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Heisenberg scaling characterizes the ultimate precision of parameter estimation enabled by quan-
tum mechanics, which represents an important quantum advantage of both theoretical and tech-
nological interest. Here, we study the attainability of strong, global notions of Heisenberg scaling
in the fundamental problem of phase estimation, from a practical standpoint. A main message of
this work is an asymptotic noise “threshold” for global Heisenberg scaling. We first demonstrate
that Heisenberg scaling is fragile to noises in the sense that it cannot be achieved in the presence
of phase damping noise with strength above a stringent scaling in the system size. Nevertheless,
we show that when the noise does not exceed this threshold, the global Heisenberg scaling in terms
of limiting distribution (which we highlight as a practically important figure of merit) as well as
average error can indeed be achieved. Furthermore, we provide a practical adaptive protocol using
one qubit only, which achieves global Heisenberg scaling in terms of limiting distribution under such
noise.

I. INTRODUCTION

The estimation of unknown parameters such as phases
in quantum systems, which is also widely studied under
the names of quantum metrology, sensing, interferome-
try etc. in recent years [1–4], is a problem of fundamen-
tal importance in quantum information science [5, 6], as
well as an exciting technological frontier with promis-
ing potential for practical applications in wide-ranging
scenarios involving high-precision measurements such as
spectroscopy, gravitational wave detection, and atomic
clocks [7–9]. A central observation of this area is that
by utilizing quantum mechanical effects such as superpo-
sition, entanglement and squeezing, quantum estimation
can potentially attain precision which scales as n−1 where
n is the resource count (e.g. the number of channel uses or
the probing time), namely the Heisenberg scaling [1, 10].
In contrast, one can only attain the scaling of n−1/2 (also
known as the shot-noise or standard quantum limit) with
classical resources. This indicates a significant quantum
enhancement in metrology and estimation tasks, which is
a representative type of practical advantages of quantum
information technologies.

However, quantum systems are very susceptible to the
realistically ubiquitous noise effects, which stand as a
fundamental obstacle towards practical quantum appli-
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FIG. 1. Our model: The parameterized channel to be esti-
mated Λθ,p is the signal unitary Uθ affected by a phase damp-
ing noise with parameter p.

cations [6, 11]. Therefore, a research direction of central
importance is to understand the limitations of quantum
information processing, especially to what extent the the-
oretically blueprinted quantum advantages can be main-
tained, when noises are taken into account. Ideally, for
the standard phase estimation problem, where we aim to
estimate the phase θ in the signal unitary Uθ := eiθσz , it
is well known that the Heisenberg scaling can be achieved
in various settings [10, 12]. Nevertheless, the estimation
precision is naturally expected to deteriorate under noise
effects, leading us to the following important and highly
nontrivial question: When can Heisenberg scaling still be
achieved in the presence of noises?

In this work, we address this general question by study-
ing the necessary and sufficient conditions for achieving
Heisenberg scaling in phase estimation, in the presence
of the fundamental phase damping noise as illustrated in
Fig. 1. More specifically, we derive a strong upper bound
on the noise strength, and further address the achievabil-
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ity when the bounds are satisfied by constructing explicit
protocols. Here, in particular, we consider a strong no-
tion of estimation in terms of global precision over all
possible values of the phase that is broadly important
in practical applications, while most previous work only
consider the local notion. Notably, the most widely stud-
ied lens for quantum metrology is the quantum Fisher
information (QFI), which nevertheless only characterizes
the local estimation precision at a given point and is gen-
erally insufficient for scenarios in which global estimation
is of interest (see more detailed discussions later).

The key contributions of this work are more specifi-
cally summarized as follows. We first formally lay down
two sets of natural criteria for global Heisenberg scaling,
respectively based on the average error and the notion
of limiting distribution [13]. In particular, the limiting
distribution is a powerful notion that provides more in-
formation than the error measures commonly considered
in metrology, allowing us to directly analyze confidence
intervals and success probabilities. However, the study
of it in quantum metrology is very limited (see also [14]).
By explicitly analyzing the behavior of QFI under phase
damping, we derive a O(n−1) upper bound on the noise
strength, which is necessary for Heisenberg scaling. On
the other hand, when this bound is satisfied, we show
that both notions of global Heisenberg scaling can in-
deed be achieved (a key tool being Fourier analysis), in-
dicating that the O(n−1) bound is optimal in a strong
sense. We also construct a practically friendly protocol
that resorts to only single-qubit memories by modifying
the well known phase estimation algorithm in [15] and
show that it achieves global Heisenberg scaling in terms
of limiting distribution. Note that previous work [16] im-
plies that Heisenberg scaling cannot be achieved under
any fixed strength of phase damping. Here we extend
the consideration to n-dependent noise to sharpen this
understanding, and also first present protocols that ac-
tually achieves Heisenberg scaling under phase damping.
Also note that our protocols are not based on quantum
error correction as is commonly considered (see e.g. [17–
24]) and thus broadens the methodology for quantum
metrology in noisy scenarios.

II. CRITERIA FOR GLOBAL HEISENBERG
SCALING

Here we discuss our global notions of Heisenberg scal-
ing in detail.

As mentioned, a commonly considered but limited
figure of merit for quantum metrology is the quantum
Fisher information (QFI). More specifically, the sym-
metric logarithmic derivative (SLD) QFI is given by
JSLD
θ = Tr(ρθL

2
S), where ρθ is the the state carrying the

parameter θ and LS is the SLD operator which can be
obtained from the equation ∂ρθ

∂θ = 1
2 (LSρθ+ρθLS). Then

the quantum Cramér-Rao bound gives a lower bound on
the estimation error as measured by the standard devi-

ation in terms of QFI [25, 26]: δθ̂ ≥ 1√
mJSLD

θ

, where

δθ̂ =

√
E[(θ̂ − θ)2] is the standard deviation, and m is

the number of times that the measurement is repeated.

Here, importantly, θ̂ is assumed to be an unbiased esti-
mator (whose expected value equals the true value). In
the literature, the Heisenberg scaling is often considered
in terms of the QFI scaling as n2 where n is the number of

channel uses, as this indicates that δθ̂ scales as 1/n due to
the quantum Cramér-Rao bound. However, the QFI only
bounds the local precision at a single point, while global
notions that consider all possible values of the parame-
ter are often important and more meaningful as the true
value of the parameter is supposed to be unknown. The
optimal local estimator in general does not work globally,
as previously pointed out in e.g. [27, 28]. In fact, even in
a neighborhood of θ0, it does not work with respect to the
minimax criterion (where one considers the worst point
in the neighborhood) when the radius of the neighbor-
hood of θ0 is a constant [27]. When the minimum mean
square error of local estimation scales as O(n−1), it can
be attained globally by using various adaptive methods
including two-step methods [27]. However, the proof of
the reduction statement does not work when the scaling
is O(n−1−δ) for any δ > 0. Furthermore, it is known
that in the parallel scheme the minimum error for global
phase estimation can be strictly larger than the inverse
of the maximum QFI [27, 29]. This shows the necessity
of a new method for global estimation. Therefore, the
n2 scaling of QFI does not mean that it is possible to
construct an estimator that can achieve the Heisenberg
scaling globally, even with adaptive estimation. We refer
interested readers to e.g. [27–29] for more discussions on
this issue.

We would like to rigorously study the attainability of
global notions of Heisenberg scaling, for which it is not
sufficient to consider QFI (although it can lead to simple
necessary conditions, as will be discussed later). Here
we consider two types of figure of merit. The first is the
average error over all possible values of the parameter.
For our phase estimation problem where θ ∈ (−π, π],
considering periodicity, we focus on e.g. the error function

R̃θ := Eθ̂[sin
2(θ̂ − θ)], where Eθ̂ denotes the expectation

with respect to θ̂. Then, we take its average with respect
to the uniform prior distribution over the range of θ:

R̃ :=
1

2π

∫ π

−π
Rθdθ, (1)

We say the Heisenberg scaling is achieved when R scales
as 1/n. The second figure of merit, which is practically
more important but little understood, is the probabil-
ity that the error exceeds a certain threshold c, namely

Pθ{|θ̂− θ| > c}. When the threshold c is a constant, this
is just the large deviation analysis [30]. Here we are in-
terested in the case where the limiting probability is con-
stant. This is in general only possible when the threshold
c changes with n and the Heisenberg scaling means the
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FIG. 2. Adaptive scheme: Ai is the input system of the i-
th channel application. Bi is the output system of the i-th
channel application. Ri is the memory system during the i-
th channel application. Si is the channel that connects the
i-th and (i + 1)-th channel applications. We apply n uses of
channel Λθ,p in an adaptive way, which represents the most
general approach to channel parameter estimation. The n
uses of the channel Λθ,p are interleaved with n − 1 quantum
channels S1, · · · ,Sn−1, which can also share memory systems
with each other. The final measurement M outputs the out-
come θ̂ as our estimate of the unknown parameter θ.

threshold c has scaling O(n−1). To be more precise, we
say that the Heisenberg scaling in terms of limiting dis-

tribution is achieved if Pθ

{
a
n ≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
converges

to an non-trivial value (neither 0 nor 1) for any two real
numbers a < b, in this case we can define the limiting dis-

tribution P̄θ as P̄θ(a, b) := limn→∞ Pθ{ an ≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b
n}.

The limiting distribution is more informative about the
estimation as it can be used to calculate the error prob-

ability exceeds a certain threshold c, Pθ{|θ̂ − θ| > c},
which is widely used in practice. Note that the global
Heisenberg scalings under these two figures of merit are
slightly different, as will be seen later.

III. GLOBAL PHASE ESTIMATION UNDER
NOISE

We now present our results on the attainability of
global Heisenberg scaling in the presence of noise. We
consider a model where the signal unitary is given by
Uθ := eiθ/2|0〉〈0| + e−iθ/2|1〉〈1| (where θ ∈ (−π, π])
on the system H spanned by {|0〉, |1〉}, and there is a
phase damping noise Np(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ p|0〉〈0|ρ|0〉〈0|+
p|1〉〈1|ρ|1〉〈1| with dephasing probability or strength p ∈
[0, 1] which describes the natural decoherence effect, act-
ing before or after the application of Uθ. Noting that
the signal unitary Uθ acts trivially upon dephasing, our
model is overall given by the channel

Λθ,p(ρ) := (1− p)UθρU†θ + p|0〉〈0|ρ|0〉〈0|+ p|1〉〈1|ρ|1〉〈1|.
(2)

Here, we study the Heisenberg scaling of the channel
estimation of Λθ,p under the adaptive scheme, as illus-
trated in Fig. 2, which represents the most general ap-
proach to channel estimation. Since the n2 scaling of
the QFI is a necessary condition for global Heisenberg
scaling in terms of both figures of merit, we can obtain
a simple upper bound on the noise strength p through

analyzing QFI as follows. Note that the SLD QFI is up-
per bounded by the right logarithmic derivative (RLD)

QFI, namely JSLD
θ ≤ JRLD

θ where JRLD
θ = Tr(L†RρθLR)

is the RLD QFI and LR is the RLD operator satis-
fying ∂ρθ

∂θ = ρθLR. We denote the SLD (RLD) QFI
of the output state of Λθ,p acting on input state ρ as

J
SLD(RLD)
θ,p,ρ , and then the channel SLD (RLD) QFI of Λθ,p

given by maximizing over all input states as Jθ,p, namely

J SLD(RLD)
θ,p := maxρ J

SLD(RLD)
θ,p,ρ . Although the maximum

SLD QFI J SLD
θ,p is not additive which makes the analysis

of it difficult in general, the maximum RLD QFI J RLD
θ,p

is additive even in the adaptive scheme [31, Theorem 18].
So we need only address the RLD QFI to derive a neces-
sary condition for Heisenberg scaling. It can be verified

that J RLD
θ,p = 2(1−p)2

p(2−p) . Due to the additivity of RLD QFI,

the maximum RLD QFI for n uses then equals n 2(1−p)2
p(2−p) .

Therefore, the maximum RLD QFI scales as n2 if and
only if p ≤ O(n−1). See Appendix A for more detailed
calculations and discussions.

Note that this p ≤ O(n−1) bound on the phase damp-
ing strength is quite strong, comparable to e.g. an era-
sure noise model in which only a constant number of
qubits are erased in a scalable system of n qubits. In
fact, it is easy to check that p would need to be sub-
constant to achieve any scaling advantage over the shot-
noise limit. This is consistent with (and improves) the
previous knowledge [16] that Heisenberg scaling cannot
be achieved for any constant p > 0 in our noise model
due to the “Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span” condition.
An overall message is that the metrological advantage of
quantum systems is highly fragile in noisy environments.

Now we consider whether the conditions for global
Heisenberg scaling can actually be attained when p ≤
O(n−1) (see Appendix B for a detailed exposition). To
set the stage , we first discuss the noiseless model where n
unitary channels act in parallel on a n-qubit input state,
which is assumed to be a pure state |η〉 :=

∑n
m=0 am|m〉,

where |m〉 is a normalized vector in the eigenspace of
d
dθU

⊗n
θ |θ=0 with eigenvalue n

2 − m. We choose the

coefficients am as am := 1√
n+1

f(mn ), here f is some

square-integrable C1-differentiable function on [0, 1] with
l2 norm 1, which is the key object in our analysis. The
distribution of the outcome of the phase covariant mea-
surement is then given by

Pθ

{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
= P0

{a
n
≤ θ̂ ≤ b

n

}
=

∫ b
n

a
n

1

n+ 1

∣∣∣ n∑
m=0

eiθ̂mf(
m

n
)
∣∣∣2 dθ̂

2π
∼=
∫ b

a

|Ff(t)|2dt,

where Ff denotes the Fourier transform of f . That is,
the limiting distribution of the estimate is determined
by the Fourier transform Ff [13], and global Heisen-
berg scaling in terms of limiting distribution can be
achieved when the input state |η〉 is given by any square-
integrable C1-differentiable function f on [0, 1] with l2
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norm equals to 1. As for the average error, consider

R[|η〉] := Eθ̂,θ[sin
2(θ̂ − θ)] for input state |η〉, where the

error function is taken to be sin2(θ̂ − θ). Suppose the
Dirichlet boundary condition, i.e. f(0) = f(1) = 0, holds,

e.g., f(x) is given by
√

2 sin(πx). Then we have

R̃[|η〉] =
1

4n2
〈f |P 2|f〉+ o

(
1

n2

)
, (3)

where P = −i ddx . When the Dirichlet boundary condi-

tion does not hold, R̃[|η〉] = O(n−1); More specifically,

R̃[|η〉] ∼=
1

n
(A+(f) +A−(f)) Si(2π), (4)

where

A+(f) = lim
R1→∞

lim
R2→∞

1

R2

∫ R1+R2

R1

t2|Ff(t)|2dt (5)

A−(f) = lim
R1→−∞

lim
R2→−∞

1

R2

∫ R1+R2

R1

t2|Ff(t)|2dt, (6)

Si(x) :=
∫ x

0
sin t
t dt, and Si(2π) ∼= 1.41815. Therefore,

we conclude that the average error condition for global
Heisenberg scaling is achieved if and only if the Dirichlet
boundary condition f(0) = f(1) = 0 holds.

For a concrete case, consider the input state with the
form |ηuni〉 :=

∑n
m=0

1√
n+1
|m〉, where f takes constant

value 1 on [0, 1] and we have R̃[|ηuni〉] = Si(2π)
2πn + O( 1

n2 ).
This state achieves the global Heisenberg scaling in
terms of limiting distribution, but not the average error,
demonstrating that these two conditions are not equiva-
lent.

In the presence of p = ε
n noise, the above analyses for

the limit distribution and the average error R[|η〉] are
changed as follows. For given integers k, `, we define the
operator Tt,k,` as

Tt,k,`

:=

min(t,l)∑
u=max(0,t−k+`)

(
k − `
t− u

)(
`

u

)
Q2(t−u)+`(I −Q)2u+k−`,

(7)

where Q is the multiplication operator. Then, the aver-
age error is calculated under the the Dirichlet boundary
condition f(0) = f(1) = 0 as

R̃[|η〉] ∼=
∞∑
k=0

e−ε
εk

k!

k∑
t=0

k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)
1

4n2
〈f |
√
Tt,k,`P

2
√
Tt,k,`|f〉.

(8)

Since the Dirichlet boundary condition for f implies the
Dirichlet boundary condition for

√
Tt,k,`f , the average

error R̃[|η〉] achieves the Heisenberg scaling even in the

case with noise p = ε
n . As for the limiting distribution

condition, we have

Pθ

{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
∼=
∞∑
k=0

e−ε
εk

k!

k∑
t=0

k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)∫ b

a

|F(
√
Tt,k,`f)(t)|2dt. (9)

That is, we find that the Heisenberg scaling in terms of
limiting distribution can be achieved even when f does
not satisfy the Dirichlet boundary condition. The overall
message is summarized as follows.

Theorem 1. The strength of phase damping noise p ∈
O(1/n) is a necessary and sufficient condition for the ex-
istence of an estimator to achieve global Heisenberg scal-
ing in terms of both average error and limiting distribu-
tion.

IV. A PRACTICAL METHOD USING
SINGLE-QUBIT MEMORY

In the above, we demonstrated the attainability of the
global Heisenberg scaling with n channels acting in par-
allel on a n-qubit state. However, the protocol is practi-
cally demanding since the state is in general highly en-
tangled and the measurement typically needs to be col-
lective. In the following we propose and analyze a simple
adaptive one-qubit protocol that builds on the phase es-
timation algorithm in [15] (see Appendix C for details).

Protocol 1. In the first step, we prepare the input state
|+〉 := 1√

2
(|0〉+|1〉), and apply the unknown channel Λθ,p

for 2N times. Then, we measure the final state in the
basis {|+〉, |−〉} and set A1 = 0, 1 upon getting |+〉, |−〉
respectively.

Inductively, in the k-th step, we prepare the input state
|+〉 := 1√

2
(|0〉 + |1〉), and apply Λθ,p for 2N−k+1 times.

Then, we apply U−A12−k+1π−A22−k+2π−···−Ak−12−1π de-
pending on A1, · · · , Ak−1. Then, we measure the final
state in the basis {|+〉, |−〉} and set Ak = 0, 1 upon get-
ting |+〉, |−〉 respectively.

We repeat the above up to the (N + 1)-th step. After
the final step, depending on AN+1 := (A1, · · · , AN+1),

we obtain the final estimate θ̂(AN+1) := A12−Nπ −
A22−N+1π+· · ·+Ak2k−(N+1)π+· · ·+AN2−1π+AN+1π.

This protocol uses n := 2N+1 − 1 applications of the
unknown channel Λθ,p in total.

For the noiseless case, the stochastic behavior of the

estimate θ̂ turns out to be the same as the η = ηuni

case above . The noisy case requires a different analysis.
Again, consider p = ε

n noise. Then, the stochastic be-

havior of the error θ̂ − θ is asymptotically characterized
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as

lim
N→∞

Eθ[Pθ, εn ,n
{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
]

= lim
N→∞

EÂN+1,XN+1

[ ∫ a

b

sin2 y

(y + ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1))2

dy

2π

]
.

(10)

Here, the term ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1) := ((−1)Â12X1 + · · · +
(−1)ÂN+12N+1XN+1)π represents the difference from the

noiseless case. In addition, the binary variables ÂN+1 :=
(Â1, · · · , ÂN+1) are independent binary variables sub-
ject to the uniform distribution and the binary variables
XN+1 := (X1, · · · , XN+1) are independently subject to
the following distribution:

PXk(1) =
1

2

(
1− e−ε2

−k)
, PXk(0) =

1

2

(
1 + e−ε2

−k)
.

(11)

Therefore, the proposed estimator achieves Heisenberg
scaling in terms of limiting distribution. For intuitions,
we show in Fig. 3 a numerical comparison between the
PDFs for the limiting distributions of the noiseless and
noisy cases. Also, the asymptotics of the average error is
explicitly calculated to be

E[(θ̂ − θ)2] ∼=
1

n

(
επ2 +

Si(2π)

π

)
. (12)

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we considered the problem of achieving
Heisenberg scaling in phase estimation in a global sense,

for which the previously widely studied Cramér-Rao ap-
proach and quantum Fisher information is not sufficient.
We introduced two types of meaningful conditions for
such global Heisenberg scaling, respectively based on the
average error and the limiting distribution. In particular,
we consider the limiting distribution to be a practically
important and powerful tool, and we hope our work stim-
ulates more interest in this perspective. Here we are par-
ticularly interested in the attainability of global Heisen-
berg scaling in practical scenarios where noise effects are
present. We considered phase damping noise and proved
a necessary and sufficient condition on the noise strength
which can be regarded a strong “threshold theorem” for
global Heisenberg scaling – when the noise strength is
above the O(n−1) scaling we showed by analyzing QFI
that the Heisenberg scaling cannot be achieved; while
otherwise, we gave a protocol that achieves both notions
of global Heisenberg scaling. Furthermore, we general-
ized the well known phase estimation algorithm in [15] to
construct a practically implementable protocol that uses
only a small memory, which achieves global Heisenberg
scaling in terms of limiting distribution.

For future work, it would be interesting to extend the
analysis to more general noise models such as depolar-
izing and erasure noises, and consider the estimation of
more general actions like SU(d). Furthermore, note that
phase estimation is an essential subroutine in a wide
range of important quantum algorithms (e.g. factoring
[32], linear system solving [33]). In praticular, the lim-
iting distribution method enables us to consider success
probability, which is important in practice. An impor-
tant future work is to explore the connections and appli-
cations of our results to the practical implementation of
such algorithms.
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Pavel Sekatski, “Adaptive quantum metrology under gen-
eral markovian noise,” Phys. Rev. X 7, 041009 (2017).

[22] Sisi Zhou, Mengzhen Zhang, John Preskill, and Liang
Jiang, “Achieving the heisenberg limit in quantum

metrology using quantum error correction,” Nature Com-
munications 9 (2018), 10.1038/s41467-017-02510-3.

[23] David Layden, Sisi Zhou, Paola Cappellaro, and Liang
Jiang, “Ancilla-free quantum error correction codes for
quantum metrology,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 040502
(2019).
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Appendix A: Quantum Fisher information under
noise

Here we give details and extended discussions on the
analysis of QFI. The main result is that Heisenberg
scaling can only be achieved when noise strength p ≤
O(n−1). As a further note, it is easy to verify that p
would need to be sub-constant to achieve any scaling ad-
vantage over the shot-noise limit.

The following variant called the right logarith-
mic derivative (RLD) QFI will be useful: JRLD

θ =

Tr(L†RρθLR) where LR is the RLD operator which can
be obtained from

∂ρθ
∂θ

= ρθLR. (A1)

Note that the RLD QFI is an upper bound on the SLD
QFI, namely JSLD

θ ≤ JRLD
θ . We shall be interested in

various QFIs associated with our model channel Λθ,p.
We denote the SLD (RLD) QFI of the output state of

Λθ,p acting on input state ρ as J
SLD(RLD)
θ,p,ρ , and then

the channel SLD (RLD) QFI of Λθ,p given by maximiz-

ing over all input states as Jθ,p, namely J SLD(RLD)
θ,p :=

maxρ J
SLD(RLD)
θ,p,ρ . We shall also consider the maximum

SLD (RLD) QFI under n uses of Λθ,p in the parallel or

adaptive schemes, respectively denoted by J SLD(RLD),(n)
θ,p

or J SLD(RLD),[n]
θ,p .

1. RLD QFI

The channel RLD QFI J RLD
θ,p can be computed from

the Choi matrix. Here the Choi matrix of Λθ,p is given
by

CΛθ,p =2(1− p)|Φθ〉〈Φθ|+ p(|0, 0〉〈0, 0|+ |1, 1〉〈1, 1|)
=(2− p)|Φθ〉〈Φθ|+ p|Φ⊥θ 〉〈Φ⊥θ | (A2)

where Φθ := 1√
2
(eiθ/2|0, 0〉 + e−iθ/2|1, 1〉) and Φ⊥θ :=

i√
2
(eiθ/2|0, 0〉 − e−iθ/2|1, 1〉). The derivative DΛθ,p :=

d
dθCΛθ,p is

DΛθ,p = (1− p)(|Φ⊥θ 〉〈Φθ|+ |Φθ〉〈Φ⊥θ |). (A3)

Then by using the formula [27, Theorem 1], we obtain
that

J RLD
θ,p = ‖Tr OutDΛθ,pC

−1
Λθ,p

DΛθ,p‖

=
∥∥∥Tr Out

( (1− p)2

p
|Φθ〉〈Φθ|+

(1− p)2

2− p
|Φ⊥θ 〉〈Φ⊥θ |

)∥∥∥
=
∥∥∥2(1− p)2

p(2− p)
I
∥∥∥ =

2(1− p)2

p(2− p)
, (A4)

where “Out” denotes the output system of the channel,
and ‖X‖ denotes the matrix norm of X.

For the parallel scheme with n uses of Λθ,p, i.e. Λ⊗nθ,p ,

we simply have [27, Corollary 1]

J RLD,(n)
θ,p = nJ RLD

θ,p = n
2(1− p)2

p(2− p)
. (A5)

Recently, it has been shown that for the general adaptive
scheme (Fig. 2) the RLD QFI is additive [31, Theorem
18], so we again have

J RLD,[n]
θ,p = nJ RLD

θ,p = n
2(1− p)2

p(2− p)
. (A6)

Therefore, to achieve Heisenberg scaling, it is necessary
that p ≤ O(n−1). In particular, when p = ε

n , we have

J RLD,(n)
θ,p = J RLD,[n]

θ,p =
1

ε
n2 +O(n). (A7)

2. Achievable SLD QFI

Now since RLD QFI upper bounds SLD QFI, we con-
clude that the standard SLD QFI cannot achieve the
Heisenberg scaling if p tends to zero more slowly than
the order O(n−1).

We are now going to show that when p ≤ O(n−1) is
satisfied, the SLD QFI can indeed achieve the Heisen-
berg scaling as well as the RLD QFI. This can be seen
by considering the GHZ state |Ψ(n)〉 := 1√

2
(|0, · · · , 0〉 +

|1, · · · , 1〉) as the input state. First consider the paral-
lel scheme. Even in the presence of the phase damping
noise, the state belongs to the subspace Ho spanned by
|0, · · · , 0〉 and |1, · · · , 1〉. When dephasing acts at least
on one qubit, the state becomes the completely mixed
state on Ho. That is,

Λ⊗nθ,p (|Ψ(n)〉〈Ψ(n)|)

=(1− p)n|Ψ(n)
θ 〉〈Ψ

(n)
θ |+

(1− (1− p)n)

2
IHo

=
(1 + (1− p)n)

2
|Ψ(n)
θ 〉〈Ψ

(n)
θ |

+
(1− (1− p)n)

2
|Ψ⊥,(n)
θ 〉〈Ψ⊥,(n)

θ |, (A8)

where |Ψ(n)
θ 〉 := 1√

2
(einθ/2|0, · · · , 0〉 + e−inθ/2|1, · · · , 1〉)

and |Ψ⊥,(n)
θ 〉 := 1√

2
(einθ/2|0, · · · , 0〉 − e−inθ/2|1, · · · , 1〉).

The SLD is given by

n(1− p)n(|Ψ(⊥,n)
θ 〉〈Ψ(n)

θ |+ |Ψ
(n)
θ 〉〈Ψ

⊥,(n)
θ |). (A9)

Hence, the SLD QFI of the state family
Λ⊗nθ,p (|Ψ(n)〉〈Ψ(n)|) is n2(1− p)2n, which implies that

J SLD,(n)
θ,p ≥ n2(1− p)2n. (A10)

Since J RLD,(n)
θ,p ≥ J SLD,(n)

θ,p , combining with Eq. (A6), for
p = ε

n we have

J SLD,(n)
θ,p = n2[e−2ε + o(1)]. (A11)
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However, we stress again that the analysis of QFI only
guarantees an understanding of local precision. When
we employ the optimal local estimator, the mean square
error behaves as 1/[n2(e−2ε + o(1))] = e2ε/n2 + o(1/n2),
but this estimator in general does not work globally or
even in certain neighborhood of the point, as pointed out
in [27].

3. SLD QFI for a practical adaptive strategy

Since J RLD,[n]
θ,p ≥ J SLD,[n]

θ,p ≥ J SLD,(n)
θ,p , the maxi-

mum SLD QFI J SLD,[n]
θ,p in the adaptive scheme has

the same asymptotic behavior as Eq. (A11). Here we
show that this asymptotic behavior can be achieved
by a simple adaptive strategy on one qubit. We con-
sider n repetitive applications of the channel Λθ,p, i.e.,
Λ◦nθ,p := Λθ,p ◦ · · · ◦ Λθ,p︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

, acting on the input state |+〉 :=

1√
2
(|0〉+ |1〉). The output state is given by

Λ◦nθ,p(|+〉〈+|) = (1− p)n|Ψθ,n〉〈Ψθ,n|+ (1− (1− p)n)
I

2
,

(A12)

where |Ψθ,n〉 := 1√
2
(einθ/2|0〉 + e−inθ/2|1〉) and |Ψ⊥θ 〉 :=

1√
2
(einθ/2|0〉 − e−inθ/2|1〉). Then, the SLD QFI of the

family Λ◦nθ,p(|+〉〈+|) is again calculated to be n2(1−p)2n.

When p = ε
n , it is n2[e−2ε + o(1)], namely the Heisen-

berg scaling of SLD QFI is achieved in the same way as
Eq. (A11). Again the optimal estimator also only works
locally. A key finding of our work is that this estimator
can be modified to achieve the Heisenberg scaling glob-
ally.

Appendix B: Global phase estimation

We have shown that a necessary condition for Heisen-
berg scaling is p = O(n−1), and the main goal here is to
prove that the Heisenberg scaling can be achieved glob-
ally when the noise parameter p behaves as ε/n. Along
the way, a comprehensive analysis of global phase esti-
mation in both noiseless and noisy cases is given.

Before diving into the derivations, we overview the
state of knowledge. Since the Cramér-Rao approach only
addresses the precision of local estimation, we need new
methods to study the achievability of Heisenberg scaling
for global estimation. It is known in the noiseless case
that global phase estimation can be done using the notion
of group covariant estimators [26, 34]. Recall that we are
interested in two formulations for Heisenberg scaling in
global estimation, respectively based on the asymptotics
of the average error and the limiting distribution. There
exists a type of estimators that achieve the Heisenberg
scaling in terms of limiting distribution but not average

error in the noiseless case (note that the asymptotic be-
havior of the average error is not known previously). The
previous study [13] discusses how Heisenberg scaling can
be achieved in both senses in the noiseless case. The
noisy case has not been studied before.

This section aims to provide a detailed, self-contained
discussion of global estimation. As a preparation, we
first discuss the noiseless case in Appendix B 1. Ap-
pendix B 1 a introduces the group covariant formulation
for global phase estimation. Appendix B 1 b reviews the
existing results for global Heisenberg scaling in the noise-
less case. In Appendix B 1 c, as a new result, we explicitly
analyze the asymptotics of the average error of the esti-
mators that achieve the Heisenberg scaling in terms of
limiting distribution but not average error. Finally, in
Appendix B 2, we consider the noisy case and show how
Heisenberg scaling is achieved in both senses when the
noise parameter p = ε/n.

1. Noiseless case

a. Formulation with covariant measurements

For the parallel scheme with n uses of the unknown
unitary, it is known that the inverse of the maximum
SLD Fisher information cannot be attained globally in
general [27, 28]. In our case with p = 0, the min-
imum average error is strictly larger than the inverse
of the maximum SLD Fisher information [28, 35, 36].
In these previous studies [28, 35, 36], the global phase
estimation is achieved by converting the parallel oper-

ation U⊗nθ on n-qubits to a phase operation U
(n)
θ :=∑n

m=0 e
i(2m−n)θ/2|m〉〈m| on an (n+ 1)-dimensional sys-

tem Hn spanned by {|0〉, |1〉, · · · , |n〉}.
To see this conversion, we define the subspace Hn,m of
H⊗n spanned by the vector |0〉⊗n−m⊗|1〉⊗m and its per-
mutations with respect to the order of the tensor prod-
uct. The initial state |Ξ〉 on H⊗n can be decomposed as
|Ξ〉 =

∑n
m=0 am|Ξn,n〉, where |Ξn,m〉 ∈ Hn,m is a nor-

malized vector and am is a non-negative real number.

Depending on the states ~Ξn := {|Ξn,m〉}nm=0, we define
the isometry V~Ξn from Hn to H⊗n as

V~Ξn(|m〉) := |Ξn,m〉. (B1)

Then, U
(n)
θ is given as V †~Ξn

U⊗nθ V~Ξn .

So for the noiseless case, the problem of estimating the
unknown unitary U⊗nθ on H⊗n with the initial state |Ξ〉
is converted to estimating the unknown unitary U

(n)
θ on

Hn with the initial state |η〉 :=
∑n
m=0 am|m〉 [26, 34].

Now suppose the error function R(θ, θ̂) depending on the

true parameter θ and the estimate θ̂ has the property

R(θ + θ′, θ̂ + θ′) = R(θ, θ̂) (B2)



9

for any θ′. Then when the estimator is given by a POVM
M on Hn, the error is given by

RM,θ :=

∫ 2π

0

R(θ, θ̂)〈Ξ̃|M(dθ̂)|Ξ̃〉. (B3)

Then the average error is naturally defined by taking the
average with respect to the uniform prior distribution of
the true parameter θ:

RM :=
1

2π

∫ π

−π
RM,θdθ. (B4)

If the estimator M satisfies the covariance condition,

U (n)
c M((a, b))(U (n)

c )† = M((a+ c, b+ c)), (B5)

it is called a covariant estimator. Then the error RM,θ

does not depend on the true parameter θ, namely for any
θ,

RM,θ = RM . (B6)

Given an estimator M , we can define an associated co-
variant estimator M̄ as

M̄((a, b)) :=
1

2π

∫ π

−π
U (n)
c M((a− c, b− c))(U (n)

c )†dc,

(B7)

which satisfies the condition

RM = RM̄,θ = RM̄ (B8)

for any θ. For example, consider the discrete estimator
MDis[{eiθj}j ]

MDis[{eiθj}j ](θ̂ =
2jπ

n
)

=U
(n)
2jπ
n

|I, {eiθj}j〉〈I, {eiθj}j |(U (n)
2jπ
n

)† (B9)

where |I, {eiθj}j〉 :=
∑n
j=0 e

iθj |j〉. The covariant estima-

tor M̄Dis[{eiθj}j ] is equivalent to the continuous estima-
tor MCon[{eiθj}j ] defined as

MCon[{eiθj}j ](dθ̂)

:=U
(n)

θ̂
|I, {eiθj}j〉〈I, {eiθj}j |(U (n)

θ̂
)†
dθ̂

2π
. (B10)

Therefore, when we evaluate the average error RM of a
given estimator M , we can consider the error RM̄,θ of

the associated covariant estimator M̄ . In particular, the
minimization problem can be simplified as

min
M

RM = min
M :covariant

RM,θ. = min
M :covariant

RM . (B11)

That is, it is sufficient to minimize over covariant estima-
tors [26, 34].

b. Heisenberg scaling of average error and limiting
distribution

For channel estimation, it is known that the local min-
imax error can be asymptotically achieved globally [27].
This fact shows that the asymptotic performance does
not depend on the choice of the prior distribution on
the parameter space. Therefore, without loss of the gen-
erality, we may assume the uniform prior distribution
(Eq. (B4)) in later asymptotic discussions.

Now, we adopt the common error function R̃(θ, θ̂) :=

sin2(θ − θ̂). It is known that the minimum R̃M is given
by [26, 28, 34]

min
M

R̃M

=R̃[|η〉] :=

∫ π

−π
|〈F †

θ̂−θ
I|η〉|2 sin2(θ̂ − θ) dθ̂

2π

=
1

2

( n∑
m=0

|am|2 −
1

2

n−1∑
m=0

ām+1am −
1

2

n∑
m=1

ām−1am

)
=〈~a|T |~a〉, (B12)

where the matrix T is defined as Tk,m = 1
2δk,m −

1
4δk,m+1− 1

4δk,m−1, which can be attained when the esti-
mator M is taken to be the continuous estimator MCon.
Here, the covariant measurement is given by

M(dθ̂) =
dθ̂

2π
U

(n)

θ̂

( n∑
m=0

eiθm |m〉
)( n∑

m=0

〈m|e−iθm
)
U

(n)

−θ̂
.

(B13)

When eiθj =
aj
|aj | , the above measurement is an opti-

mal one that achieves Eq. (B12). Due to Eq. (B8), the
minimum is achieved by an estimator M when the associ-
ated covariant estimator M̄ is MCon[{eiθj}j ]. Hence, the
discrete estimator MDis[{eiθj}j ] achieves the minimum
because M̄Dis[{eiθj}j ] is MCon[{eiθj}j ].

For the estimation of the unknown unitary U
(n)
θ , we

have

min
|η〉

R̃[|η〉] =
1

2
(1− cos

π

n+ 1
) =

π2

4(n+ 1)2
+ o(

1

n2
),

(B14)

which is achieved when |η〉 is chosen to be

|ηopt〉 :=

n∑
m=0

C sin
πm

n+ 1
|m〉, (B15)

where C is the normalization constant [35][36, Eq.
(10)][37, Theorem 7]. That is, |ηopt〉 achieves the Heisen-
berg scaling in terms of average error. As a contrast, if
the initial state is taken to be |ηuni〉 :=

∑n
m=0

1√
n+1
|m〉,

the error is given by R[|ηuni〉] = 1
n+1 , namely the Heisen-

berg scaling is not achieved.
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In fact, the minimum coefficient π2

4 in the Heisenberg
scaling can be derived in another way as follows. Con-
sider a square-integrable C2-differentiable function f on
[0, 1] with the l2 norm 1. We choose the coefficients
am := 1√

n+1
f(mn ) for the input state |η〉. When the

Dirichlet boundary condition f(0) = f(1) = 0 is satis-

fied, depending on |η〉, the average R̃[|η〉] is calculated as
follows:

R̃[|η〉] =
1

4(n+ 1)

( n−1∑
m=1

f̄(
m

n
)
(

2f(
m

n
)− f(

m+ 1

n
)

− f(
m− 1

n
)
)

+ |f(0)|2 + |f(1)|2
)

=
−1

4(n+ 1)n2

n−1∑
m=1

f̄(
m

n
)

1

n

(f(m+1
n )− f(mn )

1
n

−
f(mn )− f(m−1

n )
1
n

)
=

−1

4(n+ 1)n2

n−1∑
m=1

f̄(
m

n
)
d2f

dx2
(
m

n
) + o(

1

n2
)

=
−1

4n2

∫ 1

0

f̄(x)
d2f

dx2
(x)dx+ o(

1

n2
)

=
1

4n2
〈f |P 2|f〉+ o(

1

n2
), (B16)

where P = −i ddx . Under the Dirichlet boundary con-

dition f(0) = f(1) = 0, the minimum eigenvalue of P 2

is π2 and the corresponding eigenfunction is
√

2 sin(πx).
On the other hand, when the Dirichlet boundary condi-
tion is not satisfied, the first equation does not hold and
〈f |P 2|f〉 does not take a finite value. Therefore, we need
a different analysis for this case (see Appendix B 1 c).

We now go on to consider the practically more impor-

tant figure of merit, the probability Pθ,0,n{|θ̂ − θ| > c}
where c is a certain error threshold (we use Pθ,p,n to
denote the distribution when the true parameter, the de-
phasing probability, and the number of applications, are
θ, p, and n, respectively). As mentioned in the main
text, the case of constant c corresponds to the large de-
viation analysis [30], and here we consider the case where
the limiting probability is a constant. When Heisenberg
scaling is achieved, the threshold c has scaling O(n−1).

Hence, when Pθ,0,n{ an ≤ θ̂−θ ≤
b
n} converges to an non-

trivial value, i.e., neither 0 nor 1, we say that the limiting

distribution limn→∞ Pθ,0,n{ an ≤ θ̂ − θ ≤
b
n} achieves the

Heisenberg scaling. In the following, we show that the
Heisenberg scaling in terms of limiting distribution can
be achieved without the Dirichlet boundary condition.
For this discussion, we denote the Fourier transform of f
by Ff , which is defined as

Ff(t) :=
1√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

eixtf(x)dx. (B17)

Then, using t = n(θ̂ − θ), we have

Pθ,0,n

{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
=

∫ b
n

a
n

∣∣∣ n∑
m=0

eim(θ̂−θ)−in(θ̂−θ)/2am

∣∣∣2 dθ̂
2π

=
1

n+ 1

∫ b
n

a
n

∣∣∣ n∑
m=0

eim(θ̂−θ)f(
m

n
)
∣∣∣2 dθ̂

2π

=(n+ 1)

∫ b
n

a
n

∣∣∣ 1

n+ 1

n∑
m=0

ei
m
n n(θ̂−θ)f(

m

n
)
∣∣∣2 dθ̂

2π

∼=
(n+ 1)

n

∫ b

a

|Ff(t)|2dt ∼=
∫ b

a

|Ff(t)|2dt. (B18)

That is, we can say that the Heisenberg scaling in terms
of limiting distribution can be achieved [13].

Now return to the original problem of estimating the
unknown unitary U⊗nθ on the system H⊗n. The choice
of f , or {ai}, corresponds to the choice of the initial
pure state. The above analysis shows that the minimum
average error as given by the error function R̃ is given

by 1
2 (1 − cos π

n+1 ) = π2

4(n+1)2 + o( 1
n2 ) and thus achieves

Heisenberg scaling. Furthermore, it can be attained by

initial state V †~Ξn
|ηopt〉 and the POVM

M(dθ̂) = V †~Ξn
MCon(dθ̂)V~Ξn . (B19)

c. Asymptotic analysis of average error without the
Dirichlet boundary condition

The above discussion shows that the Heisenberg scaling
in terms of average error is not achieved when the square-
integrable C1-differentiable function f on [0, 1] does not
satisfy the Dirichlet boundary condition f(0) = f(1) = 0.
However, the asymptotic behavior of the average error
R[|η〉] in this case has not been explicitly analyzed. We

now do so. Using t = n(θ̂ − θ), we have

R̃[|η〉]

=

∫ π

−π

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

m=0

eim(θ̂−θ)−in(θ̂−θ)/2am

∣∣∣∣∣
2

sin2(θ̂ − θ) dθ̂
2π

=(n+ 1)

∫ π

−π

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n+ 1

n∑
m=0

ei
m
n n(θ̂−θ)f(

m

n
)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

· sin2(
n(θ̂ − θ)

n
)
dθ̂

2π

∼=
n+ 1

n

∫ πn

−πn
sin2(

t

n
)|Ff(t)|2dt. (B20)

When f satisfies the Dirichlet boundary condition f(0) =
f(1) = 0, the integral

∫∞
−∞ t2|Ff(t)|2dt converges.
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Hence, we have

lim
n→∞

n2R̃[|η〉] = lim
n→∞

∫ πn

−πn
n2 sin2(

t

n
)|Ff(t)|2dt

=

∫ ∞
−∞

t2|Ff(t)|2dt. (B21)

To consider a function f that does not satisfy the Dirich-
let boundary condition f(0) = f(1) = 0, we define

A+(f) := lim
R1→∞

lim
R2→∞

1

R2

∫ R1+R2

R1

t2|Ff(t)|2dt (B22)

A−(f) := lim
R1→−∞

lim
R2→−∞

1

R2

∫ R1+R2

R1

t2|Ff(t)|2dt.

(B23)

We then have

R̃[|η〉] =
n+ 1

n

∫ πn

−πn
sin2(

t

n
)|Ff(t)|2dt

=
n+ 1

n2

∫ π

−π

sin2 s

s2
|Ff(

s

n
)|2(

s

n
)2ds

∼=
1

n

(
A+(f)

∫ π

0

sin2 s

s2
ds+A−(f)

∫ 0

−π

sin2 s

s2
ds
)

=
1

n
(A+(f) +A−(f)) Si(2π), (B24)

where Si(x) :=
∫ x

0
sin t
t dt, and Si(2π) ∼= 1.41815. That

is, this type of input states cannot achieve Heisenberg
scaling in terms of average error. However, we shall see
that it achieves Heisenberg scaling in terms of limiting
distribution.

A representative example of an input state that does
not satisfy the Dirichlet boundary condition is the state
|ηuni〉, for which f is the constant function on [0, 1]. Now

since Ff(t) =
eit/2 sin t

2√
2πt

, we have t2|Ff(t)|2 =
sin2 t

2

2π ,

which implies A+(f) = A−(f) = 1
4π . Hence, we have

R̃[|ηuni〉] ∼=
Si(2π)

2πn
, (B25)

which has a scaling different from the Heisenberg scaling.

2. Noisy case

We now extend the analysis to the noisy scenario. In
the following parts, we employ the standard notation for
probability theory, in which, upper case letters denote
random variables and the corresponding lower case letters
denote their realizations. Consider the tensor-product
vector space (C2)⊗n, where C2 is spanned by the nor-
malized orthogonal basis {|0〉, |1〉}. The tensor-product
vector space (C2)⊗n can be decomposed as

(C2)⊗n =

n/2⊕
j=0 or 1/2

Uj ⊗ Vj ,

where Uj denotes the spin j representation of SU(2), and
Vj denotes the irreducible representation of n-th permu-
tation group with respect to the order of tensor product.
Vj is spanned by {|`, j〉}`=−j,−j+1,··· ,j−1,j and we denote
the projection to Uj ⊗ Vj as Pn,j .

Now, we consider the phase estimation problem under
our noisy model Λθ,p. In order to make the noise effect
symmetric with respect to permutation, we let |Ξn,m〉 =(
n
m

)−1/2
(|1〉⊗m ⊗ |0〉⊗n−m + PT ), where PT represents

the permuted terms of |1〉⊗m⊗|0〉⊗n−m. An initial state
which is permutation invariant can then be written as
|Φ〉 :=

∑n
m=0 am|Ξn,m〉. For simplicity, we let the uni-

tary U⊗nθ act on the n qubits after the phase damping
channel. Let Xn = (X1, · · · , Xn) ∈ Fn2 be the variables
that describe the effects of the noise: When the dephas-
ing, i.e., the two-valued measurement {|0〉〈0|, |1〉〈1|} is
applied on the i-th qubit, Xi = 1, otherwise Xi = 0. Let
|~x| be the number of components in the vector ~x that are
1. For example, when ~x = (1, · · · , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

k

, 0, · · · , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
n−k

), we have

|~x| = k.
In the following, we consider the above type of ~x.

Since the dephasing acts on the first k qubits, the PVM
{P~z|~x}~z∈Fk2 is applied, where the projection P~z|~x is de-

fined as |~z〉〈~z| ⊗ I⊗n−k. For a general ~x ∈ Fn2 , the pro-
jection P~z|~x is defined by applying the permutation to

|~z〉〈~z| ⊗ I⊗n−k. Therefore, when ~X = ~x, the resultant
state is ∑

~z∈F|~x|2

P~z|~x|Φ〉〈Φ|P~z|~x. (B26)

Noting that the probability that ~X = ~x is pk(1− p)n−k,
the averaged state is∑

~x∈Fn2

p|~x|(1− p)n−|~x|
∑
~z∈F|~x|2

P~z|~x|Φ〉〈Φ|P~z|~x. (B27)

Since this state is invariant with respect to permutation,
it has the form

n/2⊕
j=0 or 1/2

pjρj ⊗ IVj , (B28)

where ρj is some state on Uj and IVj is the completely

mixed state on Vj . Since the unitary U⊗nθ acts only
on Uj , the optimization of measurement is reduced to
the phase estimation on each system Uj . Since the ba-
sis {|`, j〉}`=−j,−j+1,··· ,j−1,j of Vj are eigenvectors of the
unitary U⊗nθ , we apply the following measurement on
Uj ⊗ Vj ,

M(dθ̂)

=
dθ̂

2π
U

(n)

θ̂

( j∑
`=−j

eiθ` |`, j〉
)( j∑

`=−j

〈`, j|e−iθ`
)
U

(n)

−θ̂
⊗ IVj .

(B29)
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Since the state Eq. (B28) can be decomposed into
Eq. (B27), we consider the optimal coefficient eiθ` for
each component of the decomposition.

Without loss of generality, we consider the case when
~x = (1, · · · , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

k

, 0, · · · , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
n−k

) and ~z = (1, · · · , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
`

, 0, · · · , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
k−`

).

Then,

P~z|~x|Φ〉 =

n∑
m=0

amP~z|~x|Ξn,m〉

=

n∑
m=0

ambn,m|k,`|1〉⊗`|0〉⊗(k−`)|Ξn−k,m−`〉,

(B30)

where

bn,m|k,`

:=

√
m(m− 1) · · · (m− `+ 1)

n(n− 1) · · · (n− k + 1)

·
√

(n−m)(n−m− 1) · · · (n−m− (k − `) + 1).
(B31)

We choose a non-negative coefficient cn,j,m,k,` and
|Υ(n, j, k, `)〉 ∈ Vj as

Pn,j |1〉⊗`|0〉⊗(k−`)|Ξn−k,m−`〉
=cn,j,m,k,`|m, j〉 ⊗ |Υ(n, j, k, `)〉 (B32)

Here, the vector |Υ(n, j, k, `)〉 ∈ Vj is a normalized vec-
tor, and does not depend on m because the operators
J+ and J− commute with the projection Pn,j . The non-
negativity of cn,j,m,k,` follows from that it is given as a
summand of non-negative coefficients based on a combi-
natorial discussion. We have cn,j,m,k,` = 0 if and only if
n
2 − j > min(k,m, n−m). Therefore,

P~z|~x|Φ〉 =

n/2⊕
j=0 or 1/2

n∑
m=0

amdn,j,m,k,`|m, j〉 ⊗ |Υ(n, j, k, `)〉.

(B33)

where dn,j,m,k,` := bn,m|k,`cn,j,m,k,`. Since amdn,j,m,k,` ≥
0, the optimal coefficient eiθ` is 1. This optimal choice
does not depend on the component in the decomposition
given in Eq. (B27).

When the initial state before the application of the
unknown phase is 1√

〈Φ|P~z|~x|Φ〉
P~z|~x|Φ〉 and the measure-

ment given by Eq. (B29) is applied, due to Eq. (B12),
the estimation error of this estimator is

1

〈Φ|P~z|~x|Φ〉

n/2∑
j=0 or 1/2

1

2

( n∑
m=0

a2
md

2
n,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n−1∑
m=0

am+1dn,j,m+1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n∑
m=1

am−1dn,j,m−1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

)
. (B34)

Hence, when ~X = ~x, the initial state before the applica-
tion of the unknown phase is

∑
~z∈{0,1}k P~z|~x|Φ〉〈Φ|P~z|~x.

In this case, when the measurement given by Eq. (B29)
is applied, by taking the average with respect to ~z in
Eq. (B34), the estimation error of this estimator is

n/2∑
j=0 or 1/2

k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)
1

2

( n∑
m=0

a2
md

2
n,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n−1∑
m=0

am+1dn,j,m+1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n∑
m=1

am−1dn,j,m−1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

)
. (B35)

Finally, taking the average for k under the distribution(
n
k

)
pk(1− p)n−k, the estimation error is

vn :=

n/2∑
j=0 or 1/2

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k

·
k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)
1

2

( n∑
m=0

a2
md

2
n,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n−1∑
m=0

am+1dn,j,m+1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

− 1

2

n∑
m=1

am−1dn,j,m−1,k,`amdn,j,m,k,`

)
. (B36)

We need to minimize the above value by choosing am.
In particular, we are interested in the case of p = ε/n.

Then the binomial distribution converges to the Poisson

distribution as
(
n
k

)
pk(1−p)n−k → e−ε ε

k

k! as n→∞. Also,
we have the condition j ≥ n/2 − k. Let the coefficients
am := 1√

n+1
f(mn ), where f is a square-integrable smooth

function on [0, 1] with l2 norm 1. We prove the following
lemma.

Lemma S1. When k, ` is fixed and am = 1√
n+1

f(mn ),

amdn,n2−t,m,k,` is approximately 1√
n+1

(
√
Tt,k,`f)(mn ),

where the operator Tt,k,` is defined as

Tt,k,`

:=

min(t,l)∑
u=max(0,t−k+`)

(
k − `
t− u

)(
`

u

)
Q2(t−u)+`(I −Q)2u+k−`.

(B37)

Proof. We fix k, l and take the limit n → ∞. Due to
Eq. (B31), we find that

bn,m|k,` ∼=
√

(
m

n
)`(1− m

n
)k−`. (B38)

Hence, we discuss dn,n2−t,m,k,`. For this aim, we employ
Theorem 5.1.1 of [38]. Due to [38, (2.1.4)], the probability
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p(x|n,m, k, `) defined in [38] equals d2
n,n2−x,m,k,`

. Hence,

Theorem 5.1.1 of [38] guarantees that

d2
n,n2−t,m,k,`

∼=
min(t,l)∑

u=max(0,t−k+`)

(
k − `
t− u

)(
`

u

)
(
m

n
)2(t−u)+`(1− m

n
)2u+k−`.

(B39)

Since dn,n2−t,m,k,` ≥ 0 and am = 1√
n+1

f(mn ), we have

amdn,n2−t,m,k,`
∼=

1√
n+ 1

(
√
Tt,k,`f)(

m

n
). (B40)

Therefore, vn is approximated as the following:

vn ∼=
∞∑
k=0

e−ε
εk

k!

k∑
t=0

k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)
1

4n2
〈f |
√
Tt,k,`P

2
√
Tt,k,`|f〉.

(B41)

When f satisfies the Dirichlet boundary condition f(0) =
f(1) = 0,

√
Tt,k,`f also satisfies the Dirichlet bound-

ary condition so that the average error vn achieves the
Heisenberg scaling.

Next, we consider the limiting distribution. For p =
ε/n, using the same discussion with Eq. (B18), we have

Pθ, εn ,n

{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}
∼=
∞∑
k=0

e−ε
εk

k!

k∑
t=0

k∑
`=0

(
k

`

)∫ b

a

|F(
√
Tt,k,`f)(t)|2dt. (B42)

That is, we conclude that the Heisenberg scaling in terms
of limiting distribution can be achieved even when f does
not satisfy the Dirichlet boundary condition.

Therefore, we arrive at the following main conclusion.

Theorem 1. The strength of phase damping noise p ∈
O(1/n) is a necessary and sufficient condition for the ex-
istence of an estimator to achieve global Heisenberg scal-
ing in terms of both average error and limiting distribu-
tion.

Appendix C: Practical global estimation with
one-qubit memory

We have shown that the Heisenberg scaling can be
achieved when the noise parameter p behaves as ε/n.
However, the method given in Appendix B 2 requires
a complicated process so that it may not be regarded
practically implementable. To address this problem,
similar to Appendix A 3, we propose a simple adaptive
method by modifying the adaptive discrete phase esti-
mation method by the paper [15], which requires only an

one-qubit memory. It is known that the above discrete
method perfectly estimates the unknown phase parame-
ter when it is limited to the specific discrete subset, and
the estimation error of this method when the unknown
phase parameter does not belong to the discrete subset is
discussed in [15]. However, it did not derive the limiting
distribution nor the asymptotic behavior of the average
error even in the noiseless case when the unknown phase
parameter is subject to the uniform distribution on the
continuous set. Appendix C 2 clarifies the above two is-
sues in the noiseless case after Appendix C 1 introduces
the above discrete method with one-qubit memory as our
practical phase estimator. Appendix C 3 analyzes the
noisy case by modifying the analysis of the above noise-
less case, showing that it achieves the Heisenberg scaling
in terms of limiting distribution.

1. Construction of the estimator

According to [15], we construct the following adaptive
estimator on an one-qubit memory that works globally
when n = 2N+1 − 1 applications are allowed. (This pro-
tocol is already presented in the main text; We repeat it
here for readers’ convenience.)

Protocol 1. In the first step, we prepare the input state
|+〉 := 1√

2
(|0〉+|1〉), and apply the unknown channel Λθ,p

for 2N times. Then, we measure the final state in the
basis {|+〉, |−〉} and set A1 = 0, 1 upon getting |+〉, |−〉
respectively.

In the second step, we prepare the input state |+〉 :=
1√
2
(|0〉 + |1〉), and apply Λθ,p for 2N−1 times. Then, we

apply U−A1π/2 depending on A1. Then, we measure the
final state in the basis {|+〉, |−〉} and set A2 = 0, 1 upon
getting |+〉, |−〉 respectively.

Inductively, in the k-th step, we prepare the input state
|+〉 := 1√

2
(|0〉 + |1〉), and apply Λθ,p for 2N−k+1 times.

Then, we apply U−A12−k+1π−A22−k+2π−···−Ak−12−1π de-
pending on A1, · · · , Ak−1. Then, we measure the final
state in the basis {|+〉, |−〉} and set Ak = 0, 1 upon get-
ting |+〉, |−〉 respectively.

We repeat the above up to the (N + 1)-th step. After
the final step, depending on AN+1 := (A1, · · · , AN+1),

we obtain the final estimate θ̂(AN+1) := A12−Nπ −
A22−N+1π+· · ·+Ak2k−(N+1)π+· · ·+AN2−1π+AN+1π.

2. Noiseless case

First consider the case p = 0. When θ = `2−N+1π
for an integer `, the above method can identify θ with
probability 1 [15]. However, when the true parameter θ
does not take the above discrete values, the situation is
more complicated. For the analysis of this situation, we
rewrite the above estimator. Let H be the Hilbert space

spanned by {|x〉}2
N+1−1
x=0 . We define the representation
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Fθ on H by

Fθ|x〉 := eiθx|x〉. (C1)

Then, we consider the n-tensor product systemH1⊗· · ·⊗
HN+1, where each Hj is spanned by |0〉, |1〉. Then, we
define an isomorphism V from H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗HN+1 to H as
follows:

V : |x1〉 · · · |xN+1〉 7→

∣∣∣∣∣∣
N+1∑
j=1

xj2
N+1−j

〉
. (C2)

Therefore, the outcome of the above protocol has the
same stochastic behavior as the outcome of the following
protocol.

Protocol S2. Set the initial state |ηuni〉 :=

2−(N+1)/2
∑2N+1−1
x=0 |x〉. Then, apply the unitary

V −1Fθ. Finally, make measurements in the following
way: In the first step, measure the system H1 in the
basis {|±〉}; In the k-th step, measure the system
Hk in the basis {|±〉} after applying the unitary
U−A12−k+1π−A22−k+2π−···−Ak−12−1π; After the final step,
the (N + 1)-th step, we obtain the final estimate

θ̂(AN+1).

Applying V to the measurement basis on H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗
HN+1 in Protocol S2, we obtain the measurement basis

{Fy2−(N+1)π|ηuni〉}2
N+1−1
y=0 on H. Hence, the outcome of

the above protocol has the same stochastic behavior as
the outcome of the following protocol.

Protocol S3. Set the initial state |ηuni〉. Af-
ter applying the unitary Fθ, make the measurement

{Fy2−(n+1)π|ηuni〉}2
N+1−1
y=0 . Then, our estimate θ̂ is set to

be y2−(N+1).

Now, under Protocol S3, we assume that the unknown
parameter θ is subject to the uniform distribution on

[0, 2π). The difference Z := θ− θ̂ is subject to the distri-
bution with the following probability density function,

PZ(z)

:=
1

2π

2N+1−1∑
y=0

|〈F †
y2−(N+1)π

ηuni|Fz+y2−(N+1)πηuni〉|2

=
1

2π

2N+1−1∑
y=0

|〈F †−zηuni|F0ηuni〉|2

=
2N+1

2π
|〈F †−zηuni|F0ηuni〉|2. (C3)

The final term is the same as the probability density func-
tion of difference between the estimate and the true pa-
rameter in the setting of Section B 1 with initial state
|ηuni〉. That is, when we consider the uniform distribu-
tion for the unknown parameter θ and focus on the av-
erage, our analysis is reduced to that in Section B 1 with

the group covariant estimator. However, we stress that
the group covariant estimator in Section B 1 cannot be
written in a form of an adaptive protocol with one-qubit
memory. Hence, to keep the above practical form of our
estimator, we need to consider the averaged probability

Eθ[Pθ,0,2N+1−1{|θ̂−θ| > c}]. By using Eq. (B18), the tail
probability is evaluated as

lim
N→∞

Eθ
[
Pθ,0,2N+1−1

{
|θ̂ − θ| > c

n

}]
= lim
N→∞

Eθ
[
Pθ,0,2N+1−1

{
|θ̂ − θ| > c

2N+1 − 1

}]
=

∫
|t|>c

sin2 t

t2
dt

2π
, (C4)

where Eθ denotes the average with respect to the uniform
prior. Notice that the variance of the above limiting dis-
tribution is not finite. Using Eq. (B25), we have

lim
N→∞

Eθ[sin2(θ̂ − θ)]n = 2 · lim
N→∞

Eθ[sin2(θ̂ − θ)]2n

=2 · 1

2
=

Si(2π)

π
. (C5)

That is, the Heisenberg scaling in terms of average error
cannot be attained even in the noiseless case.

3. Noisy case

Next, we analyze the case of non-zero p. Let Âk be the
outcome of the k-th step in Protocol 1 in the noiseless
case. Again let Xk be the variable that describes the
error in the outcome of the k-th step. That is, when the
outcome of the k-th step is flipped, Xk = 1. Otherwise, it
is zero. (Note that we denote XN+1 := (X1, · · · , XN+1)

like for A.) Hence, we obtain the outcome Ak = Âk⊕Xk

in the k-th step. The probability that the correct unitary

U⊗2N−k+1

θ acts in the k-th step is (1−p)2N−k+1

. When the

correct unitary U⊗2N−k+1

θ does not act in the k-th step,
the outcome Ak of the k-th step is subject to the uniform
distribution, which implies that the outcome Ak of the
k-th step equals Âk with probability 1/2. Therefore, the
probability PXk(1) is characterized as

PXk(1) =
1

2

(
1− (1− p)2N−k+1

)
. (C6)

Let θ̂ be the estimate. We denote the probability distri-

bution of θ̂ when the true parameter is θ by Pθ̂|θ, which
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is given by

Pθ̂|θ(θ̂(a
N+1))

=
∑

xN+1∈FN+1
2

PX1(x1) · · ·PXn+1(xN+1)

· |〈F †
((a1⊕x1)2−N+···+(aN+1⊕xN+1))π

ηuni|Fθηuni〉|2

=
∑

xN+1∈FN+1
2

PX1
(x1) · · ·PXN+1

(xN+1)

· |〈F †
θ̂(aN+1)+τ(aN+1,xN+1)

ηuni|Fθηuni〉|2, (C7)

where

τ(aN+1, xN+1)

:=((−1)a1x12−N + · · ·+ (−1)aN+1xN+1)π, (C8)

and Eq. (C7) follows from the relation ak ⊕ ak = ak +
(−1)akxk.

We also assume that θ is subject to the uniform dis-

tribution. Hence, the joint distribution Pθ̂,θ(θ̂0, θ0) of θ̂

and θ is Pθ̂|θ0(θ̂0) 1
2π , where θ̂ takes a discrete value and

θ takes a continuous value. Hence, the joint distribution

of the difference Z := θ − θ̂ and θ̂ is given as

PZ,θ̂(z, θ̂0) = Pθ̂|z+θ̂0(θ̂0)
1

2π
. (C9)

Thus, the difference Z is subject to the distribution with
the following probability density function;

PZ(z)

=
1

2π

∑
aN+1∈FN+1

2

Pθ̂|z+τ(aN+1)(τ(aN+1))

=
1

2π

∑
aN+1∈FN+1

2

∑
xN+1∈FN+1

2

PX1
(x1) · · ·PXN+1

(xN+1)

· |〈F †
θ̂(aN+1)+τ(aN+1,xN+1)

ηuni|Fz+θ̂(aN+1)ηuni〉|2

=
1

2π

∑
aN+1∈FN+1

2

∑
xN+1∈FN+1

2

PX1
(x1) · · ·PXN+1

(xN+1)

· |〈F †
(−z+τ(aN+1,xN+1)

ηuni|F0ηuni〉|2

=
2N+1

2π

∑
aN+1∈FN+1

2

1

2N+1

∑
xN+1∈FN+1

2

PX1
(x1) · · ·PXN+1

(xN+1)

· |〈F †−z+τ(aN+1,xN+1)
ηuni|F0ηuni〉|2. (C10)

Now, we define the random variable Z0 subject to
the probability density function |〈F †z0I|ηuni〉|2 dz02π . Hence,
Eq. (C10) guarantees that the difference Z is character-
ized as

Z = Z0 − τ(AN+1, XN+1), (C11)

where the binary variables A1, · · · , AN+1 ∈ F2 are in-
dependent binary variable subject to the uniform dis-
tribution and the binary variable Xk is subject to the
distribution Eq. (C6).

Now, we consider the case when p = ε
n = ε

2N+1−1
.

Hence, the probability PXk(1) given in Eq. (C6) con-

verges to 1
2 (1 − e−ε2

−k
). Hence, in the follow-

ing, we consider that the binary variables XN+1 =
(X1, · · · , Xk, · · · , XN+1) are independently subject to
the following distribution:

PXk(1) =
1

2

(
1− e−ε2

−k)
, PXk(0) =

1

2

(
1 + e−ε2

−k)
.

(C12)

Hence, Xk with large k can be ignored because 1
2

(
1 −

e−ε2
−k) ∼= ε2−k−1 goes to zero as k goes to infinity. Also,

the binary variables ÂN+1 = (Â1, · · · , Âk, · · · , ÂN+1)
are other independent binary variables subject to the uni-
form distribution. So we have

lim
N→∞

Eθ
[
Pθ, εn ,2N+1−1

{a
n
≤ θ̂ − θ ≤ b

n

}]
= lim
N→∞

EÂN+1,XN+1

[ ∫ a−ζ(ÂN+1,XN+1)

b−ζ(ÂN+1,XN+1)

sin2 y

y2

dy

2π

]
= lim
n→∞

EÂn+1,Xn+1

[ ∫ a

b

sin2(y + ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1))

(y + ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1))2

dy

2π

]
= lim
N→∞

EÂN+1,XN+1

[ ∫ a

b

sin2 y

(y + ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1))2

dy

2π

]
,

(C13)

where ζ(ÂN+1, XN+1) := ((−1)Â12X1 + · · · +

(−1)ÂN+12N+1XN+1)π. The above equation shows that
the proposed estimator achieves the Heisenberg scaling
in terms of limiting distribution.

Also, the asymptotic behavior of the average error is
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calculated as

lim
N→∞

nE[Z2]− Si(2π)

π
(a)
= lim

N→∞
nE
[(
Z0 − τ(ÂN+1, XN+1)

)2

− Z2
0

]
(b)
= lim

N→∞
nE
[(
Z2

0 +

N+1∑
k=1

X2
k22k−2−2Nπ2

)
− Z2

0

]
= lim
N→∞

2N+1
(N+1∑
k=1

(1− e−ε2
−k

)22k−3−2Nπ2
)

= lim
N→∞

N+1∑
k=1

(1− e−ε2
−k

)22k−2−Nπ2

= lim
N→∞

N+1∑
k=1

∞∑
l=1

(−1)l+1εl2−kl

l!
22k−2−Nπ2

= lim
N→∞

∞∑
l=1

N+1∑
k=1

(−1)l+1εl

l!
2(2−l)k−2−Nπ2

= lim
N→∞

∞∑
l=1

(−1)l+1εl2−2−Nπ2

l!

2(N+2)(2−l) − 22−l

22−l − 1

(c)
=ε2−2π2 22

2− 1
= επ2, (C14)

where (a) follows from Eq. (C11) and Eq. (C5), (b) fol-
lows from the independence and the uniformity of Ak,
and in addition, (c) holds because the terms in

∑∞
l=1

vanish when l ≥ 2.
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