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Phase estimation is one of the most important facets of quantum metrology, with applications in
sensing, microscopy, and quantum computation. When estimating a phase shift in a lossy medium,
there is an upper bound on the attainable information per particle sent through the phase shift.
Previously, only entanglement-enhanced measurements have been shown to saturate this bound. We
introduce a measurement scheme which can saturate the bound without relying on entanglement.

I. INTRODUCTION

A central theme of quantum metrology is that entan-
glement in the probe state can enhance measurement pre-
cision. The NOON state interferometer, for example,
achieves Heisenberg-limited precision using a maximally
entangled n-particle probe[1]. While Heisenberg-limited
measurements are often thought of as a uniquely quan-
tum phenomenon, the same precision scaling is possible
using a classical probe passed m times through the in-
terferometer. In some treatments, n and m are defined
as equivalent resources and multi-pass measurements are
said to be Heisenberg-limited[2–4]. To clarify when a
quantum advantage exists, it is important to carefully
define the physical measurement resources and limita-
tions.

When measuring a dynamical quantity such as in mag-
netometry or gravitational field detection, measurement
bandwidth limits the maximum time the probe can coher-
ently accrue its phase shift. Once this limit is saturated,
the only way to increase sensitivity is with entanglement
in the probe. In these applications, m and n may be
optimized independently and the Heisenberg limit is ex-
clusive to quantum measurements.

Phase estimation is also used in quantum computing as
a subroutine for many important algorithms (e.g. Shor’s
algorithm). Kitaev’s phase estimation algorithm [5] and
the iterative phase estimation algorithm (IPEA) [6, 7] can
achieve a precision scaling like 1/2nm using n ancillary
qubits andm log nm iterations [7]. Thus spatial resources
(qubits) can be traded for temporal resources (runtime)
while maintaining an exponential advantage.

The discrimination of unitary operations is another
noteworthy measurement task where entanglement and
multi-passing can be compared. In general, any single-
pass measurement with a separable probe state repeated
a finite number of times has a non-zero probability of fail-
ure. Perfect discrimination was first described as an ap-
plication of entanglement [8, 9]. Later, in a letter which
posed the question “What kind of tasks can be achieved
without entanglement?”, it was shown that a multi-pass
(MP) measurement can also suffice [10].
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The primary interests of this Letter are applications
like microscopy where the measurement is performed on
a material sample which may be destroyed or altered by
inelastic interactions with the probe. Assuming the sam-
ple can be modeled as a static phase shift, the goal is
to maximize the information per dose d (probe inten-
sity incident on the sample). For single-pass interferom-
eter measurements, the dose metric simply counts the
number of particles which enter the sample channel. A
similar resource accounting is performed when the mea-
surement has access to a strong local oscillator (i.e. none
of the probe intensity needs to be allocated to a refer-
ence channel). For MP measurements, the dose metric
takes into account the losses on each pass, which will re-
duce the dose inflicted on subsequent passes (in general,
d < n×m).

In optical microscopy, both entanglement-enhanced
measurements[11–13] and MP measurements[14] have
been shown to increase imaging sensitivity per dose.
Similar schemes for improving the dose-limited reso-
lution of transmission electron microscopes have been
proposed[15–17]. However until now it has been unclear
whether entanglement is necessary to achieve the best
possible measurement sensitivity per dose.

We will employ the Quantum Fisher Information (QFI)
formalism to address this question. Via the Quantum
Cramer Rao Bound (QCRB), the QFI provides a lower
limit on the error ∆θ in an estimate of an unknown pa-
rameter θ[18–20]. If a measurement attaining QFI J is
repeated N times, the QCRB is

∆2
θ ≥

1

NJ
. (1)

The QFI for a lossless NOON-state interferometer is pro-
portional to n2. This quadratic scaling, characteristic of
the Heisenberg limit, is not the only hallmark of quan-
tum advantage. In fact, in the presence of any amount of
loss, the QFI cannot asymptotically scale better than n
(the standard quantum limit)[21, 22]. Instead, quantum
measurements may confer a constant advantage over the
classical alternatives.

Using dose as a measurement resource, the figure of
merit to optimize is ξ = J /d, which we will refer to as
the dose efficiency. For a sample with transmissivity η,

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

10
13

7v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
8 

M
ar

 2
02

2

mailto:skoppell@mit.edu


2

the quantum limit is [21]

ξQL =
4η

(1− η)
. (2)

Here we will describe a measurement which can saturate
this limit without an entanglement-enhanced probe.

II. DOSE AS A MEASUREMENT RESOURCE

It will be instructive to begin by calculating ξ for sev-
eral well-known measurements. A standard approach to
calculating the QFI in the presence of loss involves Kraus
operators, which describe the dynamics of open quantum
systems[23–25]. We can take simpler approach when the
probe is a pure single-particle state or a NOON state.

As a result of possible absorption, the exit state will
generally be mixed: ρ =

∑
pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|. If J [ψi] is the

QFI for ψi, then J [ρ] ≤
∑
piJ [ψi] (i.e. the QFI is con-

vex). The equality holds only when each |ψi〉 is measured
optimally in the same basis. When the absorption of a
single particle projects the probe into a state which yields
no information, then J = pJ̃ where J̃ is the QFI condi-
tional on no absorption, which happens with probability
p.

We begin with a lossy Mach-Zehnder interferometer
(MZI) using a single-particle probe. If α is the amplitude
sent to the sample arm, the normalized exit wavefunction
is

ψ(θ) =
1
√
p

[√
1− α2

α
√
ηeiθ

]
. (3)

with p = 1− (1− η)α2. The QFI for a pure state is [18]

J = 4〈ψ̇|ψ̇〉 − 4|〈ψ̇|ψ〉|2 , (4)

where the dot indicates a derivative with respect to θ. So
the the lossy MZI has

J̃ =
4

p
|α|2η

(
1− 1

p
|α|2η

)
. (5)

The expected QFI per dose d = |α2| is maximized in the
limit α→ 0, yielding

ξ =
pJ̃
d

= 4η . (6)

The principle that the dose efficiency is maximized when
the intensity in the sample channel is infinitesimal will
be true for each of the measurements we discuss below
(when α is strictly zero, the measurements provide no
information). Compared to the quantum limit, the MZI
yields less information per dose by a factor of 1/(1− η),
which diverges as η → 1.

In the presence of loss, NOON state interferometers
are sub-optimal because they fail when a single parti-
cle is absorbed. Nevertheless, an unbalanced NOON

state (with probability |α|2 � 1 of finding n particles
in the sample channel and probability 1− |α|2 of finding
n particles in the reference channel) is a significant im-
provement over a single particle probe for a MZI. For
η ∼ 1, ξNOON/ξQL & 1/e for optimal n. Explicitly,
J = 4n2ηn|α|2 and d = n|α|2, so

ξNOON = 4nηn . (7)

which is maximized by choosing n ∼ −1/ ln η.
MP and NOON state interferometers provide the same
J when n = m and are both spoiled by a single absorp-
tion. However, the dose from a MP measurement is lim-
ited: there can be no more than a one absorption. As a
result, MP measurements can be more dose efficient. For
optimal m, ξMP/ξQL & 0.65, and in general J = 4m2ηm

and d =
∑m−1
k=0 η

k so

ξMP = 4m2ηm
1− η

(1− ηm)
. (8)

While a MP interferometer does not fully achieve the
quantum limit, the simplicity of the scheme may make it
the practical choice in many applications.

The expected number of particles in a pure single
mode Gaussian state is 〈n〉 = α2 + sinh2(r) where α is
the displacement parameter and r is the squeezing pa-
rameter (measured in dB, the squeezing is 20 ln r/10).
The number of particles contributing to the squeezing is
nsq = sinh2(r). If 〈n〉 � nsq, then [26]

ξSQZ(nsq) =
4η

2ηnsq − 2η
√

(nsq(nsq + 1)) + 1
. (9)

When nsq is large, the denominator approaches 1−η and
this measurement saturates the quantum limit for dose
efficiency.

Fig. 1 Shows ξ/ξQL for each of these measurements vs
(A) the absorption probability 1−η and (B) the relevant
measurement parameter (m, n, or nsq) with η = 0.9.

III. PHASE ESTIMATION WITH A CHAIN
INTERFEROMETER

The most general possible m-stage entanglement-free
phase estimation scheme could use up to m auxiliary
channels in addition to the sample channel, with uni-
tary transformations applied to couple all the channels
between each stage. This would likely be infeasible to
implement as a microscope architecture. We will show
that an optimal measurement is possible using only two
channels in a configuration we call a chain interferometer
(CI). Figure 2 shows a CI with m stages. At each stage,
a beamsplitter couples the reference channel to a sample
channel. In practice, the measurement may be applied
to a single, unique sample by using fast-switching optics
to fold the optical path onto itself, in which case only
one beamsplitter is required. This architecture has been
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FIG. 1. QFI per dose (ξ) relative to the quantum limit (ξQL) for measurements with: a single particle probe and single-pass
(SP), a maximally entangled probe of size n (NOON), a single-particle passed m times through the sample (MP), an m−stage
chain interferometer with constant beamsplitter angles (CIC), an m-stage chain interferometer with optimized beamsplitter
angles (CIO), and a squeezed Gaussian probe state (SQZ) with nsq particles contributing to the squeezing. (A) ξ/ξQL vs
probability of absorption by the sample (for each particle on each pass). For the NOON, MP, and CPC measurements, m
and n are optimal. The CIO measurement performance is calculated for m=4, 32, and 128 stages. The striped background
shows the amount of squeezing (in dB) needed for a Gaussian probe to have equivalent performance. (B) ξ/ξQL vs the relevant
measurement parameter for η = 0.9 (marked by a vertical black line in (A)).

FIG. 2. Chain interferometer scheme for estimation of an
unknown phase θ. In each of m stages, the reference chan-
nel (black) and sample channel (red) are weakly coupled with
a beamsplitter (BS) before the probe interacts with the un-
known phase shift in the sample arm and a programmed phase
shift in the reference arm. The result is output wavefunction
ψ(θ). The QFI of ψ(θ) is related to the variance in the esti-
mate of θ using an optimal measurement M .

proposed before in the context of interaction-free mea-
surement (IFM), where the presence of an absorber in
the sample channel can be detected with an arbitrarily
small chance of damage (loss)[27].

The CI can be optimized by adjusting m, the beam-
splitter transmissivity T , and reference phase shift γ.
When γ = 0 and T = sin(π/2m)2, the CI implements
IFM. However this configuration does not saturate the
quantum limit for dose-limited phase estimation. This
architecture has been numerically optimized in Ref. [26],
which found that when T ≈ (0.01/2m)2 and γ = 0 (as-
suming small θ), the CI could attain ξ/ξQL > 0.9.

We will take a more analytical approach and allow the
beamsplitter transmissivity to change for each stage. We
could also allow the reference phase shift to change for
each stage, but this turns out to be unnecessary. Given
the discussion in Section II, we will allocate the major-
ity of the probe amplitude to the reference arm with
the ansatz Tk < ε2 for some ε � 1. We will also set
γ ∼ θ (this choice requires some prior knowledge of the

θ, which is always an implicit assumption of the QFI
formalism[18]).

Unlike a simple MP interferometer, the exit wavefunc-
tion of a CI contains terms corresponding to different
numbers of passes through the sample. Interference be-
tween these terms provides extra information. The de-
tails of calculating J and d are given in the supplemen-
tary material. To order ε2,

J = 4

∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∑
k=0

(m− k)η(m−k)/2τk

∣∣∣∣∣
2

(10)

where τk =
√
Tk and

d =

m−1∑
k=0

∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

k′=0

η(k−k
′)/2τk′τk

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (11)

We found the set of τk which maximize ξ by analytically
solving the m = 2 and m = 3 case and extrapolating.
The result is

τk =

{
εηm/2 k = 0

ε(1− η)η(m−k)/2 k > 0
.

Using this prescription, we find

lim
m→∞

J = ε2
4η2

(1− η)2
and lim

m→∞
d = ε2

η

1− η
. (12)

so that ξ → ξQL for large m.
In Fig. 1 (A) and (B), the lines labeled CIC are ξ/ξQL

for a CI with a constant, infinitesimal beamsplitter trans-
missivity using the optimal number of stages. The lines
labeled CIO show ξ/ξQL for a CI with optimized beam-
splitter transmissivities. For η = 0.9, a 10(32)-stage CI
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(using either strategy) is more dose efficient than a stan-
dard interferometer using a Gaussian probe squeezed by
10(20) dB.

IV. OPTICAL LOSSES

So far we have neglected losses other than those caused
by the sample. We will now consider the effects of loss
during probe preparation (probability 1 − ηP), loss be-
tween each stage of a MP or chain interferometer (prob-
ability 1 − ηrt), and loss during detection (probability
1− ηD).

Loss during probe preparation decreases intensity
without affecting the dose efficiency for single-particle
measurements. However this type of loss can still re-
duce the effectiveness of entangled probes. For squeezed
states, this loss injects vacuum noise, putting a ceiling on
the maximum effective squeezing. For the same reason,
entanglement-enhanced measurements also suffer dispro-
portionately from loss at the detection stage.

The dose efficiencies for each of the measurements dis-
cussed so far are derived in the supplemental document.
For CI and squeezed-state measurements, the dose effi-
ciency has upper bound

ξ ≤ 4ηηD
(1− ηη∗)

, (13)

which is saturated in the limit m → ∞ or nsq → ∞,
respectively. For a CI, η∗ = ηrt, and for a squeezed state
interferometer, η∗ = ηP ηD. When ηrt < ηPηD, the CI has
superior performance. The optimal beamsplitter trans-
missivities τk are adjusted in the presence of loss as de-
scribed in the supplementary material.

It may be possible to build a MP interferometer with
lower loss than is possible with a CI. If, for example,
ηrt = 0.99 for MP, then it becomes more effective then
CIO with ηrt = 0.95 for η > 0.94. Low MP loss also
makes it feasible to combine multi-passing and squeezing.
A multi-pass squeezed state interferometer (with ηrt =
0.99) surpasses CIO (with ηrt = 0.95) for η > 0.84.

In Fig 3 we show the dose efficiency of measurements
with ηrt = 0.95 and ηP = ηD = 0.9 relative to the quan-
tum limit for ηrt = ηP = ηD = 1.

V. CONCLUSION

We have identified a new type of phase estimation
protocol which attains the quantum limit for informa-
tion per dose without using entanglement. This makes
it possible, in principle, to employ a quantum-optimal
measurement in microscopy using only basic optical el-
ements. When taking into account losses in the optics
for forming the probe and performing the measurement
of the exit wavefunction, we found single-particle multi-
stage measurements can potentially outperform the best
known entanglement-enhanced measurements.

FIG. 3. QFI per dose with optical losses outside of the sam-
ple. We assume 10% loss during both probe preparation and
detection and 5% loss at each stage of the MP and CI mea-
surements. The measurements are as described in Fig. 1. The
curve labeled SQZ represents the upper bound on squeezing
enhancement (nsq →∞), and the dotted line labeled MPSQZ
is the bound measurements with both squeezing and multiple
passes.

Appendix A: Dose efficiency for a CI

Let ψ
(k)
j be the wavefunction just before encountering

the sample on pass k (numbered k = 0 to k = m − 1),
with index j = 0 and j = 1 referring to the reference and
sample channels, respectively. We will assume the probe
is a single particle in initial state

ψ0 =

[
1
0

]
. (A1)

The output wavefunction will be written ψj . We will as-
sume that the coupling between the reference and sam-
ple channels is infinitesimal. As a result, the QFI can be
written

J = 4p
〈
ψ̇j

∣∣∣ ψ̇j〉 (A2)

where 1 − p is the probability that the sample absorbs
the probe. The dose is defined as

d =

m−1∑
k=0

∣∣∣ψ(k)
1

∣∣∣2 . (A3)

Let Bk and S be operators representing actions of the
beamsplitters and sample, respectively:

Bk =

[√
1− τ2k τk
τk

√
1− τ2k

]
(A4)

and

Sk =

[
1 0
0
√
ηeiθ

]
. (A5)
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With the assumption that the beamsplitter transmis-
sivity is small (τk < ε� 1), we can ignore terms of order
ε3 and higher. To this order, the output wavefunction is

[
ψ0

ψ1

]
=

1
√
p

[
1− 1

2

∑
k

τ2k −
∑
k>k′

τkτk′η
(k′−k)/2ei(k−k

′)θ

−
∑
k τkη

(m−k)/2ei(m−k)θ

]
.

(A6)
Using equations A2 and A3, we arrive at the expressions
for J and d found in the main text. Notice that

|〈ψ̇j |ψj〉|2 ∼ O(ε4) ,

justifying the approximation in A2.

Appendix B: Formulas for ξ with optical loss

If 1−ηP and 1−ηD are the losses during probe prepa-
ration and detection, respectively, then an MZI with in-
tensity |α|2 � 1 in the sample arm has

J = 4ηPηηD|α|2, and d = ηP |α|2

so

ξ = 4ηηD . (B1)

If the loss between passes in a MP interferometer is 1−ηrt,
then

J = 4m2ηPη
mηm−1rt ηD and

d = ηP

m−1∑
k=0

(ηrtη)k ,

so

ξMP = 4m2ηmηm−1rt ηD
1− ηrtη

1− (ηrtη)m
(B2)

Notice ξ is independent of ηP for MP and SP measure-
ments: loss during probe preparation prolongs the mea-
surement but does not affect dose efficiency. This will
also be the case for a CI, but not for measurements with
an entangled probe.

For single-pass entanglement-enhanced measurements,
the location of the absorption will not affect J (though
it may effect d). For a NOON state interferometer with
n-particle amplitude α in the sample arm,

J = 4n2(ηPηηD)n and d = ηPn|α|2

so

ξNOON = 4nηn−1P (ηηD)n . (B3)

For a squeezed-state interferometer with total loss ηtot
(with large nsq),

J =
4|α|2ηtot
1− ηtot

Using ηtot = ηPηηD and d = |α|2ηP,

ξSQZ =
4ηηD

1− ηPηηD
(B4)

When there is no loss outside of the sample, then
single-pass squeezing is an optimal strategy. However,
depending on the size of ηrt relative to ηP and ηD, a MP
squeezed-state measurement can outperform squeezing or
MP alone. The total loss is ηtot = ηPη

mηm−1rt ηD and

J =
4|α|2m2ηtot

1− ηtot
,

d = |α|2ηP
1− (ηrtη)m

1− ηrtη
.

Finally, a lossy CI with has

J = 4ηPη
m−1
rt ηD

∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∑
k=0

(m− k)η(m−k)/2τk

∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

d = ηP

m−1∑
k=0

ηkrt

∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

k′=0

η(k−k
′)/2τk′

∣∣∣∣∣
2

and the set of τk which maximize ξ are:

τ0 = ε(ηrt
√
η)m τk>0 = ε(1− ηrtη)(ηrt

√
η)m−k

giving

ξCI =
4ηηD

1− ηηrt
(B5)

in the limit of large m.
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