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Abstract Quantum entanglement offers powerful opportunities for enhancing mea-
surement sensitivity beyond classical limits, with optical atomic clocks serving
as a leading platform for such advances. This chapter introduces the principles
of entanglement-enhanced quantum metrology and explores their applications to
timekeeping. We review the theoretical framework of quantum phase estimation,
comparing frequentist and Bayesian approaches, and discuss paradigmatic entangled
states such as spin-squeezed and GHZ states. Particular emphasis is placed on the
challenges posed by decoherence, which constrain the practical advantages that can
be realized in large-scale devices. The discussion then turns to frequency estimation
in atomic clocks, highlighting how experimental constraints shape the translation of
abstract quantum limits into real performance gains. Finally, we outline emerging
directions of contemporary quantum metrology. Together, these developments under-
score the increasingly close interplay between quantum information processing and
precision metrology.

1 Introduction

With few exceptions, quantum entanglement is the foundational resource of quantum-
enhanced applications, including computing, metrology, networking, and simulation.
In the context of metrology, entangled states can enhance signal-to-noise in resolving
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a parameter — a magnetic field, a laser detuning, or a frequency difference — while
keeping other sensor properties — particle number, total averaging time, etc. — fixed.
In this sense, entanglement serves as an axis to explore improvements in measurement
science.

The use of this axis is relevant when it becomes challenging to scale classical
resources, like photon or atom number, or, when application-specific considerations
limit achievable particle number, e.g. applications demanding high spatial resolution
and therefore small form factor. In LIGO, the injection of non-classical squeezed
light has improved the overall signal-to-noise, demonstrably increasing the radius
of observation and thereby the frequency of observations of gravitational-wave
events [1, 2, 3]. Remarkably, the use of squeezed light negotiates a fine balance
between suppressing quantum projection noise from finite photon number and
radiation-pressure noise from photon recoils, across the relevant sensitivity bandwidth
of the kilometer-scale interferometer [4].

A key challenge in exploiting entangled resources lies both in their generation
and in their fragility once prepared, requiring a demanding combination of precise
control and isolation. In the context of sensing, this challenge is compounded by the
fact that the goal is not only to make entangled states that are robust but also those
that remain sensitive to the signals of interest.

Spurred by the promise of future quantum computing applications, the progress
in realizing large-scale programmable quantum systems of neutral atoms, ions and
superconducting qubits has been simply stunning. These technological advances
also present a unique opportunity for quantum sensing, as many of the underlying
hardware platforms developed for quantum computing simultaneously serve as leading
architectures for state-of-the-art quantum sensors [5, 6]. In particular, trapped neutral
atoms and ions are the basis of the best clocks in the world, and find application
in many areas beyond time-keeping, including sensing of forces, accelerations, and
magnetic and electric fields. Already since the early days of trapped-ion clocks, the
translation of ideas from quantum information processing to spectroscopy—so-called
quantum logic spectroscopy [7]—has been transformative. It has enabled access
to ions such as aluminum, which form the basis of world-leading clocks but are
otherwise challenging to control [8, 9]. This same technique is now being used to
realize new precision measurement directions for highly-charged ions, which offer a
new set of directions for precision measurement and fundamental physics [10, 11].

With neutral-atom and ion-based platforms now capable of executing increasingly
sophisticated quantum algorithms [12, 13], the potential for implementing complex
sensing protocols has expanded accordingly. In these notes, we provide an overview
of several key themes within this rapidly evolving area of research. As this manuscript
is primarily intended as an introduction, it does not claim to provide a comprehensive
account of quantum metrology. For a more complete treatment of the subject, we
refer the interested reader to existing review articles that capture the field as a whole
in more detail [14, 15, 16, 6, 17, 18, 19].

In Sect. 2, we provide an overview of quantum phase estimation, that is, the task of
quantifying a phase that encodes a physical parameter of interest, such as a magnetic
field or laser detuning. We then in Sect. 3 describe the so-called “frequentist” approach
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to quantum phase estimation, which refers to the idealized problem of sensing a fixed,
unknown parameter a large number of times. This approach leads to a number of key
limits on the achievable performance of quantum phase estimation. In this context,
we discuss paradigmatic quantum states that are used for entanglement-enhanced
sensing applications in Sect. 4.

While the frequentist approach simplifies analysis of the sensing problem, it
omits the critical detail that one is often sensing a time-dependent parameter a few
times, rather than a fixed parameter many times. How does this change the sensing
problem theoretically, and what are the implied changes for how we should build
experiments for quantum sensing? In Sect. 5, we introduce the framework of Bayesian
quantum phase estimation, which addresses many of the aforementioned questions.
This formalism facilitates the identification of quantum states and measurement
strategies that enable high-precision phase estimation over a wide range of phase
values.

In most cases, however, the primary quantity of interest is not the phase itself, but
an underlying frequency that manifests as a phase in the quantum system after the
atoms have interrogated the frequency for a fixed duration. In Sect. 6, we examine
the distinct challenges that arise in the context of frequency estimation and illustrate
these using the example of an optical atomic clock.

In Sect. 7, we take a broader perspective and highlight selected ongoing experimen-
tal and theoretical efforts in the field of quantum metrology. While the experimental
discussion primarily focuses on optical atomic clocks, the theoretical developments
discussed extend to a wide range of quantum sensing platforms. Throughout this
section, we draw upon the concepts and insights introduced in the preceding sections.

2 Quantum Phase estimation
2.1 Quantum phase estimation sequence

The objective of quantum phase estimation is to use a quantum sensor composed of
multiple quantum probes to determine an unknown phase encoded onto the quantum
probes. This phase can be encoded, for example, by interactions of the probes with
an external magnetic or electric field. Furthermore, the sensitivity of such a quantum
sensor can be enhanced by leveraging entanglement among the probes. In general,
a quantum phase estimation protocol comprises four steps: state preparation, phase
encoding, measurement, and phase estimation.

More specifically, we consider the paradigmatic example of an ensemble of N
atoms, each characterized by two internal states, |T) and ||). Operations on this
ensemble can be expressed in terms of the Pauli operators o-fxm which act on the k-th
particle, where @ = x, y, z refer to the three orthogonal spin projections.

Usually an interferometric sequence with spin—% atoms begins with the preparation
of a coherent spin state (CSS),
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|CSS) = 72 | |)eN (1)

where all the spins are aligned along the x-axis. Here, the collective spin operators are
defined as J, = ), 1]2]=1 o-f,k) /2 which act uniformly on all of the atoms. In general any
pure product state where all atoms are aligned in the same direction are referred to as
CSS’s. An entangled quantum state can be generated by applying a unitary operation
U, referred to as the entangler, to a CSS. The resulting state can be described by
the density matrix

p = Uen |CSS) (CSS| UL, 6)

Here, we consider the case of a pure initial state; however, the formulation can be
readily extended to accommodate an initially mixed state. In Sect. 4, we will present
concrete examples of entangled states along with their corresponding entangling
operations that lead to enhanced sensitivity in sensing an unknown phase.
Following the state preparation, the quantum sensor undergoes unitary evolution
of the form
Up=e ¥ 3)

which encodes the unknown phase ¢ to be estimated, and J, being the generator of
the phase encoding. The quantum system after the phase encoding is described by
the density matrix

ps=UspUj. 4)

The encoded phase can be accessed through a measurement process. Here, we
consider a von Neumann measurement defined as

M= )l 5)
i

where u represents the possible measurement outcomes, and the set of states {|u)}
forms an orthonormal basis of the N-atom Hilbert space. Alternatively, one may
consider more general measurements described by positive operator-valued measures
(POVMs) [20]. These extend the projective von Neumann measurements introduced
in Eq.(5) to a set of measurement operators {II;} that sum to the identity matrix
> II; = 1 identity but are not required to be mutually orthogonal. For unitarily
encoded single-parameter estimation, however, there always exists an optimal von
Neumann measurement that attains the same sensitivity as any POVM, as discussed
in Sect.5.3. We therefore focus on projective measurements in the following.

In each repetition of the interferometric sequence, the measurement outcome u is
drawn from the conditional probability distribution

p(ulp) = {ulpglp) . (6)

A common measurement strategy consists of performing projective measurements on
each atom individually in the computational basis |T) , || ), assuming that the quantum
sensor allows for single-site-resolved readout. The corresponding measurement basis
can be written as |o7) = |07, ..., on) with oy € {T, l}. To access spin components
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along the x- or y-axes instead of the z-axis, an additional collective spin rotation is
applied after the phase-encoding stage and prior to the projective measurement in the
computational basis.

Beyond simple spin rotations, a more general strategy is to apply a unitary
transformation Uy, prior to the measurement. This operation, referred to as the decoder,
enables projective measurements in a potentially entangled basis |uy) = Uge |07).
Employing such a generalized measurement basis can increase the sensor’s robustness
to noise and extend the range of phase values over which the encoded signal can be
accurately inferred, as elaborated below.

The final step of the protocol involves converting the measurement outcomes into
estimates of the encoded phase using an estimator function ¢. The estimator function
refers to the mathematical rule or algorithm that maps measurement outcomes to
estimates of the unknown phase. Such functions can be constructed either analytically
or numerically, provided that the response of the quantum sensor to the encoded
phase is well characterized. Alternatively, the estimator can be calibrated empirically
by probing the sensor with known input phases. Below, we provide examples of
commonly used estimator functions. We distinguish between two types of estimators:
single-measurement estimators ¢ (), which assign a phase estimate based on a single
measurement outcome y, and frequentist estimators ¢ (), which assume that the
measurement protocol can be repeated r-times for the same encoded phase. In the
latter case, the estimator is based on a vector of random measurement outcomes,
p = (u1,...,ur) and the phase estimate is determined by considering all recorded
measurement outcomes.

Regardless of the specific estimator used, it is essential to define a figure of merit
that quantifies the deviation between the estimated value and the true parameter value.
A commonly employed metric is the mean squared error (MSE), given by

e= ) (9= ¢() p(ulo), ™
u

which represents the squared estimation error averaged over the probability distribution
of p(u|¢). The MSE provides a comprehensive assessment of the performance of
the estimator, as it incorporates both accuracy and precision of the quantum sensor.
This becomes evident when the MSE is rewritten as

e=(p-9)° +A, ®)

The first term, (¢ — E)z, quantifies the accuracy of the estimator by measuring how
far the average estimated value ¢ = ¥, ¢(u) p(u|¢) deviates from the true parameter
value ¢. This deviation is referred to as the bias of the estimator.

The second term, Afp, characterizes the precision of the estimator, capturing the
distribution of the estimated values across different measurements. It is given by the
variance of the estimator,

AL =D (e(w) = B)” plulg) ©)
M
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Thus, the MSE provides a unified metric of an estimator’s sensitivity, incorporating
both systematic estimation errors (bias) and statistical fluctuations (variance) in the
phase estimation process. One might be tempted to conclude that an unbiased sensor
is intrinsically an accurate sensor; however, this view is incomplete. In practice, a
quantum sensor can be affected by additional systematic errors. For example, in the
case of optical atomic clocks, such errors may arise from blackbody radiation, residual
interatomic interactions that cannot be fully suppressed and lead to interaction-induced
frequency shifts, or relativistic frequency shifts, among others [5]. To substantiate
a claim of accuracy at a given level, these systematic effects must be thoroughly
characterized and corrected to within the stated uncertainty.

3 Frequentist quantum phase estimation
3.1 Unbiased estimators

In the frequentist statistical framework, the phase to be estimated is treated as an
unknown but fixed parameter. Under this assumption an experimenter is able to
repeat the sensing protocol multiple times under identical conditions. In the limit of
a large number of repetitions, the existence of an unbiased estimator is guaranteed,
thereby justifying the minimization of the estimator’s variance while neglecting the
potential bias. A similar justification applies in scenarios involving multiple quantum
sensors that have the same phase encoded in their quantum states, effectively yielding
repeated independent measurements of the same underlying parameter.

N2 T
F 2
ok

M)y

Np2b

—6.5 0 ¢Io 0:5
¢/m

Fig. 1 Functional dependence of the mean measurement outcome and its variance for a coherent spin
state. Shown is the expectation value of the observable ( M) ¢ (blue line) and the corresponding
measurement variance A2 Mg = (M?) ¢ — (M) ¢?* (blue shaded region), where M = J, and
the phase is encoded through the generator J.. A measured sample mean % > Ui can be converted
into to a phase estimate ¢ (u) by inverting the function { M) ,. In the limit of many measurement
repetitions > 1 the distribution of phase estimates is centered around the true encoded phase ¢g
and with a variance A%p that is proportional to the variance of the of the observable Afv% and the

tangent of (M), (black dashed line) at ¢o.
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In this regime, a strategy is the sample mean estimator, which estimates the
expectation value (M), = tr [p¢ M] from repeated measurement outcomes via the
sample average 1/r 3};_,; p;. If the functional dependence of the expectation value on
the encoded phase is known, i.e., (M), = f(¢) —either through prior calibration of
the sensor using deterministically encoded phases or through precise characterization
of the system—this relation can be inverted to define the sample mean estimator
(SME):

l r
esme(p) = f7! (; Z,uz) . (10)
=1

In the limit of large r, the sample mean converges to the true expectation value, and
the sample mean estimator becomes asymptotically unbiased within an interval where
the function f(¢) is injective—i.e., where (M), has no local extrema within the
interval, except at the boundaries.

The variance of this estimator can be obtained via propagation of uncertainty (see
Fig. 1), yielding
_ (M) — (M),

—_

|5 w03

The right-hand side of Eq. (11) is used as a benchmark to quantify the precision
of a quantum sensor. This further highlights that there are two primary strategies
to minimize the estimator variance for a given value of ¢: either by reducing the
measurement variance, or by increasing the sensitivity of (M) 4 to changes in ¢, i.e.,
enhancing the magnitude of its derivative. In Sect. 4, we discuss entangled quantum
states that fulfill either of these criteria.

In practice, it is not known a priori how many measurements are required for the
estimator variance to converge to the value predicted by the propagation of uncertainty.
This is particularly relevant near phase values where (M), has extrema, as more
repetitions may be needed in these regions.

Since the sample mean estimator is not always optimal, frequentist approaches to
quantum phase estimation often employ the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE).
The MLE is defined as the value of the phase ¢ that maximizes the likelihood
function p(u|¢) = [1i_, P(uxl¢), i.e., the probability of obtaining the observed set
of measurement outcomes  given the encoded phase is ¢:

2

(1)

r

emLe(p) = argmax , p(p|¢), 12)

To build intuition for the concept of the maximum-likelihood function, consider a
single atom for which the probability of measuring the spin in the excited state |T) is
givenby p(T |¢) = 1++n(¢)’ and correspondingly the probability of measuring it in the

ground state |]) is p(| |¢) = L;(‘ﬁ) Suppose that, after r repeated measurements,
the atom is found in the excited state ¢ times and in the ground state r| = r —r4 times.

. rT o r 1
The corresponding likelihood function is then p(rq, 7| |¢) = ( 1+Sl§ (9) ) ( ! Sl; (9) ) .
Here, we assume that the order of measurement outcomes is irrelevant, which follows
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from the initial assumption that the encoded phase ¢ remains constant over all
repetitions of the measurement.

Figure 2 shows a simulated MLE experiment, illustrating the property of asymptotic
efficiency: in the limit of many repetitions, the estimator converges to the true phase
value, provided the phase lies within the region of unambiguous estimation. This
property is a primary reason for the widespread use of MLE. Asymptotic efficiency
further implies that the distribution of phase estimates obtained from repeated trials
is well approximated by a normal distribution with variance 1/(rF). Here, F denotes
the Fisher information, defined in detail below, which quantifies the sensitivity of
the quantum state and measurement scheme to the parameter of interest. The Fisher
information is associated with the conditional probability distribution p(u|¢), often
referred to as the likelihood function, as it specifies the probability of obtaining
outcome u for a given encoded phase ¢. Consequently, the MLE saturates the
Cramér—Rao bound (CRB) in the large-sample limit, achieving the minimal possible
variance for any unbiased estimator, as we elaborate in the following section.
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Fig. 2 (a) Schematic of a likelihood function p(u|¢) forr =1, ..., 10 simulated measurement

outcomes. As the number of measurements increases, the maximum of the likelihood function
(dashed lines) converges, on average over many realizations of the simulated measurements, to the
true encoded phase ¢ (b) Histogram of the distribution of simulated maximum likelihood estimates,
compared to a Gaussian distribution centered at the true encoded phase value ¢ with standard
deviation 4/1/(r F'), where F is the Fisher information of the conditional probability distribution
p(ulg).
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3.2 Cramér-Rao bound

The CRB [21, 22, 23]
1
rAZ > (13)
¢ FP¢,|/4>

a central quantity in frequentist estimation theory states that the variance of an
unbiased estimator is lower bounded by the FI of the probability distribution. The FI

2
Fog) = ) (;—¢1og [p(u|¢)]) p(ulg) (14)
M

quantifies the amount of information that the probability distribution p(u|¢) carries
about an unknown parameter ¢. It does so by combining the squared derivatives
of the log-likelihood—capturing the sensitivity to infinitesimal changes in ¢—with
weights given by the likelihood of observing each measurement outcome.

The Fl—and thus the CRB—is independent of the particular choice of estimator.
Specifically, the CRB represents the minimum variance attainable by any unbiased
estimator. The MLE is guaranteed to asymptotically saturate this bound in the limit
of large r. As such, the CRB serves as a valuable benchmark for evaluating the
performance of suboptimal estimators and for quantifying the potential gains in
precision achievable through improved estimation strategies.

In practice, it is often assumed that the number of measurements required for
an estimator to become approximately unbiased and to approach the CRB is not
prohibitively large. However, there exists no general method for predicting the
number of measurements required for this convergence. Instead, simulated estimation
experiments can be used to develop intuition about estimator performance in realistic
settings. In Sect. 4, we present sample results from such simulations, highlighting the
subtlety that states with higher FI often require a larger number of measurements to
realize their metrological advantage.

3.3 Quantum Cramér-Rao bound

An upper bound to the FI is obtained by maximizing over all possible quantum
measurements. For single-parameter estimation von Neumann measurement are
sufficient to saturate this bound [24, 25]. The maximal FI achievable for a given
quantum state, optimized over all possible measurements, is known as the QFI [26],
and the corresponding lower bound on the variance of any unbiased estimator is
referred to as the quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) [24]

1
rA2 > —. (15)
£ Qp,
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For a pure quantum state, the quantum Fisher information (QFI) is given by four
times the variance of the generator of the parameter encoding [27]. In the context
discussed here, where the generator is J,, the QFI is therefore

Opamiirwl = 4 (WI2) = WILW)?) (16)

The previously introduced expression for the QFI only applies for pure initial
states. To treat the general case of a parameter-dependent density matrix of the
form py = €197z pg e*1?/z, the QFI can be conveniently expressed in terms of the
symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD), denoted by L 4. The SLD is defined as the
self-adjoint operator satisfying the operator equation

0

9 _Lypy+pyLy
T .

=—i [JZ,,D¢] = —2 (17)

The QFI can then be written in compact form [28, 29, 30, 26, 31] as
QOp, =Tt [p(,,pr] . (18)

For a unitary phase encoding, the SLD transforms as L4 = e 19z Ly et9Jz which
shows that the QFI is independent of the actual value of the encoded phase ¢ and can
therefore be evaluated entirely from the initial density matrix pg.

To obtain an explicit form for the SLD, we consider the spectral decomposition of
the initial density matrix, po = D x px |¥k) (¥«|, where |« ) denotes an orthonormal
states and pj are the probabilities that the respective states occur. The number
of nonzero eigenvalues defines the rank of the density matrix, with pure states
corresponding to the special case of rank one.

In practice the SLD can be obtained as

Ly = 22 =i (Wil [Jz, pol Y1) W il (19)
ol

Pk + Pi

which also constitutes a measurement that saturates the QCRB. Using this form of
the SLD one can represent the QFI as [32]

Qpy = ZipiQW/k)(WH
— Sest 2B el T2 )P (20)

The expression in Eq.(20) consists of a convex sum of the QFI of the pure states
in the spectral decomposition of the density matrix, subtracted by strictly positive
terms. This implies that the convex sum always serves as an upper bound to the QFI
of the mixed state. It is worth noting that an alternative expression for the QFI exist;
however, they are only well-defined when the density matrix has full rank. In contrast,
the formulation in Eq.(20) remains valid for density matrices of arbitrary rank.
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An optimal measurement that saturates the QCRB can be implemented by
performing a projective measurement in the eigenbasis of the SLD. A drawback of this
approach is that both the SLD and the corresponding optimal measurement generally
depend on the value of the unknown parameter. Consequently, the QCRB can only be
saturated when sufficient prior knowledge of the parameter is available. This limitation
can be overcome by adaptive measurement strategies, in which the measurement
basis is iteratively updated based on the outcomes of earlier measurements [33].

3.4 Quantum limits on the estimator variance

Having identified the QFI as a quantity that is already optimized over all unbiased
estimators and all possible measurements, the remaining task is to determine which
quantum states maximize the QFI. This corresponds to optimizing over all entangling
unitaries U, which allow the preparation of any quantum state. We first consider
the class of quantum states that do not share entanglement between atoms, such that
the overall state can be written as a tensor product of single-atom density matrices,
psep = p PV @p? ®---®p™) . In this case, the availability of N uncorrelated atoms,
which can be considered as independent sensors, is equivalent to repeating the same
measurement N times. Consequently, the estimator variance satisfies

1 1
FA2 > —— > —, (21)
5P step N
which is known as the standard quantum limit (SQL) of quantum phase estimation.
The SQL illustrates an important property of the QFI, namely its additivity for
separable subsystems. If the density matrix factorizes as p4 ® pp, the corresponding
QFI is additive:

Oprcps = Qps + Qpp- (22)

The central promise of quantum metrology is that the SQL can be surpassed
by entangling the constituent atoms, prompting the question of what fundamental
precision limit is imposed by quantum mechanics. Since the QFI of a mixed state is
upper bounded by the convex sum of the QFIs of states that appear in the spectral
decomposition of the density matrix, the maximal QFI is achieved by a pure state
that maximizes the QFI in Eq. (16). Such a state can always be constructed as an
equal superposition of the eigenstates corresponding to the maximal and minimal
eigenvalues of the generator. Thus, for the generator J,, the state that maximizes QFI

is N N
_ DV +1p°

\/E b

which is commonly referred to as the GHZ state [34] (see Sect. 4.3 for a more in

depth discussion of the GHZ-state). The QFI of the GHZ state is Q| yquy ) (wgnz) = NV 2
which sets the fundamental lower bound on the estimator variance:

[¥Guz) (23)
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ray > % (24)
This bound is commonly referred to as the Heisenberg limit (HL) [35] of quantum
phase estimation and cannot be surpassed by any entangled state composed of N
spin—% atoms. The HL can be generalized to arbitrary generators of the phase encoding.
In this case the HL is the squared difference between the eigenvalue extrema of the
generator, i.e., (Amax — /lmin)z, where Amax and Amin denote the largest and smallest
eigenvalues of the generator, respectively. Consequently, if the phase is encoded via a
different operator—for example, JZZ' instead of J,—the corresponding HL may have a
different scaling, potentially exceeding the conventional N2 scaling associated with
phase encoding via J,.

3.5 Multipartite entanglement

The HL, together with the additivity of the quantum Fisher information (QFI), estab-
lishes that the QFI, the classical Fisher information, and the inverse estimator variance
of an unbiased estimator can serve as witnesses of multipartite entanglement [36, 37].
This can be understood by partitioning the N atoms into [ = [ N/k] subgroups of
k atoms each, along with a smaller group containing N — k [ atoms, assuming no
entanglement between the different partitions, where | N/k| denotes the greatest
integer less than or equal to N/k. The state that maximizes the QFI under this
constraint is one in which each partition is prepared in a GHZ state, yielding a
total QFI of Qp, ... = [k* + (N — k). Hence, any state whose QFI or inverse
estimator variance exceeds / k> must contain either tensor products of (k + 1)-atom
GHZ states or larger entangled partitions. In other words, such a state must be at least
(k + 1)-partite entangled, making the QFI, FI, and inverse estimator variance valid
witnesses of multipartite entanglement.

In general, a quantum state represented by a density matrix is said to possess
k-partite entanglement if its QFI cannot be reproduced by partitioning the system
into subsystems containing at most £ — 1 atoms each, under the assumption that every
subsystem is prepared in a GHZ state, which maximizes the QFI for the subsystem.
Equivalently, if reproducing the QFI of the full state requires at least one subsystem
containing k atoms, then the state must exhibit at least k-partite entanglement.

It is important to emphasize that the concept of multipartite entanglement is distinct
from the commonly studied notion of bipartite entanglement, which is typically
quantified using the von Neumann entropy of a reduced subsystem [20]. For example,
an N-atom GHZ state has maximal multipartite entanglement, yet contains only a
limited amount of bipartite entanglement. In other words, the hierarchy of quantum
states according to their bipartite entanglement content can differ substantially
from that obtained when ranking them by their multipartite entanglement content.
Nevertheless, both measures indicate the presence of genuine entanglement among
the constituent atoms.
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4 Quantum states for sensing

In this section we introduce three different families of states that are commonly
discussed in the context and highlight some of their strengths and flaws, as well as
the measurement required to achieve the QCRBs for the respective states.

4.1 Coherent spin states

The reference point for any quantum metrological enhancement is the spin coherent
state defined in Eq. (1), which consists of N unentangled atoms and achieves,
at best, the SQL. In the following, we consider the specific spin coherent state
[css) = eti™/27y | [V®N in which all spins are aligned along the x-axis. This state is
characterized by the expectation values (Jx) = N/2, (J, ;) = 0, and (J;z) = N/4.
From this, it follows that a measurement of J, yields an estimator variance of
r A‘zp = 1/N, which saturates the SQL.

A fundamental limitation of sensors based on CSSs with a measurement of J,,
arises from the periodicity of the expectation value (J,) 6= % sin(¢). Because
of this sinusoidal dependence, phase shifts exceeding 7/2 cannot be distinguished
from those smaller than 7 /2, restricting the unambiguous phase-estimation range to
¢ € [—n/2,m/2]. Consequently, such sensors provide unique phase estimates only
within this interval. Besides this, the CRB is independent of the encoded phase and
reaches the SQL for all values of ¢. Achieving the CRB, however, requires averaging
over many measurement outcomes, and the number of repetitions needed depends on
the encoded phase, as illustrated in Fig. 3. For a sensor composed of N = 16 atoms, a
single measurement is insufficient to saturate the CRB. The number of measurements
required to approach this bound varies with ¢ and estimates near the edges of the
unambiguous phase-estimation interval demand substantially more repetitions.

N=16 110
(:.\ 2 I y oy ,|l"| |l
< A |II \
| 15 I | 'l, ,II |
é :II II|IIIII Il'II' " |'!
% 1 -r—r—I—I!;—'l'l:l::|::|llll||l|l||||||;:;;;:;:::::li:H::;I:::::Il;:p'|‘;|\!||||=||||=|::|:::|||;ll! rrrrr
] ) 100 )
-0.5 0 0.5
¢/n

Fig. 3 Comparison of the squared estimation errors for a coherent spin state composed of N = 16
atoms, obtained from r = 1, 10, and 100 randomly sampled measurement outcomes in the y-basis,
averaged over 10* simulated estimation experiments. For a sensor consisting of uncorrelated atoms
and in the absence of additional noise, the estimation errors of the maximum-likelihood estimator
and the sample-mean estimator coincide. The gray dotted line indicates the standard quantum limit.
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Moreover, for r = 1 the squared estimation error falls below the CRB as ¢ — +m/2.
This behavior arises because, at ¢ = +7/2, the coherent state is an eigenstate of
the measurement operator, such that measurement noise no longer contributes to
the estimation error. At the same time, the MLE becomes increasingly biased in
this regime, rendering the CRB inapplicable as a lower bound. Consequently, the
observed estimation error can drop below the nominal CRB, and the same effect
arises for larger values of r as ¢ approaches ¢ = +7/2 as well.

4.2 Spin squeezed states

In a seminal work, Wineland et al. introduced the concept of spin squeezing [38].
They demonstrated that, for a collective spin initially polarized along the x-axis,
where phase information is typically extracted via a measurement of Jy, the estimator
variance can be reduced by decreasing the variance A%y = (Jg) - (Jy)2 (which
determines the numerator of the estimator variance) more rapidly than the squared
mean spin (J,)* (which appears in the denominator). This reduction, however, comes
at the expense of an increased variance A%V, which can be understood in terms of the
Heisenberg uncertainty relation for non-commuting spin observables

AAT 2 ()7 /4. (25)

In other words, a state is considered a spin squeezed state (SSS) if the quantum
fluctuations along an axis orthogonal to the mean spin direction are reduced, while
the fluctuations along the third, mutually orthogonal direction are correspondingly
increased. Wineland et al. quantified the enhancement in phase estimation precision
as the ratio between the estimator variance of an entangled state, given by Eq. (11),
and the minimum estimator variance attainable with an unentangled state containing
the same number of atoms. For the specific case of a J,, measurement, this expression
reduces to the Wineland spin-squeezing parameter,

2 _ D - <21y>2_
(Jx)

For a comprehensive overview of related spin-squeezing parameters, the reader
is referred to [39]. In general, a ratio smaller than unity implies the presence
of metrologically-useful entanglement, as it indicates a reduction of the estimator
variance below the limit achievable with unentangled atoms. Consequently, a state
is said to be spin-squeezed when &2 < 1, and the observation of spin squeezing
necessarily implies the presence of entanglement among the atoms.

Extreme SSSs, defined as the states that minimize the variance A2]y for a given
expectation value (J,), can be obtained as the ground states of the Hamiltonian [40]

(26)

H=xJ;+wl, 27
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where the ratio w/ y serves as a control parameter to tune (/). For even N, the spin
squeezing parameter is minimized in the limit w/y — 0, where it approaches the
fundamental bound on spin squeezing [41, 42]

(28)

which shows Heisenberg scaling.

In this limit, the ground state approaches the Dicke state e ~/" 127510, rotated such
that it is an eigenstate of J, instead of J,. Dicke states |M) are the unique states
that are invariant under atom permutations. They satisfy the eigenvalue equations
J: M)y =M |M)and (J3 +J5 +J2) M) = N/2(M/2 + 1) [M).

While the state e ~i7/2/x |0) is theoretically optimal in terms of spin squeezing,
it suffer from a fundamental drawback: both the numerator and denominator in the
squeezing parameter become vanishingly small, resulting in a finite value only in
the idealized limit. In practice, any small amount of additional noise can dominate
the vanishing variance in the numerator, and due to the small denominator, lead
to a significant amplification of this noise, ultimately resulting in poor estimation
performance. It is therefore advisable to avoid states that are close to being eigenstates
of the measured observable.

Spin-squeezed states can be obtained not only as ground states of suitable
Hamiltonians but also through dynamical preparation. A paradigmatic example is
the quench of a CSS initially aligned along the x-axis under the so-called one-axis
twisting (OAT) Hamiltonian [43],

Hoxr = xJ;. (29)

For references to experimental realizations of this Hamiltonian, and for recent efforts
to prepare SSSs using finite-range interactions, refer to Sect.7.3.

Under a single quench of the OAT Hamiltonian, i.e. [oar (7)) = e 1ot g=i 5y | |\@N
the minimal Wineland spin-squeezing parameter scales as 5(2) AT < N =2/3 at an evolu-
tion time y7 oc N~2/3 [43]. For longer evolution times, the state becomes oversqueezed:
its metrological advantage is no longer captured by the squeezing parameter £> and
cannot be accessed through a simple J, measurement, even though both the FI and
the QFI continue to increase. This additional, metrological gain can be quantified
using nonlinear squeezing parameters [44].

Spin-squeezed states highlight a fundamental distinction between the SME and
the MLE. Specifically, the estimator variance of the SME for a J, measurement is
given by

cos?(¢) A% + sin2(¢)A3
ral = T (30)
cos*(¢) (Jx)
where the observable is evaluated in the rotated frame resulting from the phase
encoding, i.e., Jy, — ' ?/= )71z = cos(¢)Jy, — sin(¢)Jx. This expression reveals
an explicit dependence on the encoded phase ¢; the estimator variance attains the
minimum value associated with the spin squeezing parameter only at ¢ = 0, and
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increases for all other values. Notably, the stronger the spin squeezing, the more
pronounced this increase in estimator variance becomes away from ¢ = 0 [45, 46].
This behavior can be understood from Eq. (30) as arising from an admixture of the
variance along the mean spin direction. While the CSS is an eigenstate of J, and
therefore has zero variance along this direction, this variance is increased as the state
becomes increasingly squeezed.

Figure 4 (a) compares SSSs with different degrees of squeezing. It clearly shows
that the state with the strongest squeezing—characterized by a squeezing parameter
approaching 2/(N + 2) has a significantly narrower interval over which the encoded
parameter can be reliably estimated. Although using a less strongly squeezed state
increases the estimation range, it remains narrower than that achievable with a CSS.

In contrast, the FI for a SSS measured in the y-basis is independent of the encoded
phase ¢, which might suggest that the estimator variance of a MLE is likewise
independent of ¢. However, in practice, the number of measurements required to
approach the CRB has a pronounced dependence on the encoded phase, as illustrated
in Fig. 4 (b). It is important to emphasize that for finite sample sizes, the MLE is
generally biased and can have averaged estimation errors that lie below the CRB.
In the asymptotic limit » — oo, the MLE ultimately saturates the CRB across all
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Fig. 4 Comparison of the squared estimation errors for spin-squeezed states with N = 16 atoms,
based on r = 10 measurement repetitions in the y-basis and averaged over 1000 simulated
estimation experiments for a sample mean estimator (a) and a maximum likelihood estimator
(b). The states correspond to the ground states of the spin-squeezing Hamiltonian [Eq.(27)] for
w/xy = 1/N%,1/VN, (w/x)*, where (w/x)* denotes the value at which A2 = A2 Dashed

lines indicate the phase-dependent sample mean estimator variance [Eq.(28)] for each correspondmg
state. Dotted lines indicate the Cramér-Rao bound for each spin squeezed state state.
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phase values, whereas the estimation error associated with the SME remains largely
unaffected, as it already approaches the lower sensitivity bound predicted by Eq. (30)
for r = 10.

4.3 GHZ-state

Another paradigmatic state in quantum metrology is the GHZ state, originally
introduced by Greenberger, Horne, and Zeilinger [34] as an example of quantum
nonlocality, yielding predictions incompatible with any classical deterministic local
theory. The GHZ state is defined as the equal superposition of all atoms in the ground
state and all atoms in the excited state:

1
V2

Unlike SSSs, the metrological advantage of GHZ states does not arise from a reduction
in measurement noise, but rather from an enhanced sensitivity to the encoded phase.
Specifically, GHZ states accumulate phase at a rate N times faster than that of
a single spin-% particle. Under unitary evolution Uy, the GHZ state evolves as
Uy lWcnz) et 1% IOV 4+ =% |)®N illustrating the N-fold amplification of
the acquired phase.

However, the phase amplification provided by GHZ states cannot be exploited
using standard single-body observables such as Jy, as these operators are sensitive
only to coherences between states that differ by a single spin flip. In contrast, the
GHZ state has coherences exclusively between states that differ by N spin flips. As
a result, observables capable of probing this structure must be tailored accordingly.

Wanzy = —= (ID*N + 1Y), 31)

o 0.6 N=16 - } 10 100

[N I " oy : " II..'L--. |'l
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Fig. 5 Comparison of the squared estimation errors obtained using a GHZ state with N = 16
atoms, evaluated for r = 1, 10, 100 measurement outcomes in the basis of I1, and averaged over
10000 simulated estimation experiments. In the absence of noise, the sample mean estimator and the
maximum likelihood estimator show the same performance. Note that the scale of the horizontal
axis is compressed by a factor of N relative to Figs. 3, and 4. The gray dashed line denotes the
Heisenberg limit. In this example, the GHZ state has been rotated to ensure symmetric sensitivity
around ¢ = 0.



18 Raphael Kaubruegger and Adam M. Kaufman
One such observable, proposed in Ref. [47], is the N-body operator I1,, = Hszl O')Ek),
commonly referred to as the x-parity operator.

To verify that the GHZ state and a parity measurement saturate the HL, one
can evaluate the relevant expectation values: (Ily), = cos(N¢), and () o =L
which implies HL sensitivity when inserted into Eq. (11). It is worth noting that,
in the absence of decoherence, a parity measurement also constitutes an optimal
measurement for both CSSs and SSSs with respect to saturating the QCRB at ¢ = 0.
However, in the case of a CSS, the expectation value of the parity operator is given
by (Ix) g = cos™ (¢), which rapidly approaches zero as ¢ deviates from zero, but
nonetheless achieves the SQL around ¢ = 0, which is also the case for a SSS.

Figure 5 illustrates two primary limitations of the GHZ state. First, the phase
range over which the signal can be unambiguously estimated is reduced by a factor
of N, a direct consequence of the N-fold enhancement in oscillation frequency.
Second, as shown in Fig. 3, a larger number of measurement repetitions is required to
saturate the CRB when using GHZ states compared to CSS. This can be understood
by recognizing that a GHZ state effectively behaves as a single “super-atom” with
an enhanced phase sensitivity scaling as N. Consequently, the effective number of
independent samples is simply the number of measurements 7. In contrast, for a CSS,
each of the N atoms contributes independently, resulting in an effective sample size
of Nr, and thus requiring fewer repetitions to reach the CRB. Again, the squared
estimation error dips below the SQL near ¢ = +7/N, which can be attributed to the
fact that at these points the GHZ state becomes an eigenstate of the measurement
operator, eliminating measurement noise.

The previous discussion highlights a limitation of the frequentist approach: a
measurement that is optimal in the sense of saturating the CRB may nevertheless
be inferior to another measurement that achieves the same bound. An example is
provided by a CSS with a parity measurement. In this case, the encoded phase must
be close to ¢ = 0 in order to saturate the QCRB, whereas a measurement of J,
achieves saturation over a much broader range of phase values. This naturally raises
the question of how to identify measurements that maintain high sensitivity across a
wide interval of phase values.

5 Bayesian quantum phase estimation

For many practical applications (see Sect. 6) it is more important to achieve accurate
phase estimates with a limited number of measurement repetitions and to identify
measurement protocols that yield low estimator variance across a broad range of
phase values than it is to achieve the HL. One promising approach to address these
requirements is the Bayesian framework for phase estimation.

In Bayesian quantum phase estimation [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 19], the central
premise is that the experimenter possesses initial knowledge about the parameter
to be estimated which is captured in the prior probability density p(¢). This as-
sumption is, in fact, not fundamentally different from frequentist approaches, where
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successful estimation relies on some prior knowledge to identify the correct interval
of unambiguous estimation.

Upon obtaining a measurement outcome y, the uncertainty about the phase is
updated according to Bayes’ theorem, yielding the posterior distribution

p(uld)p(¢)

p(elu) = ()

, (32)

where p(u|¢) is the conditional probability of observing outcome u given phase ¢,
and

() = / dé p(uld) p(9) (33)

0

is the probability to observe the measurement outcome u given the prior knowledge
about ¢. This posterior encapsulates the uncertainty about the phase after the
measurement.

To quantify the average uncertainty after a single measurement, the figure of merit
in the Bayesian framework is the mean sguared error (MSE), defined in Eq. (7), and
averaged over the prior distribution as f_ o:o doe(p) p(9).

As a first step, the average MSE can be minimized with respect to the estimator.
This minimum is achieved by the minimum mean squared error (MMSE) estimator,
which corresponds to the mean of the posterior distribution:

o () = / d6 6 p(l1). (34)

00

Substituting this optimal estimator into the average MSE yields:

Now= [ 006 pul6) p(9)

o u

= Z P(,U)/ dp (¢ — ¢ (1))* p(¢l)
T —00

—00

+00 +00 2
=Y p(w) d¢(¢— i ¢ o) Pl (39
Xt [ asfo- [

The last expression shows that this quantity corresponds to the variance of the posterior
distributions, averaged over all possible measurement outcomes. We therefore refer
to A? as the posterior variance.

5.1 Optimal quantum interferometer

The objective of Bayesian quantum phase estimation is to identify entangled probe
states and measurement strategies that minimize the posterior variance for a given
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prior distribution. In contrast to the frequentist approach, establishing fundamental
sensitivity limits in the Bayesian framework for arbitrary priors is generally nontrivial.
However, an efficient numerical method to perform this minimization was introduced
in Ref. [49], based on two key observations.
First, for a fixed quantum state p, the posterior variance is minimized by measuring
an operator M* that satisfies the anticommutator equation
Mp+p M

== (36)

where p = f_t: dpUg p U;p(qS) and p’ = f_t:o dpopUg p U;p(¢>). This expres-
sion bears a formal resemblance to the SLD equation [Eq. (17)], and likewise, the
optimal measurement operator can be written as

. Glp' W) — —
M —2;ﬂlwk><wl|, (37)

where p = 3 Px [¥x) (Wk| is the spectral decomposition of the averaged density
matrix. This procedure simultaneously optimizes over both the estimator and the
measurement basis. Such that the minimal posterior variance for a given initial density
matrix is given by

N2 9= (#1) —u[pmr?] (38)

with ¢k = [* dg ¢k p(9).
Second, for a fixed measurement operator M, the optimal probe state [*) that
minimizes the posterior variance can be obtained by solving the eigenvalue problem:

+00

[4") = argmin / dp (Y| MG =20 My |y) (39)

—0

where My = Uy M U;.

Remarkably, an alternating optimization over the probe state and the measurement
operator converges rapidly to an optimal solution [54, 49]. This approach enables the
determination of the fundamental sensitivity limits of the Bayesian cost function for
a given prior. In the following, we refer to this ultimate quantum-enhanced sensing
strategy as the optimal quantum interferometer (OQI).

5.2 Phase operator

Under some assumptions, it is possible to obtain an analytical solution for an optimal
Bayesian sensor for a prior p(¢) = %@(7{ — |¢]), where @ is the Heaviside step
function. However, to make this problem analytically tractable the MSE has to be
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replaced by a -periodic function such as 4 sin’ (¢7+%”)) This is different from the

squared error, but for |¢ — ¢(u)| < 1 we have 4 sin’ (q)_+(”)) ~ (¢ - p)°.

In this scenario the optimal measurement is a measurement of the phase operator
[30, 55, 56, 57], which is defined as

NJ2
D= > D |Dp) (Dl (40)
k=—N/2
Herre ®; = 22k and the phase states [®) = e~*#*/ |®,) which form an orthogonal
basis, and are obtained by rotating the seed phase state |®g) = — N2 |M)

VN+1 &M=-N/2
by equidistant amounts around the z-axis. In analogy to watch each of the N + 1 phase

states can be interpreted as a distinct pointer state. As the initial sensor state—initially
overlapping predominantly with |®()—undergoes a rotation by an angle ¢ about the
z-axis, it will acquire the largest overlap with the phase state |®;) whose associated
phase @y is closest to the encoded phase ¢. It is therefore not surprising that the
posterior variance of the phase operator, minimized over all possible initial states,
is given by 72/(N + 1)2. This bound is asymptotically saturated for large N by the
so-called sine state [48, 58], defined as

_ [ 2 C(n(M+1/2)
Wsin)— m;SIH(T)|M) (41)

This level of sensitivity coincides with the asymptotic bound for Bayesian phase
estimation in the presence of priors supported on the interval [—, ]. In this regime,
the ultimate precision limit is given by the so-called m-corrected HL, which reads
[58, 50, 59]

71.2

N (42)

2 —
A7rHL -

5.3 Bayesian Cramér-Rao bound

To gain a more intuitive understanding of the fundamental limits imposed on the
posterior variance, it is instructive to consider the Bayesian CRB [60, 51, 50] for a
quantum sensor prepared in an initial state p and measured in a basis |¢). The bound
is given by

1
Ay > —— (43)
post 4
Fpjuwy +1
where oo
Fp 1wy =/ d Fo,. ) P($) (44)

is the classical FI [Eq. (14)] averaged over the prior and
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s B g A
1= [t (g “
is the FI of the prior density, i.e. quantifies how much knowledge we possess about
the prior before the measurement. This expression naturally extends to the quantum
Bayesian CRB if the classical FI in the average is replaced by the QFIL.

By construction, the average posterior variance in Eq. (35) contains contributions
from both the prior knowledge and the measurement outcomes. To isolate the
contribution due solely to the measurement—i.e., the average estimator variance—the
Bayesian CRB suggest that one can subtract the prior information from the posterior
precision. This leads to the definition of an average estimator variance A [61, 53],
given by

11
—=—-1. (46)
A Agost

Since the average posterior variance satisfies the bound A% > 1/F, the limits from
frequentist phase estimation—namely, the SQL and the HL also apply to this average
estimator variance.

(a) 100 L
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Fig. 6 Average estimator variance A2 as a function of the prior variance for a N = 16 sensor.
(a) Comparison of a coherent spin state (CSS) measured in the y-basis, a GHZ-state measured
in the basis of the parity operator Il,, a sine state measured in the basis of the phase operator
(SPO), the optimal quantum interferometer (OQI) and the coherence time limit (CTL). The gray
dotted horizontal lines correspond to 1/N, 72/N?, and 1/N?2. (b) Comparison of spin-squeezed
states measured in the y-basis. The states are obtained as the ground states of the spin-squeezing
Hamiltonian [Eq. (27)] for various values of the parameter w/y. The gray dotted horizontal lines
correspond to 1/N, 2/(N? +2N), and 1/N?2.
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In many practical scenarios, prior knowledge about the phase can be well approxi-
mated by a normal distribution,

po(d) = e, @7)

1
V2762
e.g. as a result of performing a number of preliminary measurements—yielding a
Gaussian prior via the central limit theorem—or when tracking a time-varying signal
modeled as a Gaussian random process. The latter is particularly relevant for atomic
clocks, as discussed in Sect. 6. The FI of a Gaussian prior is 7 = %. If the prior
distribution has a nonzero mean, this offset can be compensated by applying an
additional rotation around the z-axis, either before or after the phase encoding, by an
angle equal to the negative of the mean. Therefore, without loss of generality, we
restrict the following discussion to prior distributions with zero mean.

For a Gaussian prior distribution, the posterior variance can be further related to
the classical FI by considering the limit § — 0. In this regime, the posterior variance
admits an expansion [54, 62]
Apost = 8% = 6% F,, + 0(5°), (48)
in terms of the classical FI associated with the initial state and the chosen measurement.
Consequently, the average estimator variance in this regime is given by A> = 1/F, 00
This also implies that, minimizing the posterior variance in the limit 6 — 0 is
equivalent to maximizing the classical FI of the sensor.

Personick [25] showed that, for single-parameter unitary estimation, the posterior
variance can be minimized by a von Neumann measurement. This result implies that
there always exists a projective measurement that saturates the QCRB. However, this
does not preclude the possibility that a POVM with comparable performance may be
more practical to implement in a given experimental setting.

Furthermore, this equivalence allows Eq. (39) to be used to identify the quantum
state that maximizes the classical FI for a given measurement. Notably, this task
constitutes a nontrivial optimization problem when addressed purely within the
frequentist framework.

5.4 Dynamic range

The comparison of different sensing strategies in Fig. 6 (a) illustrates several key
features previously discussed. Notably, a GHZ-state-based interferometer is capable
of achieving the HL, but only when the prior distribution has a variance 6> < 1/N%.In
contrast, an unentangled sensor employing a CSS and single-atom J,, measurements
achieves the SQL for 6> < 1. However, for broader priors, the best sensitivity is
attained by a sensor utilizing a sine state and a phase operator measurement. This
highlights the importance of optimizing not only the quantum state but also the
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measurement basis in order to extend the range of phase values over which precise
estimation is possible.

Another observation is that the average estimator variance of all considered
sensors increases rapidly once 46> 3 1. This behavior can be attributed to the
fact that, for sensors composed of a single ensemble of identically prepared atoms,
measurement outcomes can only uniquely resolve phase values within the interval
[—7, 7]. When phase slips occur beyond this range, the estimator variance rises
sharply. The probability of phase slips is 1 — erf(r/V26). Consequently, the increase
in average estimator variance for both the OQI and the sine-state sensor can be

well approximated by the expression 472 (1 —erf (WL))’ as indicated by the black

26
dashed line.

In the following, we refer to the range of phase values—characterized by the prior
variance §>—over which a sensor can maintain a given average estimator variance as
the dynamic range of the sensor at that specific sensitivity.

Equipped with the tools to assess the dynamic range of a quantum sensor, we now
revisit the SSSs analyzed in Fig. 4, with the corresponding evaluation presented in
Fig. 6 (a). These results reinforce the earlier intuition that increasing the degree of
squeezing comes at the cost of a reduced range over which the best sensitivity can be
maintained. This trade-off is especially pronounced for the maximally SSS, which
has a dynamic range significantly smaller than that of the GHZ state, rendering it
practically ineffective as a sensor.

To exploit the metrological potential of such a highly squeezed state, it is necessary
to adapt the measurement strategy. Indeed, when the phase is measured in the
eigenbasis of the phase operator, the dynamic range of the maximally SSS can be
extended, reaching a level comparable to that of the GHZ state.

This observation highlights a limitation of the frequentist approach [62]. Both
the J, measurement and the phase operator measurement saturate the QCRB for the
maximally SSS. However, the dynamic ranges resulting from these two measurement
strategies differ significantly. Only through the calculation of the posterior variance
within the Bayesian framework can these practically relevant distinctions be captured,
underscoring the importance of considering measurement-dependent performance
criteria beyond asymptotic bounds.

5.5 Extending dynamic range

Having established the dynamic range as an important performance metric of a
quantum sensor, a natural question arises: how can the dynamic range be extended?
This question is closely linked to the choice of measurement strategy. In the following,
we provide an overview of several approaches that have been proposed to enhance
the dynamic range, and evaluate their performance in terms of the resulting average
estimator variance.
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5.5.1 Dual quadrature measurement

A straightforward approach to increasing the dynamic range of a quantum sensor is to

divide the total ensemble of atoms into 2 sub-ensembles and perform a measurement

Tty Jx—Jy

V2
ensemble [63, 64, 65]. Combining the two measurement outcomes the phase can

be unambiguously tracked over the interval [—n, +7x]. This is referred to as a dual
quadrature measurement and can be extended to more ensembles that are measured
in different bases [66, 67, 68].

in the basis of in one of the ensembles and in the basis of in the second

5.5.2 Attenuated phases

A strategy to further extend the dynamic range is to divide the atoms into n ensembles,
such that the atoms in the k-th ensemble acquires an attenuated phase of ¢/25~ 1.
This scaling of the encoded phase can be implemented by allowing the atoms in each
ensemble to interact with the signal that generates the phase for a proportionally
reduced interaction time. Each of these sub-ensembles is then split in half, and a dual
quadrature measurement is performed. In the limit of small prior width, the phase
estimation variance for each ensemble prepared in a CSS is given by Ai = %22(" -b,
since each ensemble contains N /n atoms and the encoded phase is attenuated by a
factor 1/2%~1, which increases the variance quadratically. The resulting bound on the

total average estimator variance is therefore A% < (22:] Al_i) l = 4(13+,1)%, which
exceeds the SQL.

As shown in Fig.7(a), the average estimator variance reaches its minimum in the
regime of narrow prior distributions. At the same time, the dynamic range can be
extended and approaches the coherence time limit associated with unambiguous
phase estimation within the interval [—n 7, +n 7r]. This extension comes at the cost of
an increased average estimator variance relative to the small prior limit. These results
further underscore the potential of optimizing the measurement basis to minimize
the average estimator variance across the extended dynamic range. In particular, the
variance obtained by optimizing over all possible measurements falls below that
achievable with a dual-quadrature measurement scheme at the larger prior widths.
While the theoretically achievable sensitivity can be computed numerically, the
explicit form of the measurement strategy required to realize this performance is
not immediately apparent; see Sect. 5.6 for a discussion on how to approximate the
optimal measurement basis.

5.5.3 Amplified phases

An alternative strategy for extending the dynamic range of quantum sensors involves
employing ensembles that accumulate phase at an amplified rate [70, 71, 72, 73, 74].
As discussed in Sect. 4.3, this can be realized using GHZ states with increasing
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atom number. Here, we illustrate this concept through a cascade configuration
consisting of ensembles grouped in pairs: each pair contains two ensembles of
equal atom number, with subsequent pairs doubling the atom number relative to
the previous pair. This design supports dual quadrature parity measurements of the

form I, = ]—[sz1 (O')Ek) + O'y(k)) /N2, enabling unambiguous phase estimation over a

range [—n, +7].
The average estimator variance for this configuration is lower bounded by the QFI

of the cascaded GHZ-state A> > (2 3}7_, 4"“)_1 = N252N. As shown in Fig.7 (b),
the GHZ-state cascade saturates the lower bound in the regime of narrow prior distri-
butions. However, when using the dual quadrature measurement protocol described
in Ref. [73], the full dynamic range cannot be exploited without a degradation in

precision. Remarkably, when combined with the optimal measurement strategy, the

Fig. 7 Comparison of the average estimator variance A? as a function of the prior variance & for
quantum sensors composed of N atoms. (a) The ensemble is divided into n sub-ensembles of N /n
atoms, with each sub-ensemble interrogated by a phase that is attenuated by a factor of 2 relative to
the previous one. Dark-colored curves indicate the performance of dual-quadrature measurements
applied to each sub-ensemble, while light-colored curves represent the minimum average estimator
variance obtained by optimizing over all possible measurement strategies. The horizontal gray
dotted lines mark the values 1/N and 8/(5N ), respectively, and the vertical black dashed lines

+nm

denote the coherence time limit (CTL), defined as CTLn = (2n7)? (1 = Jone A9 Ps (q’))) . (b)

The atoms are divided into six sub-ensembles, consisting of two ensembles each with 1, 2, and 4
atoms. Each sub-ensemble is initialized in a GHZ state, and a dual-quadrature parity measurement
is applied to pairs of ensembles with identical atom numbers (dark blue). The light blue curve
represents the average estimator variance minimized over all possible measurements. For reference,
the performance of an N-atom GHZ sensor and the optimal quantum interferometer are also shown.
The horizontal gray dotted lines mark the values 1/N and 6/(N? +4N), and 1/N?2.
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Fig. 8 (a) Preparation of an array of atomic ensembles in GHZ states of varying sizes (‘cascaded
GHZ states’), where yellow regions denote atomic clusters forming individual GHZ states. Each
GHZ state size accumulates phase at a rate proportional to its particle number. Inset: GHZ states are
generated on the optical clock transition of strontium, with entanglement established via excitation to
Rydberg states. (b) Measured parity signals for GHZ states of different sizes Ny, showing oscillations
whose frequency increases with ensemble size. Inset: atom array image of the sample employed to
generate the cascaded GHZ states. (c) Performance of the mean squared error of the cascaded GHZ
states compared with alternative input states. Adapted from Ref. [69].

GHZ-cascade achieves performance on par with the OQI for prior variances 6> < 1,
allowing for both substantial dynamic range and entanglement-enhanced sensitivity. A
detailed analysis of GHZ-cascade protocols—including the optimization of ensemble
sizes, repetition numbers, and adaptive measurement schemes—can be found in
Ref. [74].

Recent experimental realizations of cascaded GHZ states in tweezer-based optical
atomic clocks have established this approach as a promising direction for quantum-
enhanced metrology [69, 75]. In particular, Cao et al. [69] demonstrated a sub-SQL
measurement in an atom-laser comparison with a short dark time of 3 ms using
9 copies of 4-particle GHZ states, constrained primarily by residual atom-laser
frequency fluctuations. In a proof-of-principle experiment, a cascaded GHZ protocol
employing GHZ states with up to 8 atoms—formed from a total of 30 atoms distributed
among different entangled state sizes—enabled an extended dynamic range (see
Fig. 8). However, preparation errors led to reduced contrast in the interferometer,
preventing performance below the SQL.

5.5.4 Weak measurements

Another strategy to extend the dynamic range is to perform weak measurements
sequentially during the phase-acquisition process. Such measurements do not extract
the full information that a conventional projective measurement would provide; instead,
they only weakly perturb the quantum state without collapsing its wavefunction. The
strength of this perturbation depends on the amount of information extracted, allowing
one to track the accumulated phase and suppress phase-slip errors [76, 77,78, 79, 80].
This approach has been studied in cavity-based atomic clocks [81, 82], where the
weak measurement is implemented by coupling the atoms to a bosonic cavity mode
and subsequently measuring the cavity output. More recently, a related concept has
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Fig. 9 (a) A programmable quantum sensor implementing a generalized Ramsey sequence with
entangling Ue, (6) and decoding Uge () unitaries acting on N particles. Both unitaries are constructed
from repeating sequences of sensor resource gates R and 7, parameterized by the parameter vectors
{0,9}. (b) Mean squared error for N = 16 quantum sensors optimized under a Gaussian prior
distribution of width ~ 0.79 (gray background). Colored lines denote: an unentangled sensor without
entangler and decoder (blue), a spin-squeezed sensor without decoder (orange), a sensor with
entangler but no decoder (green), and a fully optimized sensor with both entangler and decoder (red).
(c) Ratio of posterior to prior standard deviation as a function of the prior width for the same sensors
as in (b). The blue shaded region denotes the performance achievable without entanglement, while
the red shaded region is inaccessible to single-shot measurement schemes; its boundary corresponds
to the OQI limit. The OQI, the SQL, and the phase slip limit are indicated by black lines. Inset:
scaling of the ratio with particle number at the prior width marked by the dashed line. Adapted from
Ref. [84].

been explored in systems where weak measurements are realized by entangling the
clock atoms with ancillary atoms, which are then measured [83].

5.6 Approximating optimal measurements

As demonstrated in several preceding examples, optimizing the measurement basis
of a quantum sensor can significantly enhance its dynamic range. While the optimal
measurement can, numerically be determined according to Eq. (37), this does not
necessarily imply that it is straightforward to implement in an experimental setting.
In theory, any projective measurement in a desired basis can be realized by applying
an appropriate unitary decoder Uy, prior to a projective measurement in the z-basis.
However, constructing such a decoder in a systematic and experimentally feasible
way remains a non-trivial challenge for generic target measurements.

One practical approach to this problem is to parameterize the decoding unitary
using a class of variational quantum circuits [85], as illustrated in Fig. 9. Specifically,
the decoder can be expressed as

i@ H®a gD
Ude(a) —e lHR Hd."e lHR HQe lHR 0]’ (49)

where H I(; ) denotes a set of native resource Hamiltonians accessible with the given
quantum sensor, and 6 = (64, ..., 0,) are tunable variational parameters. The depth d
defines the number of sequential layers in the circuit. These parameters are optimized
to approximate the desired decoding unitary as accurately as possible.
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Rather than attempting to match a specific target unitary, it is often more effective
to directly minimize a metrologically relevant cost function [86, 87, 88], such as the
average estimator variance. This approach has been used to identify optimal decoders
tailored to a given prior distribution [53], while simultaneously optimizing a varia-
tional entangler to prepare a suitable entangled initial state. A notable experimental
demonstration of this strategy has been realized on a trapped-ion quantum processor
with up to 26 qubits [84].

Given current hardware limitations, many quantum sensing platforms cannot
implement deep variational circuits, prompting the question of what types of decoding
operations can be effectively realized with shallow circuits [89, 90, 91, 92].

This discussion also connects to a broader class of protocols in which the decoding
operation is employed not solely to increase the dynamic range, but also to reduce
the sensor’s susceptibility to detection noise [93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100], or to
enable the sensor to saturate the QCRB [101, 102].

5.6.1 Adaptive measurement protocols

An alternative direction is to explore adaptive measurement protocols [103, 104,
105, 106, 107, 108, 74], in which portions of the system are measured sequentially,
and the outcomes of earlier measurements are used to update the measurement basis
for subsequent measurements. This approach is particularly suitable in scenarios
such as those discussed in Sect. 5.5, where the system is partitioned into multiple
sub-ensembles.

Although adaptive protocols do not provide an asymptotic enhancement in
precision in the frequentist regime [109], they can still be highly effective in practice.
In particular, they offer a pragmatic route to implement near-optimal measurements
without requiring complex operations on the full quantum system.

In Ref. [74], a protocol is considered in which the sensing atoms are divided into
multiple sub-ensembles that interact with the signal for an identical duration but are
measured sequentially. Each measurement can be adapted based on the outcomes of
the preceding ones, enabling sensitivities that approach those of optimal collective
measurements for a cascade of GHZ-states.

A related strategy considers adaptive protocols where the atoms sequentially
interact with the signal, allowing for dynamic modification of the initial state or
real-time adaptation to time-dependent signals. However, determining precision
bounds in such settings is computationally challenging: the numerical complexity of
computing the fundamental sensitivity limit scales exponentially with the number of
interrogation steps, restricting tractable analysis to systems with only a few atoms
and time steps [103].
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6 Quantum Frequency estimation

In the previous section, we introduced the principles of quantum phase estimation,
discussed its fundamental limits, and motivated the concept of dynamic range. This
emphasis arises from the fact that, in most practical applications of quantum sensors,

the primary quantity of interest is not the accumulated phase ¢ = fOT dt w(t), averaged
over the interrogation time 7" during which the sensor atoms interact with the signal,
but rather the frequency w(¢) that generates the phase.

Typically, it is assumed that the frequency remains approximately constant during
the interrogation period, such that ¢ /T provides a reliable estimate of the instantaneous
frequency w(T) at the end of the cycle. Under this assumption, the variance of the

2
frequency estimate is related to the phase estimation variance by A2, = AT—f, making
it advantageous to increase the interrogation time 7 in order to improve frequency
precision. However, longer interrogation times also increase the total accumulated
phase uncertainty. Effective clock operation therefore requires a balance: interrogation
times must be long enough to suppress frequency variance, yet short enough to ensure
that the phase remains within the regime of unambiguous estimation. A detailed

analysis of Bayesian frequency estimation in this context can be found in Ref. [19].

6.1 Atomic clocks

A paradigmatic example of frequency estimation is provided by atomic clocks, in
which a local oscillator is stabilized to an atomic transition frequency wy. In this
context, the frequency to be estimated is the detuning w(t) = wro(t) — wo between
the local oscillator frequency wro(f) and the atomic reference. Each clock cycle
concludes with feedback that adjusts the local oscillator based on this estimate, thereby
stabilizing the frequency of the local oscillator to the atomic transition frequency [5].

The instability of such clocks is typically characterized by the Allan deviation
[110], which quantifies the stability of the fractional frequency y(#) = %{t)) over
different averaging times 7. In terms of the average phase estimator variance Eq. (46),
the Allan deviation can be expressed as

A
0y (1) = oo (50)
where wy is the atomic transition frequency, T is the interrogation time, and Tp
accounts for dead time during which the atoms are not interacting with the local
oscillator, for instance, during state preparation, measurement, or feedback operations.

Monte Carlo oscillator simulations of the full clock feedback loop [61, 111, 53, 19]
demonstrate that the average phase estimation variance directly determines the
resulting Allan deviation. This naturally raises the question of how to appropriately
model the prior phase distribution used in calculating the average estimator variance.
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While one might initially ascribe the width of this prior, ¢4, solely to the intrinsic
fluctuations of the free-running local oscillator, it is, in practice, more strongly
influenced by the residual noise of the stabilized local oscillator frequency. This
residual noise depends sensitively on the specific interrogation, estimation, and
feedback procedures employed. Once the feedback loop effectively locks the local
oscillator to the atomic reference, the prior distribution of the phase approaches a
stationary form. In this regime, the residual noise can be approximated as white noise
and modeled by a Gaussian distribution with variance [61]

2+a
T
2
0y o (T_c) . (51)
The underlying local oscillator noise manifests itself in the exponent @ = —1,0, 1

which corresponds to white, flicker, and random-walk frequency noise, respectively,
characterized by a power spectral density of the form S(f) = hof~'~. The
quantity 7¢ denotes the characteristic coherence time of the local oscillator, defined
implicitly by the condition oy 1 o0 (Tc) 2mwo (T + Tc) = 1 rad, where o, 1 o (Tc) is the
Allan deviation of the uncorrected local oscillator, averaged over a single cycle of
interrogation and dead time. For the purposes of this work, it is sufficient to note that
the prior variance 2 increases monotonically with the interrogation time 7'; a more
detailed discussion can be found in Refs. [61, 19].

6.2 Entanglement-Enhanced Sensing in Clocks

We begin by assuming that the dead time between consecutive measurements is
negligible compared to the interrogation time. Accounting for dead time— referred to
as the Dick effect (see Sect.7.1.3)—can alter the conclusions drawn here and restricts
the operational regime in which atomic clocks benefit from entanglement [111].

Ideally, it is advantageous to maximize the interrogation time 7', up to the averaging
time 7 of interest. This is because each phase estimate is affected by quantum projection
noise, and increasing 7 reduces the number of such noisy estimates per averaging
time.

When the interrogation time approaches the averaging time 7 — 7, the Allan
deviation scales as o-(7) oc 1/7. In contrast, in the limit T < 7, the Allan deviation
has a less favorable scaling of o (1) o 1/+/7. These asymptotic behaviors provide
intuition for identifying the most suitable quantum sensing strategies under varying
experimental constraints and averaging regimes.

If the objective is to achieve enhanced short-term stability at averaging times
satisfying (7/Tc)?*® < n?/N?, a GHZ-state-based interferometer is optimal. In this
regime, the interrogation time of a GHZ-interferometer can match the averaging time,
and the phase can be estimated unambiguously with minimal noise.

For averaging times 7 < T¢, approaching the coherence time of the local oscillator,
optimal performance is obtained using sensors prepared in sine states and measured
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in the eigenbasis of the phase operator. Spin-squeezed states or optimized cascades
of GHZ states can also offer improvements over clocks based on unentangled atoms
in this regime.

Finally, in the regime 7 > T¢, extending the interrogation time to match the
averaging time requires alternative schemes such as the attenuated phase estimation
protocol introduced in Sect. 5.5.2. Even in this regime, it remains advantageous to
operate each sub-ensemble in a sine state and perform measurements in the eigenbasis
of the phase operator, or alternatively to employ spin-squeezed initial states, in order
to suppress projection noise within the sub-ensembles.

6.3 Atomic coherence time and phase estimation

If you have a nearly noiseless local oscillator, it may appear advantageous to
continually increase the atomic interrogation time to improve precision. However,
this strategy is ultimately constrained by the intrinsic coherence time of the atomic
system. In what follows, we assume that all technical noise sources limiting coherent
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Fig. 10 Comparison of the Cramér—Rao bound (a) and QCRB (b) on the phase estimator variance
Afp > 1/F > 1/Q after exposure to spontaneous emission for a duration 7'. For reference, the
(Q)CRBs corresponding to a coherent spin state (CSS) and a GHZ state are also shown. The
horizontal dotted lines correspond to 1/N,2/(N? + 2N), 1/N?. Colored curves correspond to
spin-squeezed states— that are eigenstates of the Hamiltonian in Eq.(27)—with increasing squeezing
from purple to yellow. In the short-time limit 7/Ty — 0, the inverse (Q)FI reduces to the squared
squeezing parameter. For all states, F is evaluated with respect to projective measurements in the
y-basis.
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evolution are negligible and consider only the fundamental decoherence mechanism
of spontaneous decay from the excited to the ground state of the reference transition,
occurring at a rate 1/, where T denotes the atomic coherence time and wg the
transition frequency. In optical clocks, the rate of this decoherence mechanism can
be conveniently determined through atom—atom comparisons [112, 113].
Increasing the interrogation time beyond the atomic coherence time yields di-
minishing returns, and no improvement in scaling with system size can be achieved
[114]. A major challenge in this regime is that quantum states with large QFI are also
typically more fragile and susceptible to decoherence. To make this trade-off explicit,
we consider the evolution of the system under a Lindblad master equation of the form:

N
2p =Aop= i Z 20'£k)p0:£k) - o-ik)(rfk)p - po-ik)crfk). (52)
ot Ta

k=1

Since the phase-encoding operation commutes with the Lindblad operator de-
scribing spontaneous emission, the two processes can be applied sequentially at the
theoretical level. Consequently, one may first let decoherence act on the initial state pg
to obtain the state pr = e¢7*°py and then evaluate the phase estimation FI according
to Eq. (14) and QFI according to Eq. (20) of the resulting mixed state as a measure
of the sensitivity lost due to spontaneous emission.

Figure 10(a) illustrates that SSSs with stronger initial squeezing show a more
rapid degradation of FI under spontaneous emission, leading to a corresponding
increase in the CRB for phase estimation. A surprising exception to this trend is the
GHZ state, which retains its FI for a longer duration than strongly squeezed states.
We emphasize that this behavior is specific to spontaneous emission and does not
hold for other types of noise, and furthermore occurs only for intermediate system
sizes. This robustness arises from the fact that, for a GHZ state, trajectories involving
spontaneous emission events are distinguishable from those without errors. As a
result, erroneous outcomes can be identified and excluded from the estimation process,
thereby mitigating their detrimental impact on sensitivity [115] (see Sect. 7.2 for
more detail). In this case, the improvement is possible because we evaluate the FI
associated with a excitation number resolved measurement in the y-basis, instead of
only considering two probabilities of either being in the + or — eigenspace of the I1,
parity measurement discussed in Sect. 4.3.

A comparison with Fig. 10(b) shows that decoherence effects can be mitigated by
optimizing the measurement basis. This suggests a potentially promising route for
enhancing the sensitivity of quantum metrology with SSSs at intermediate system
sizes. Furthermore, we find that for nearly all interaction times, the ultimate sensitivity
bound obtained following the method described in Ref. [54] is saturated by either
GHZ states, SSS, or the CSS.

This discussion highlights a key point: even when employing multi-ensemble
schemes to extend the dynamic range, the atomic coherence time imposes a funda-
mental limit. For example, in an attenuated phase estimation scheme (Sect. 5.5.2),
where different sub-ensembles interact with the signal for varying durations, the
sub-ensemble with the longest interrogation time should not exceed the atomic
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coherence time. Beyond this limit, it no longer contributes useful information and thus
loses its utility. Conversely, for interrogation times approaching T < Ta, entanglement
no longer provides a scalable advantage in sensitivity. Nevertheless, for shorter
interrogation times, such as those of the attenuated sub-ensembles that probe the
signal for reduced durations, entanglement can still enhance precision.

6.4 Atomic coherence time and frequency estimation

Building on these observations, we now examine the advantages of employing
entangled states for frequency estimation in the presence of a finite atomic coherence
time T». Although the task remains fundamentally one of phase estimation, a natural
quantifier for frequency sensitivity is the Allan variance defined in Eq.(50), which
incorporates the time-dependent phase-estimator variance that increases with the
interrogation time. For simplicity, we assume that the dead time Tp is negligible

compared with the interrogation time 7. Under this assumption, the Allan variance
2

takes the form o7 = ng; -
variance as a function of the interrogation time. For interrogation times shorter than
the atomic coherence time, entangled states can achieve a lower Allan variance than
a CSS.

To achieve the smallest possible Allan variance, one should operate the sensor
at the largest interrogation time for which the phase-estimation variance in Fig. 10
increases slower than linearly with T. A strictly linear increase offers no advantage,
since the same sensitivity can be reached by choosing a smaller interrogation time
and performing more repetitions within the averaging time 7. In practice, this optimal

. Figure 11 shows the corresponding QCRB on the Allan
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Fig. 11 Quantum Cramér-Rao—bound (QCRB) Allan variance for frequency estimation in the
presence of spontaneous emission. The Allan variance is obtained by rescaling the results of
Fig.10(b). The gray shaded region marks the parameter regime where the sensitivity achievable with
entangled states exceeds that of a coherent spin state (CSS). The black line indicates the lower bound
obtained by maximizing the quantum Fisher information in the presence of spontaneous emission
over all possible quantum states. Dotted gray lines show the short-time asymptotic limits for a GHZ
state 1/(N2T) - 7Ty and a CSS 1/(N T) - 7 Ta. Colored curves correspond to spin-squeezed
states—eigenstates of the Hamiltonian in Eq.(27)—with increasing squeezing from purple to yellow.
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operating point lies near the interrogation time 7 ~ T /N where the phase estimator
uncertainty of a GHZ state begins to increase.

While our analysis focuses on a single system size, the maximum improvement
achievable with entangled states over a CSS does not scale with N [114, 116]. This
finite advantage is further reduced when the dead time Tp is non-negligible, which
is more severe at shorter interrogation times. Furthermore, Tp is often larger for
entangled-state protocols due to the additional time required for state preparation and
for implementing more complex measurement operations. As a result, the practical
benefit of entanglement in frequency metrology lies in the increased measurement
bandwidth: entangled states enable a given frequency precision to be reached at
shorter interrogation times.

For any given quantum state, there exists an interrogation time that minimizes the
Allan variance. As the degree of multipartite entanglement increases—from modestly
SSSs to maximally entangled GHZ states—this optimal time shifts toward shorter
values. This reflects a fundamental trade-off between sensitivity and bandwidth in
entanglement-enhanced metrology. Entangled states can offer superior sensitivity at
short interrogation times, but their heightened susceptibility to decoherence—most
pronounced for strongly squeezed and GHZ states—Ilimits their performance at longer
times. Consequently, when bandwidth is not a consideration, entanglement does not
yield a scalable improvement over the CSS.

7 Current pursuits

Up to this point, our discussion has focused primarily on theoretical considerations, in
particular those arising from the fundamentally periodic nature of quantum evolution
in finite systems—which constrains the dynamic range of a sensor—and from the
unavoidable limitation imposed by spontaneous emission. While these effects set
fundamental performance bounds, the practical realization of quantum sensors is
subject to a broader range of experimental challenges. In practice, numerous additional
factors can hinder performance improvements, including technical noise sources,
finite control fidelities, imperfect state preparation and detection, and environmental
perturbations specific to the sensing platform.

Addressing these challenges has been a central driver of experimental progress in
the field. Over the past fifteen years, there have been ground-breaking demonstrations
of entanglement-enabled precision gains [16], and non-classical states of light have
become integral to large-scale sensing platforms such as LIGO [3]. In many cases,
the creation and use of entangled states introduce technical trade-offs that must
be balanced against overall sensor performance. Very recently, however, several
experiments have begun to demonstrate genuine net gains—achieving performance
approaching that of the best sensors operating without entanglement [117, 118, 119].
Optical atomic clocks have played a prominent role in this progress, benefiting from
the overlapping technical requirements of high-precision timekeeping—such as long
coherence times, large atom numbers, and precise control—and the implementation
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Fig. 12 Direct observation of neutral atom optical clocks operating below SQL (a) Rydberg-mediated
interactions are used to generate a spin-squeezed optical clock with up to 70 atoms. Two copies
of these states are compared in an atom—atom frequency comparison, demonstrating performance
below the SQL . (b) Distribution of outcomes showing the excited-state probability of ensemble A
plotted against that of ensemble B. The reduced noise in the joint distribution provides direct visual
evidence of entanglement. Adapted from Ref. [117]. (c) Atomic ensembles stored in a conveyor-belt
optical lattice are transported into and out of a cavity, where squeezing operations are performed.
An atom—atom frequency comparison between the ensembles demonstrates sub-SQL performance
with precision at the 10~ '8-level. Adapted from Ref. [118]).

of entangling protocols. In the following, we outline several of these experimental
advances and discuss near-term proposals that hold promise for broad classes of
quantum Sensors.

7.1 Entanglement-enhanced optical clocks operating below SQL

Atomic clocks based on optical transitions in neutral atoms and ions are the high-
est performing devices for time-and-frequency metrology to date, with fractional
uncertainties at the 107 18-level and below [5, 8, 120, 9]. As discussed in Sect. 6.1,
they operate by comparing an oscillator to the frequency of an atomic transition.
As illustrated in Eq. (50), the fractional frequency stability improves with oscillator
frequency wy, as this frequency determines the number of cycles counted per second
during an interrogation, i.e. by analogy with measuring lengths, it is the density of
ticks on this temporal ruler. Meanwhile, Aé denotes the average phase estimator
variance, as defined in Eq. (46), which can be reduced through the use of entangled
states and optimized measurement strategies.

Inspired by foundational insights and realizations in atomic clocks based on
microwave transitions [121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127], a key motivating question
in the community has been whether rapid advances in entanglement generation
within neutral-atom and ion platforms might be incorporated into optical atomic
clocks [128, 6]. As detailed below, the main optical clock architectures pursuing
entanglement-enhanced operation are optical lattice clocks coupled to optical cavities,
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Fig. 13 Realizations of entangled optical clocks based on trapped ions operating at the state of the
art. (a) Comparison of Ramsey coherence times for a product state of two ions (black), a classically
correlated mixed state with reduced average sensitivity to magnetic fields (blue), and an entangled
state with similarly suppressed magnetic-field sensitivity (red). (b) Allan deviation at 1-second
averaging for different Ramsey interrogation times. The entangled state outperforms the classically
correlated state and achieves performance within a factor of two of the current state of the art for
trapped-ion clocks [9]. Adapted from Ref. [119]

trapped-ion optical clocks, and neutral-atom clocks that exploit Rydberg-mediated
interactions. [129, 84, 117, 130, 118, 119].

7.1.1 Neutral-atom optical clocks operating below the standard quantum limit

Here we review recent progress in the use of entanglement in neutral-atom opti-
cal clocks; we also point the reader to another recent review on this topic [128].
In a pioneering demonstration, the first optical atomic clock incorporating entan-
glement in the form of spin squeezing was reported [129]. This result employed
collective cavity mediated interactions within a neutral-atom ensemble to generate
squeezing [121, 123, 124, 125, 127], and showed performance below SQL after
subtracting local-oscillator noise. Meanwhile, a tweezer-controlled optical lattice
experiment demonstrated the first realization of Bell states in a neutral-atom optical
clock, employing Rydberg-mediated interactions and achieving atomic coherence
times of several seconds [131]. Shortly thereafter, the same system demonstrated
quantum-enhanced clock performance below the SQL (see Fig.12a) using Rydberg
dressing [132], achieving precision at the 1017 level via direct atom—atom frequency
comparisons between ensembles of 70 atoms, which reflected the bare performance
of the quantum-enhanced sensor [117]. Comparable quantum-enhanced precision
was achieved using cavity-mediated interactions in an optical lattice clock with 10*
atoms, in a setup where the optical lattices can be transported in and out of the cavity,
enabling the interrogation of ensembles containing up to 10* atoms [130]. Most
recently, this cavity-based architecture demonstrated precision reaching the 108
level in direct atom-atom comparisons, which is below the SQL (see Fig.12¢) [118].
These results establish the compatibility of entangled states with state-of-the-art
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optical clock performance, showing that entanglement-enhanced clocks can achieve
precisions rivaling the accuracies of the leading systems [8, 120].

7.1.2 Entangled trapped-ion clocks

Trapped ion experiments have demonstrated entanglement enhanced Ramsey in-
terferometry on optical transitions. These advances build on mature techniques
for implementing high-fidelity two-qubit and collective gate operations on optical
qubits [133, 134, 135, 136], enabling, for example, the generation of GHZ states with
up to 24 ions [137], the realization of Heisenberg-limited spectroscopy [138], and the
application of variational methods for phase estimation [84]. In practice, the number
of ions that can be precisely controlled in a single trap is limited by the constraints of
the trapping architecture. Within this context, quantum metrology offers a particularly
valuable strategy to enhance clock performance.

Most recently, an entanglement-enhanced trapped-ion clock was demonstrated
(see Fig.13) [119]. This experiment employed two-ion Bell states to achieve two key
improvements. First, by encoding the Bell states such that the ground and excited
components of the superposition had identical first-order magnetic-field sensitivities,
the system became robust against magnetic noise (see Fig.13a). This encoding
extended the coherence time by more than two orders of magnitude, with the resulting
contrast limited only by the natural lifetime of the clock states. Second, a laser
stabilized to these Bell states showed enhanced frequency stability—outperforming a
comparable product-state reference—for dark times up to 0.5 seconds (see Fig.13b).
Together, these advances enabled an ion stability of 7 X 10710 at 1 second, which is a
record for calcium and approaching the record with aluminum [9].

7.1.3 Key challenges

Optical clocks enhanced with entangled states face a number of challenges. When
stabilizing a local oscillator to an atomic ensemble, two primary noise mechanisms
can limit clock performance. First, phase diffusion becomes problematic when the
interrogation time 7' approaches or exceeds the coherence time 7¢ of the local
oscillator, potentially driving the accumulated phase outside the dynamic range of the
quantum sensor [45, 61]. Second, the Dick effect arises from the presence of dead
time between successive interrogations—such as during atomic state preparation,
readout, or repumping—when the local oscillator is not referenced to the atoms [139].
During these intervals, the local oscillator continues to evolve, but its frequency
changes are neither monitored nor corrected, resulting in an aliasing of high-frequency
local oscillator noise and thereby degrading the clock’s short-term stability.

Ref. [111] presents a detailed analysis of these effects when using squeezed states,
showing that they collectively impose a fundamental stability floor, independent of
atom number, beyond which further reduction of quantum projection noise offers no
improvement. In this regime, spin squeezing can still reduce the number of atoms
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required to reach this floor, but cannot surpass it. Importantly, this limitation can be
mitigated in squeezed-state clocks operating with negligible dead time [140, 141], orin
architectures that perform frequency comparisons between two atomic ensembles—an
approach intrinsically insensitive to the Dick effect [142, 112, 113, 117, 130, 118].
Moreover, in sensing applications where signals must be resolved on timescales
shorter than the laser coherence time, spin squeezing and increased atom number
continue to offer sensitivity enhancements.

While several recent experiments have demonstrated optical atomic clocks with
entanglement-enhanced short-term stability, a comprehensive accuracy evaluation
has not yet been conducted in any system employing entangled states. A natural
question arises as to whether the infrastructure and control operations required to
generate entanglement might introduce systematic shifts that compromise overall clock
accuracy. This remains an active area of investigation. In many implementations, the
entangling operations are performed prior to the interferometric phase accumulation,
which is the period most sensitive to transition-shifting perturbations.

7.1.4 Opportunities for entanglement in Optical Clocks

As discussed in Sect. 6.3, when comparing nearly static frequencies, entanglement does
not provide a fundamental advantage. In this regime, optimal clock stability is achieved
by operating at the longest possible interrogation time and using (unentangled)
coherent states, which is ultimately limited by the atomic coherence time 7.

However, in scenarios where a stable atomic reference is used to detect a rapidly
varying signal—i.e., one with characteristic timescales shorter than 7To—short
interrogation times are required to resolve the fast dynamics. In this regime, where
decoherence is negligible, entangled states can offer a sensitivity advantage over
unentangled sensors. This advantage can be interpreted as an entanglement-enhanced
extension of the sensor’s effective bandwidth (see also Ref. [128]).

From this perspective, we identify several practical contexts in which entangled
sensors may offer meaningful performance gains. For example, in optical atomic
clocks, entangled states could be leveraged to suppress high-bandwidth fluctuations
of the local oscillator. As entangling operations continue to improve in robustness
and fidelity, such capabilities may be particularly advantageous in transportable
optical clocks [143, 144, 145], where acoustic noise in the 0.01-1kHz range can be
significant.

Furthermore, optical atomic clocks have recently been proposed as detectors for
gravitational waves [146], whose characteristic oscillation period may coincide or
be below the atomic clock coherence time [147, 148]. In this regime, entanglement-
enhanced clocks could play a role in improving sensitivity. Similarly, optical clocks are
already being employed in searches for temporal variation of fundamental constants.
Entangled sensors could improve sensitivity within targeted frequency bands, thereby
tightening constraints on such variations.

In particular, oscillations in fundamental constants—manifesting as shifts in
atomic transition frequencies—can be used to probe for axion-like particles over
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specific energy ranges. The corresponding frequency windows for these searches can
align with those accessible via entanglement-enhanced protocols [149, 150, 151].

Finally, we wish to highlight areas where, at present, we do not see obvious
applications of entangled states in clocks and spectroscopy. Many experiments
aim to achieve ever-increasing precision in the measurement of essentially static
quantities. Examples include searches for the electron’s electric dipole moment
using Ramsey spectroscopy in molecules, measurements of nuclear quadrupole or
higher-order multipole moments via hyperfine spectroscopy, and determinations of
static perturbations such as blackbody radiation shifts or Stark/Zeeman shifts in clock
states [150]. In such cases, whenever the atomic coherence time Ty is finite, the
optimal stability attainable with unentangled ensembles is, up to constant factors, the
same as that achievable with entangled states, albeit at a different interrogation time.
At present, we are not aware of methods that would enable scalable improvements in
precision using entangled states for these static applications.

7.2 Enhancing robustness of entangled sensors

As discussed in Sect. 6, increased entanglement—and the corresponding enhancement
in sensitivity—is often accompanied by greater susceptibility to noise, arising from
both technical sources (e.g., laser phase noise, frequency inhomogeneities) and
fundamental processes such as spontaneous emission. To address these challenges,
ongoing research is exploring how sensor performance can be improved through
the integration of error mitigation and detection techniques, including quantum
error correction and adaptive feedback protocols inspired by advances in quantum
information science. Additionally, efforts are directed toward the development of
optimized measurement strategies that are more resilient to noise, with the goal of
preserving metrological advantage under realistic experimental conditions.

7.2.1 Error mitigation

A prime example of an error mitigation strategy in quantum metrology involves the
use of GHZ states. These states are, in principle, optimal for parameter estimation,
as they maximize the QFI among all possible quantum states. This advantage stems
from their N-fold enhanced sensitivity to the signal, relative to unentangled atoms.
However, this enhanced susceptibility to signal also renders GHZ states highly
vulnerable to various sources of noise.

One notable example of error mitigation using GHZ states is the GHZ cascade
protocol, discussed in Sect. 5.5.3. The core challenge addressed by this scheme arises
from phase diffusion induced by noise in the reference frequency, which causes
the accumulated phase to spread beyond the [—n/(2N), +7/(2N)] interval—within
which an N-atom GHZ state can unambiguously resolve the phase. By employing
GHZ states of varying sizes, this ambiguity can be mitigated: smaller GHZ states
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provide coarse, unambiguous estimates of the phase interval, while larger GHZ states
contribute enhanced precision in refining the phase estimate within the identified
region.

Nonetheless, recent experimental demonstrations of such protocols [69, 75]
emphasize that the practical sensitivity of GHZ states is significantly limited by
imperfections in state preparation and environmental noise, particularly magnetic field
fluctuations. This inherent fragility has led to ongoing debate regarding the practical
utility of GHZ states in metrological settings. These challenges have motivated the
exploration of alternative entangled states and measurement strategies that preserve
enhanced sensitivity while mitigating susceptibility to external noise.

As discussed in Sect. 7.1.2, a recent quantum-enhanced trapped-ion clock, a Bell
state—formally equivalent to a two-qubit GHZ state under local rotations—was
employed to cancel first-order magnetic field sensitivity while maintaining high
precision [119]. However, even at the optimal interrogation time, the interferometric
sensitivity was ultimately constrained by the finite lifetime of the excited state due to
spontaneous emission.

Spontaneous emission errors can be mitigated to a certain extent in GHZ-states
sensors, as demonstrated in Ref. [115]. The proposed strategy involves applying
the decoding unitary introduced in Sect. 4.3 after the phase-encoding interrogation
time, followed by a projective measurement in the z-basis, rather than performing
a standard parity measurement. If no spontaneous emission event occurs, the final
state remains a coherent superposition of |T)®Y and ||)®", with relative amplitudes
determined by the phase to be estimated. In contrast, any spontaneous emission event
populates orthogonal states, thereby making the error detectable. This enables a
simple form of post-selection, where all measurement outcomes that do not result in
all the atoms being measured in the ground or excited state.

This error-detection scheme effectively suppresses the impact of spontaneous
emission—provided that the probability of such events remains low. As the system
size N increases, the likelihood of an error occurring during interrogation grows,
eventually requiring a reduction in the interrogation time to maintain a manageable
error rate. Consequently, while this strategy offers a clear advantage for moderate
system sizes, asymptotically in N it yields only a constant-factor improvement over
the SQL. Nonetheless, for system sizes up to approximately 80 atoms, it represents
the most effective measurement strategy in the presence of spontaneous emission.

Another theoretical approach, aimed more directly at error suppression rather than
mitigation, involves the engineering of superatoms composed of two fermionic atoms
confined to a single lattice site. By carefully designing the dipolar interactions and
leveraging Pauli blocking, spontaneous emission can be significantly suppressed,
effectively realizing a decoherence-free superatom [152]. This concept exploits the
interplay between the structured dipolar interactions and the fermionic exchange
symmetry, allowing the system to occupy collective dark states in which spontaneous
emission is strongly suppressed. As a result, long-lived entangled states with greatly
reduced radiative decay can be created, offering a promising route toward robust
quantum sensing and metrology.
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7.2.2 Quantum error correction for metrology

A natural question that arises in the context of quantum sensing is whether quantum
error correction (QEC) can be employed to enhance sensor performance. Specifically,
one may ask whether QEC can be used to correct spontaneous emission errors, thereby
overcoming limitations set by the atomic coherence time in optical atomic clocks.
Such an approach could potentially enable coherent interrogation over durations
approaching the total averaging time, thereby preserving a favorable Allan deviation
scaling of o, oc 1/7 at long times.

However, a no-go theorem has established that QEC does not offer an advantage for
many common noise mechanisms, including spontaneous emission, local dephasing,
and global dephasing, depending on the signal being measured [104, 153]. The
underlying intuition [154] is that only noise processes that act in a manner distinct
to the signal encoding can be corrected without simultaneously erasing the signal.
Consequently, it becomes clear why neither local nor global dephasing—both of
which act through the same operators as the signal-—can be mitigated using QEC.

Moreover, spontaneous emission errors belong to a class of noise processes
for which QEC does not enable performance beyond the SQL. This is the case
when the signal Hamiltonian lies within the Lindblad span of the noise operators.
More precisely, if the signal-generating operator Gék), can be expressed as a linear
combination of the set {Lg, LZ, LZLk/ , 1}, where Ly are the Lindblad jump operators
characterizing the noise, then the Hamiltonian is said to be in the Lindblad span.
When this condition is satisfied, the optimal achievable Allan deviation scales as
oy o« 1/VNT7, with a prefactor that depends on the detailed structure of the noise
via the specific form of the jump operators.

By contrast, if the noise is characterized by jump operators like o, QEC is indeed
possible. In these cases, it is theoretically feasible to extend the interrogation time
indefinitely, or until limited by other uncorrected noise sources.

An alternative scenario in which QEC can enhance sensing performance arises
when the spatial correlations of the noise differ from those of the signal [155]. Even
when the noise and signal couple through the same local operators (e.g., dephasing
via o, operators), their distinct spatial structure can be exploited for error correction.
This situation is similar to dynamical decoupling, where spatial or temporal filtering
enables discrimination between signal and noise.

7.2.3 Overcoming finite detection fidelity

A general challenge for large-scale quantum sensors is that achieving sensitivity at
the SQL already requires high detection fidelity; insufficient detection performance
can obscure SQL-level operation entirely. The impact of finite detection fidelity
becomes even more severe when the initial probe state is entangled, as measurement
errors can rapidly degrade or mask the metrological advantage. This limitation has
been a persistent obstacle to demonstrating entanglement in large quantum systems,
particularly in cavity-based platforms where atoms are typically measured collectively
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via the cavity mode rather than through single-site-resolved detection, or in systems
with untrapped atoms where spatially resolved measurements are not feasible.

One strategy to overcome detection limitations is the use of time-reversal protocols,
in which the entangling unitary applied before phase encoding is inverted after the
phase is imprinted [93, 94, 101, 95, 96, 97, 98, 102, 99, 100], or, more generally,
the use of decoding unitaries to measure in an entangled basis. This concept was
first developed for SSSs generated via OAT [93]. In this setting, the phase encoding
corresponds to a rotation of the squeezed state. If this rotation is sufficiently small,
reversing the OAT dynamics returns the system to a state closely resembling the
initial CSS, but now rotated by an angle amplified in proportion to the amount of
metrologically useful entanglement produced in the initial quench. This amplification
enables Heisenberg scaling even without single-atom-resolved number detection [93].

Using such a protocol, Heisenberg scaling was experimentally realized in a cavity-
QED system using nuclear-spin qubits of !7'Yb [97], reaching up to 11.8 dB of
enhanced phase resolution with ~ 300 atoms. As previously demonstrated, the gain
realized with the nuclear spin can also be mapped to the optical clock [129]. In general,
this and related protocols have been explored in other cavity-QED systems [156], in
force-sensing applications with two-dimensional ions [157], as well as extensions of
these time-reversal protocols to Hamiltonians featuring chaotic dynamics [158, 159].

7.3 Scalable squeezing in short-range interacting systems

Another key question is to determine the conditions under which many-body dynamics
can generate metrologically useful entanglement that is scalable. By scalable, we mean
that the phase estimation variance scales as A% o« N~ with & > 1, corresponding to
an improvement beyond the SQL. This is fundamentally a question of many-body
physics: how do quantum correlations arising in an interacting system give rise to
entanglement that can be harnessed for enhanced metrology?

A key implication is that scalable enhancement requires multipartite entanglement
that spans the entire ensemble, as the QFI is a measure of the degree of multipartite
entanglement (see Sect. 3.4). The paradigmatic model for dynamically generating such
entanglement is the OAT Hamiltonian Eq. (29) in which each spin interacts with every
other spin equally. This all-to-all coupling results in entanglement that extends across
the full system and enables a spin-squeezing parameter that improves with system size.
Realizations of this Hamiltonian have been achieved in various platforms, including
trapped ions [163, 133], optical cavities [164, 165], Bose-Einstein condensates via
elastic collisions [166, 122], as well as more recently in Rydberg tweezer arrays,
albeit so far only for system sizes of up to 9 atoms [69].

In contrast, many more physical systems are characterized by finite-range interac-
tions, prompting the question of whether and under what conditions such systems
can support scalable squeezing. A limiting case is provided by nearest-neighbor Ising
interactions, described by
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Fig. 14 Spin squeezing for power-law interactions with exponent « and varying anisotropy ratios
in the Heisenberg model of Eq.(55), where we use y, x’ in place of Jz, J, . The squeezing, total
angular momentum, and time to generate maximal squeezing are calculated in two (D=2) and three
(D=3) dimensions. Regions of scalable squeezing are observed despite the short-range nature of
the interactions (adapted from Ref. [160]). (b) Experimental realization using a tweezer array of
87Rb atoms (top left), interacting with Rydberg-mediated dipolar flip-flop interactions (top right).
Scalable squeezing is observed for the accessible system sizes (bottom left), with the time (#*) to
reach optimal squeezing increasing with system size due to the finite interaction range (bottom
right) (adapted from Ref. [161]). (c) Enhanced squeezing beyond the pure Ising limit realized in a
one-dimensional chain of Ca* ions. Application of a strong transverse field maps the Ising model to
an effective XXZ model with anisotropy y’ = 2y, enabling propagation of correlations across the
system and thereby improved squeezing performance. Adapted from Ref. [162].
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where entanglement develops only between directly interacting spins, and quantum
correlations do not propagate beyond the interaction range due to the absence of a
light cone [167]. As a consequence, no scalable spin squeezing can be achieved
in such systems. Even in systems with slightly longer-range interactions—such as
those realized in recent experiments [117]—the amount of squeezing exceeds nearest
neighbor Ising interactions but is still not scalable [168].

More generally, for Ising-type models with power-law decaying interactions,

5D s4
Aﬁ}llfk-rd“ 7 oY

scalable spin squeezing is only possible if the decay exponent satisfies @ < D, where
D is the dimensionality of the system [169]. Here, r; denotes the spatial position of
spin k.

This behavior contrasts with models based on anisotropic Heisenberg interactions,

such as
(k) (l)

(k) . o (D)
xo'-o'+(xy-x')o;
Hxxz = E

; (55)
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where o = (0%, 0y,0;). These models are capable of generating longer-range
quantum correlations, and recent theoretical work (see Fig. 14a) has explored their
potential for generating scalable squeezing [170, 160, 171, 172].

Interestingly, it has been shown that scalable spin squeezing can still be achieved
even when the interaction range satisfies @ > D, provided the system operates close
to the Heisenberg point y’ ~ y [160]. This advantage, however, comes at the cost of
significantly longer timescales for entanglement generation (see Fig.14b), which is
detrimental in the presence of decoherence during state preparation.

The underlying mechanism can be understood in the perturbative regime y > |x’|,
where the dominant Heisenberg interaction energetically favors spin alignment.
In this limit, permutation-symmetric states are separated from states with broken
permutation symmetry by a large energy gap that cannot be bridged by the anisotropic
perturbation. Consequently, the dynamics can be effectively projected into the
permutation-symmetric subspace. Within this subspace, the residual Ising interaction
acts as an effective infinite-range OAT Hamiltonian, enabling scalable squeezing
despite the finite interaction range—though with an effective interaction strength that
decreases as the anisotropy is reduced.

Motivated by these theoretical developments and the desire to enhance the amount
of spin squeezing, recent experiments have begun to explore these ideas [162, 161]
(see Fig. 14b,c). In a one-dimensional (D = 1) trapped-ion array, enhanced spin
squeezing and the generation of long-range correlations were demonstrated by
introducing a strong transverse field to a system governed by a power-law Ising
interaction with exponent @ = 1 [162]. This configuration effectively realizes a spin-
exchange Hamiltonian, which corresponds to the XXZ Hamiltonian with anisotropy
parameter y’ = 2y, leading to a significant improvement in squeezing relative to the
native Ising interaction alone. Recent Rydberg-dressing-based squeezing experiments
- in optical clocks [117] and also in atomic ensembles of microwave qubits [173] -
could benefit from the application of a strong-transverse to improve the scaling of the
squeezing [172], as it has been previously demonstrated in trapped ions [162] and
atomic gases [174]. Recent theoretical work has further proposed a general framework
linking the presence of scalable squeezing in the dynamics of a given Hamiltonian H
to the existence of long-range order at finite temperature in the same model [175].

Without enhancing the performance of an underlying Ising interaction, spin
squeezing was achieved in a two-dimensional Rydberg atom array, where the qubit
states correspond to opposite-parity Rydberg levels (Fig. 14b). In this system, the
atoms interact via dipolar spin-exchange interactions characterized by a power-
law decay with exponent @ = 3, enabling the generation of metrologically-useful
entanglement that improves with atom number [161].

An alternative direction, explored at the theoretical level, is the use of finite-range
interactions within variational quantum circuits that are optimized to maximize
the achievable spin squeezing [87]. While this approach does not fundamentally
overcome the limitations on scalable squeezing imposed by the nature of the native
interactions, it offers a practical route to optimally harness available resources on a
given quantum sensing platform.
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8 Outlook

Here, we provide a broader perspective on several emerging directions in quantum
metrology. For a more comprehensive discussion of quantum metrological applications
on the horizon, we refer the reader to Ref. [6].

The fundamental limits of single-parameter quantum metrology are by now well
established. At present, however, the most pressing open questions concern how
to approach these limits as efficiently as possible with the quantum sensors that
are currently available, thereby closing the gap between theoretically predicted
advantages and what can be achieved in practice with experimentally developed
devices. A central challenge in this respect is to devise hardware-efficient strategies
for achieving metrological enhancement. This involves identifying practical methods
to prepare entangled states and to realize the optimized measurements using the
restricted capabilities of existing sensing platforms, which are typically far from
universal quantum computers.

Several promising avenues are beginning to emerge. One direction is the use of
adaptive measurement strategies: while such approaches do not surpass the perfor-
mance of fully optimal generic measurements [109], they can nevertheless provide
practical advantages by simplifying the realization of near-optimal measurements
with the hardware available in experiments [74]. Another direction is the adaptation
of variational quantum circuits to the native resource operations offered by specific
sensing platforms [87, 53]. This makes it possible to perform on-device optimization
directly in the presence of realistic noise sources [84], which are often difficult to
fully characterize or simulate. Such hardware-adapted and noise-aware strategies
are therefore particularly promising for translating the abstract limits of quantum
metrology into experimentally relevant gains.

Another important direction in contemporary quantum metrology is the use of
sensor networks to estimate functions of the phases encoded across multiple nodes
[176]. Depending on the spatial arrangement of the sensors, these functions may
correspond to the mean phase, spatial gradients, or even higher-order curvature. Such
capabilities extend the scope of quantum metrology to the characterization of spatially
varying fields.

Ilustrative application of such sensor networks is provided by optical clock
networks. When distributed over large spatial separations, these networks can function
as detectors of gravitational waves by exploiting the differential phase shifts imprinted
between distant nodes [146]. At the opposite extreme, networks of closely spaced
clocks have recently been employed to resolve gravitational redshifts on the scale
of the spatial extent of the trapped atomic ensembles themselves, thereby enabling
precision tests of gravity at microscopic length scales [177, 178].

Furthermore, sensor networks also provide a natural route to suppressing spatially
correlated noise [155]. In particular, when the spatial correlations of the noise
differ sufficiently from the spatial structure of the signal to be estimated, one can
design measurement strategies that preserve sensitivity to the desired signal while
remaining robust against noise components that are effectively orthogonal to the signal
correlations [179, 180, 181, 182, 68, 183, 184, 185]. Moreover, sensor networks
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enable efficient reconstruction of spatially varying fields by treating the encoded
phases as samples of an underlying signal and applying compressed sensing techniques
to recover the full profile from limited measurements [186].

Another direction in contemporary quantum metrology, which we have thus far
not addressed, is the simultaneous estimation of multiple parameters [187, 188],
where the parameters are encoded by processes that do not commute with one
another. Vector field sensing provides an example of such a multiparameter estimation
problem [189, 190, 191, 62]. Multiparameter estimation introduces an additional
layers of complexity. One is associated with measurement incompatibility. This
arises when the optimal measurements for different parameters do not commute and
therefore cannot be implemented simultaneously on the same quantum system. As
a result, the quantum Cramér—Rao bound cannot, in general, be saturated for all
parameters simultaneously. Moreover, the notion of dynamic range becomes more
subtle than in the single-parameter case, particularly because adaptive strategies
that continually shift the sensor to its optimal operating point are hampered by the
noncommutativity of the parameter-encoding processes. These challenges underscore
both the richer structure and the increased practical complexity of multiparameter
quantum metrology in contrast to single-parameter estimation.

On the experimental front, entangled optical clocks are now achieving precisions
at the 1077 to 1078 level [117, 130, 118], making the near-term prospects for their
operation at the time-keeping frontier increasingly promising. Further improvements
are still required to match the stabilities of the best unentangled clocks, which have
already reached 10~!® stability at 1 second and atom—atom comparison precisions at
the 10~2! level [177, 178]. With realistic advances in system size and coherence times,
entangled neutral-atom clocks are expected to become competitive with unentangled
devices for resolving effects that require short interrogation times. Beyond their
metrological potential, such systems may also provide a unique test bed for probing
the interface between gravity and quantum mechanics [192, 193].

While this review has primarily focused on clocks as a representative platform for
quantum sensing, many existing and emerging sensors are now exploiting entangled
states. Atom interferometers based on spatial superpositions of massive particles
enable precision measurements of gravity and fundamental constants, as well as
stringent tests of the equivalence principle, general relativity, and possible new
forces [194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201]. A particularly notable recent
milestone is the first demonstration of an entangled atom interferometer, which
reported sensitivity 2.5 dB below the SQL [165].

In the context of force sensing, the quantized motion of trapped ions provides
a powerful platform for displacement detection. Owing to the ionic charge, such
protocols are naturally applicable to the measurement of both the amplitude and
phase of oscillating electric forces. Quantum-enhanced precision can be achieved
by employing highly excited Fock states, where the nonclassical motional character,
rather than entanglement, enables sensitivity beyond classical limits. Importantly,
these protocols have been demonstrated in a phase-insensitive regime [202], a
key advantage when the force phase is unknown at the time of state preparation,
which is particularly relevant for signals with a linewidth exceeding the measurement
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bandwidth, where adaptive phase matching is not feasible. Along similar lines,
superpositions of Fock states have been employed for enhanced sensing of oscillator
mode frequencies [202, 203]. Furthermore, in Penning traps with hundreds of ions,
two-mode squeezed states of the combined system of spins and motion have been
realized for displacement and electric-field sensing, with proposed applications to
the detection of dark photons and axions [157].

In parallel with advances in atomic platforms, spin ensembles embedded in solid-
state materials provide a complementary route for quantum sensing [204, 205, 206].
Prominent examples include vacancy centers in diamond, which enable high-spatial-
resolution studies of magnetic and electric fields as well as in-situ characterization
of material properties such as charge transport [207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212,
213]. Their small form factor and room-temperature operability further extend
their applicability to diverse environments, including biological settings [214, 215,
216]. While such solid-state spin systems generally lack the degree of single-
particle control available in atomic platforms, the intrinsic interactions between
spins—for example, dipolar couplings among nitrogen-vacancy centers—offer a
natural mechanism for entanglement generation. To that end, recent experiments have
reported exciting progress in spin squeezing of solid-state spin ensembles mediated
by dipolar interactions [217].

Zooming out, the advent of systems with potentially hundreds to thousands of
qubits combining a high-degree of single-qubit control with capabilities in sensing
opens the door to a number of directions [12, 218, 219, 69, 75]. Importantly, these are
systems are potentially capable of realizing deep quantum circuits for the preparation
and decoding of quantum states used for parameter estimation. We anticipate that
this synthesis of quantum computing and quantum metrology will motivate new
directions catalyzed by progress in each of these areas. Theoretically, the anticipation
of such systems has already resulted in a significant body of research into the use
of quantum error correction to metrology, of which this review only scratches the
surface. Furthermore, the prospect of performing quantum processing directly on
sensor data has motivated reformulations of sensing tasks to more closely align with
computational problems addressed by established quantum algorithms. Examples
include Grover-inspired search protocols for detecting weak oscillating fields of
unknown frequency [220], as well as quantum algorithms for postprocessing optical
imaging information [221]. These are just some examples, we expect that the versatility
of such platforms will spark unforeseen advances, which lie at the intersection of
many fields in quantum information science.
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