Substituting Eq. (68) and Eq. (69) into Eq. (70) and Eq. (71), one can analytically obtain the measurement precisions
∆ω and ∆B. They read

∆ω=
π

2γB
√
N

(ω − ωe)
2

|sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) cos [(ω − ωe)T ]|
, (73)

∆B =
π

2γ
√
N

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

sin [(ω − ωe)T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (74)

From Eq. (73) and Eq. (74), the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B only exhibit the SQL scaling. For a fixed
N , the measurement precision ∆ω is dependent on both detuning ω − ωe and B, as shown in Fig. 9 (a). When
sin[(ω − ωe)T ](2 − (ω − ωe)

2T 2) − 2T (ω − ωe) cos[(ω − ωe)T ] = 0, ∆ω attains the optimal value. However, the
measurement precision ∆B is just dependent on detuning ω − ωe, as shown in Fig. 9 (d). When it is near resonance
ω ≈ ωe, ∆B = π

2γ
√
NT

is optimal.

We numerically calculate the optimal measurement precisions versus particle number in the range of |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈
[0, 0.008] and γB = 2π. According to fitting results (see Fig. 10), the log-log measurement precision for ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈
−0.5ln(N)−8.37 and ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −0.5ln(N)−5.53. For the two parameters, the optimal measurement precision
∆ωmin(purple circles) and ∆Bmin (purple circles) are both exhibit SQL scaling as expected.
Next, we try to use the spin cat states to perform the measurement. We choose an interaction-based operation

ÛI = Û = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ2

z ei
π
2
Ĵx in the readout stage. Therefore, the final state before the half-population difference can

be written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ2

z ei
π
2
Ĵxe−iφ1Ĵz |Ψ(θ)〉CAT . (75)

The final state |Ψfinal〉 has analytical form when N is an even number and can be written as

|Ψ〉Ifinal =

m=J
∑

m=−J

cJm(θ)√
2

[cos(mφ1)− (−1)(J−m) sin(mφ1)]

×(i)(J−m)2 |J,m〉 . (76)

Thus, the expectation of the half-population difference and the square of half-population difference are

〈Jz〉f =
(−1)L+1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

(−1)J−mm|cJm(θ)|2sin(2mφ1),

〈J2
z 〉f =

1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

m2|cJm(θ)|2. (77)

Its derivative with respect to φ1 reads as

〈dJz〉f
dφ1

= (−1)L+1
m=J
∑

m=−J

m2(−1)J−m|cJm(θ)|2 cos(2mφ1). (78)
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FIG. 10: (color online). Log-log plots of the scaling of the optimal measurement precision versus total particle number for (a)

frequency ω and (b) amplitude B. The circles show results for a SCS with ÛI = e−i
π
2
Ĵy and the lines are the corresponding fitting

curves. The square show results for a spin cat state with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx and θ = π/8, the lines are the corresponding

fitting curves. The triangle show results for a GHZ state with ÛI = ei
π
2
Ĵxei

π
2
Ĵ
2
z ei

π
2
Ĵx , the lines are the corresponding fitting

curves. Here, T = 2π, ω = 20π, |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008], γB ∈ [0, 5] and k = −1.

Correspondingly, the standard deviation of half-population difference is

(∆Ĵz)f =
√

〈J2
z 〉f − (〈Jz〉f)2 =

√

√

√

√

1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

m2|cJm(θ)|2−
[

1

2

m=J
∑

m=−J

(−1)J−mm|cJm(θ)|2sin(2mφ1)

]2

(79)

Now, the main frequencies of the bi-sinusoidal oscillation of 〈Jz〉f becomes proportional to 2m. Further, we find the
function of Eq. (79) with respect to detuning ω − ωe is symmetry under fixed B and the symmetry point located at
ω − ωe = 0, i.e., ω = ωe, as shown in Fig. 8 (orange dashed line). Substituting Eq. (68) and Eq. (69) into Eq. (70)
and Eq. (71), one can analytically obtain the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B. They read

∆ω=
Ã1π

2γB

(ω − ωe)
2

|sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) cos [(ω − ωe)T ]|
, (80)

∆B =
Ã1π

2γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

sin [(ω − ωe)T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (81)

Here, the coefficient Ã1 is

Ã1 =

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2−
[

1
2

∑m=J
m=−J(−1)J−mm|cJm(θ)|2sin(2mφ1)

]2

|
∑m=J

m=−J m2(−1)J−m|cJm(θ)|2 cos(2mφ1)|
. (82)

Particularly, when φ1 = π/2, sin(2mφ1) = 0, and (−1)J−m cos(2mφ1) = 1, the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B
can be simplified as

∆ω|φ1=π/2 =
π

2γB

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2

|
∑m=J

m=−J m2|cJm(θ)|2|
(ω − ωe)

2

|sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) cos [(ω − ωe)T ]|

= C(θ) · π

2γBN

(ω − ωe)
2

|sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) cos [(ω − ωe)T ]|
, (83)
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∆B|φ1=π/2 =

√

1
2

∑m=J
m=−Jm

2|cJm(θ)|2

|∑m=J
m=−J m2|cJm(θ)|2|

π

2γ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

sin [(ω − ωe)T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

= C(θ) · π

2γN

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

sin [(ω − ωe)T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (84)

Here, the coefficient C(θ) = 1+ 2 tan2(θ/2)
1−tan2(θ/2) is dependent on particle number N . It is indicated that, the measurement

precisions ∆ω and ∆B for spin cat states can exhibit the Heisenberg-limited scaling. Further, we numerically calculate
the optimal measurement precisions versus particle number in the range of |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008] and γB = 2π.
According to the fitting results (see Fig. 10), the log-log measurement precision for ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N) − 8.26
and ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N)− 5.46. The optimal measurement precision ∆ωmin (yellow square) and ∆Bmin (yellow
square) are both beyond SQL and approach to the Heisenberg-limited scaling.
At last, we also consider employing the GHZ state as the input state, i.e., θ = 0 in the spin cat state. According to

Eq. (76) and Eq. (79), the final state |Ψ〉Ifinal is

|Ψ〉Ifinal =
1√
2
(cos(Jφ1)− sin(Jφ1)) |J, J〉

+
1√
2
(cos(Jφ1) + sin(Jφ1)) |J,−J〉 . (85)

The expectation of the half-population difference is

〈Jz〉f = −N

2
(−1)Lsin(Nφ1). (86)

Clearly, the main frequencies of the bi-sinusoidal oscillation of 〈Jz〉f becomes proportional to N = 2J . Similarly, we
find the function of Eq. (86) with respect to detuning ω − ωe is symmetry under fixed B and the symmetry point
located at ω − ωe = 0, i.e., ω = ωe, as shown in Fig. 8(blue lines). Moreover, the square of half-population difference
is independent on the two parameters, which becomes 〈J2

z 〉f = J2 = N2/4. According to Eq. (70) and Eq. (71), the
measurement precisions for ω and B has analytical form and they read,

∆ω =
π

2NγB

(ω − ωe)
2

|sin [(ω − ωe)T ]− T (ω − ωe) cos [(ω − ωe)T ]|
, (87)

∆B =
π

2Nγ

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω − ωe

sin [(ω − ωe)T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (88)

From Eq. (87) and Eq. (88), the measurement precisions ∆ω and ∆B can exhibit Heisenberg-limited scaling. Mean-
while, for a fixed N , the measurement precision ∆ω is dependent on both detuning ω−ωe and B, as show in Fig. 9 (c).
When sin[(ω − ωe)T ](2− (ω − ωe)

2T 2)− 2T (ω − ωe) cos[(ω − ωe)T ] = 0, ∆ω attains its optimal value. However, the
measurement precision ∆B is just dependent on detuning ω − ωe. When it is near resonance ω ≈ ωe, ∆B = π

2γ
√
NT

is optimal. To confirm the dependence of measurement precisions on particle number, we numerically calculate the
optimal measurement precisions verse particle number in the range of |(ω − ωe)/ω| ∈ [0, 0.008] and γB = 2π. Ac-
cording to the fitting results (see Fig. 10), the log-log measurement precision for ln (∆ωmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N) − 8.37 and
ln (γ∆Bmin/ω) ≈ −ln(N)− 5.53. For the two parameters, the optimal measurement precision ∆ωmin (pink triangle)
and ∆Bmin (pink triangle) both exhibit the Heisenberg-limited scaling.
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