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We develop a framework for describing the effects of systematic state preparation error in
quantum-enhanced atom interferometry on sensing performance. We do this in the context of both
spin-squeezed and non-Gaussian states for the two-axis-twisting (TAT), one-axis-twisting (OAT),
and twist-and-turn (TNT) state preparation schemes, and derive general conditions for robustness
and susceptibility of quantum states to state preparation error. In the spin-squeezing regime, we find
that OAT is more susceptible to state preparation error than TAT due to its parameter-dependent
phase space rotation. In the non-Gaussian regime, we find that OAT is robust to state preparation
errors, which can be explained by a small ratio of off-diagonal to diagonal elements in its Fisher-
covariance matrix. In contrast, TNT does not exhibit this robustness. We find that the single
parameter unbiased estimators that are habitually used in quantum-enhanced atom interferometry
are not always optimal, and that there may be occasions where biased estimators, or two-parameter
unbiased estimators, lead to lower net error.

I. INTRODUCTION

Atom interferometers are measurement instruments re-
lying on the interference of matter-waves [1, 2], and are
currently used for precision sensing of a wide variety of
quantities, including magnetic fields [3, 4], accelerations
[5], rotations [6], gravitational fields [7–9], and gravity
gradients [10]. Unlike classical devices, which may drift
over time and thus require regular calibration, the re-
sponse of an atom interferometer can, in principle, be
locked to fundamental constants of nature [9, 11, 12],
making it inherently robust against long-term drift. This
key advantage of atom interferometry enables highly sen-
sitive precision measurements, such as those of the fine-
structure constant [13] and Newton’s gravitational con-
stant [14].

There is considerable recent interest in using quantum
entanglement to increase the sensitivity of atom inter-
ferometry through reducing the atomic shot-noise [15].
Holding everything else equal, reducing the atomic shot-
noise would improve the per-shot sensitivity, increasing
the rate at which a given sensitivity is reached when
integrating down. This would ultimately improve the
measurement bandwidth, allowing for more precise mea-
surements of slowly changing signals, or allow for higher
sensitivities when the experiment is limited by drift
in other quantities [16, 17]. Alternatively, incorporat-
ing quantum-entanglement while holding precision fixed
would allow for smaller interrogation times, leading to
significantly smaller devices [17], and devices less prone
to external perturbations [18]. There have been sev-
eral proof-of-principle demonstrations of entanglement-
enhanced atom interferometry, with entanglement gener-
ated via either atom-atom [19–29] or atom-light [30–35]
interactions. Several alternate schemes have also been
theoretically proposed, but are yet to be experimentally
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demonstrated [36–45].

While there have been many studies on how quantum-
enhancement affects the precision of atom interferome-
ters, there has yet to be an investigation on how it af-
fects their accuracy. In particular, the key advantage of
atom interferometry is that the response only depends on
fundamental constants, which are well-known and static.
Once atom-atom, or atom-light interactions are intro-
duced into the scheme, the response now depends on
less easy to characterise and control parameters. For
example, the one-axis twisting scheme [46] can be im-
plemented via atom-atom interactions [39, 47]. Devia-
tions in any number of parameters, such as the atomic
scattering length or even the trapping configuration, will
affect the initial state and ultimately the response of the
device. Similarly, atom-light interactions could be af-
fected by parameters such as laser power, or even the
size of the beam focus, both of which are susceptible to
drift [48, 49]. These considerations raise the question:
Given that the stability of calibration is the key advan-
tage of atom interferometry, do the added complexities of
entanglement-generation schemes outweigh the precision
gains they offer?

In this paper, we investigate the impact of systematic
errors in entangled state preparation on the theoretical
precision and accuracy of atom interferometers. Through
investigating the one-axis-twisting (OAT) and two-axis-
twisting (TAT) processes, we consider systematic state
preparation errors in spin-squeezed states, and demon-
strate how in some circumstances, biased estimators may
meaningfully increase parameter resolution. We exam-
ine the degree of state preparation error in OAT that
would degrade quantum enhancement by various factors
for metrologically useful atom ensemble sizes, providing
a schema for calculating the effect of entangled state
preparation error for an entangled atom interferometry
sequence. We then consider errors in state preparation
in the non-Gaussian regime through the OAT and twist-
and-turn (TNT) state preparation schemes. In both
the spin-squeezed and non-Gaussian regimes, we iden-
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tify general classes of quantum states that are resistant
to state preparation error. We present a means of over-
coming the biasing effects of state preparation error using
dual parameter maximum likelihood estimation.

II. QUANTUM-ENHANCED ATOM
INTERFEROMETRY AND PARAMETER

ESTIMATION

An atom interferometry sequence can be divided into
four stages: state preparation, parameter encoding, mea-
surement, and parameter estimation, as depicted in Fig-
ure 1. Quantum enhancement occurs in the state prepa-
ration stage, where correlations are induced in an initially
unentangled atomic ensemble to surpass the shot-noise
limit. The preparation of a metrologically useful entan-
gled state, and the subsequent encoding of a parameter
φ of interest, can be represented as

|ψφ,Λ⟩ = ÛφÛΛ |ψ0⟩ , (1)

where Λ represents a vector of state preparation param-
eters. In this paper, we only consider state preparation
schemes with one degree of freedom, which we denote
as λ. All subsequent state preparation parameters are
either constant or a function of λ. As an example, the
OAT spin-squeezing scheme relies on a nonlinear inter-
action between the atoms to generate entanglement. In
this case, the strength of that interaction would be the λ
state preparation degree of freedom in Λ, with the sub-
sequent phase space rotation a λ-dependent state prepa-
ration parameter. After the parameter φ is encoded onto
the system, a measurement P̂ is made in some basis, gen-
erating a set of measurement results X = {X1, ..., Xn},
which are used to estimate φ via a function φ̃, termed an
estimator, producing an estimate φ∗ = ⟨φ̃⟩. For a given
estimator, the uncertainty in the estimate is given by the
mean-square error:

MSE = ⟨(φ̃− φ)
2⟩

= σ2
Q + σ2

B , (2)

where

σ2
Q = ⟨φ̃2⟩ − ⟨φ̃⟩2

= ⟨φ̃2⟩ − (φ∗)
2

(3)

is the contribution from sampling error and statical fluc-
tuations resulting from the quantum projection noise in
the measurement P̂ , and

σB = ⟨(φ̃− φ)⟩
= (φ∗ − φ) (4)

is the systematic error, or bias. The MSE is the total
mean-squared distance between our estimate of the pa-
rameter and its true value, and is an overall metric for

error accounting for both bias in a parameter estimate,
and fluctuations around that parameter estimate.
For an unbiased estimator (σB = 0), the optimal preci-

sion of a readout distribution is given by the Cramer-Rao
bound (CRB)

MSE = σ2
Q =

Q2

m
≥ 1

mFc
, (5)

where m is the number of repetitions of the experiment,
Q is the single-shot quantum projection noise, and Fc is
the classical Fisher information, given by

Fc =
∑
j

(∂φPφ(j))
2

Pφ(j)
(6)

for measurement values j and a probability distribution
P (j) [50]. The estimator φ̃ that is guaranteed to satu-
rate the CRB for all distributions is the maximum likeli-
hood estimator, but other classes of estimators may also
fulfil this constraint in particular scenarios. The fun-
damental limit to single parameter quantum sensing is
achieved through saturating the Quantum-Cramér-Rao
bound (QCRB): Fc = FQ, where FQ is the quantum
Fisher information [15, 51].
The minimally noisy unbiased estimator for a given

state preparation sequence is a function of the degree of
entanglement in the state, and hence on the state prepa-
ration degree of freedom. The estimator parameterised
by the state preparation degree of freedom λp is denoted
φ̃(X|λp) for a set of measurement data X.

A. Effects of state preparation error

State preparation error occurs when we believe that we
have prepared the state

|ψφ,Λ′⟩ = ÛφÛΛ′ |ψ0⟩ , (7)

but have actually prepared the state in Equation 1, with
Λ ̸= Λ′. We use the notation that the dashed superscript
denotes that a variable is assumed, while the absence of
a dash implies the actual physical value. Given a state
preparation error, the λp value used in our estimator will
be λp = λ′ instead of λp = λ, as this will correspond
to the estimator we think will be unbiased. As our esti-
mator is then parameterised by the wrong value, it will
output an expected value ⟨φ̃(X|λ′)⟩ = φ∗, where the true
phase value φ ̸= φ∗ in most instances. In addition to
the introduction of bias, the biased estimator will lead
to different single shot quantum noise Q relative to an
unbiased estimator. Furthermore, assuming the wrong
state preparation degree of freedom may bias other state
preparation parameters dependent on λ, thus changing
the measurement data as well as the estimator. These
distinct measurement data may cause the state prepa-
ration error to further change Q relative to an unbiased
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FIG. 1. A quantum-enhanced atom interferometry sequence. In (a), an initial coherent-spin state, entangled in (b) according

to ÛΛ, with the parameter φ encoded onto the state in (c). In (d) a projective measurement in the Ĵz basis is made, with an
estimate φ∗ occurring based on the measurement results according to an estimator φ̃.

FIG. 2. A depiction of how the set of state preparation param-
eters Λ, and the actual, assumed, and estimator state prepa-
ration degrees of freedom (λ, λ′, λp) interact to give error in
state preparation. The real Λ values totally characterise the
measurement data X, and the value λp is determined by λ′,
which in turn is used to process the measured data to obtain
a parameter value with a particular mean squared error. As-
suming a particular state preparation degree of freedom may
result in later parameters in the state preparation sequence
being suboptimal, hence the dashed line.

quantum-enhanced atom interferometry sequence. Fig-
ure 2 demonstrates how each of the actual, assumed, and
estimator state preparation values interact to produce a
value for the error in the parameter of interest.

In many cases, such as when using spin-squeezed
states, bias induced by state preparation error will be
linearly proportional to the parameter φ for φ ≪ 1, and
the total MSE will be characterised by the parameters B
and Q:

MSE = (Bφ)2 +
Q2

m
, (8)

where B is defined by σB = Bφ. As the bias decreases
when operating close to the bias-free operating point of
φ = 0, it is desirable to operate as close to this point as
possible. Adaptive schemes will be ultimately limited by
the resolution of the measurement. As such, we can ob-
tain a self-consistent lower bound on the MSE by setting
φ = Q/

√
m in Equation 8, which yields MSE ≥ E2/mN ,

where

E =
√
NQ2(1 +B2) (9)

is the total error of the measurement, normalised by
the precision attainable in a single bias-free, uncorre-

lated atomic ensemble. Alongside B and Q, E > 1 is
a useful indicative quantity as it implies that the pres-
ence of state preparation error has worsened the precision
of atom interferometry relative to using an unentangled
state - one would have been better off dispensing with
entangled state preparation entirely.

III. SYSTEMATIC STATE PREPARATION
ERROR IN SPIN-SQUEEZED STATES

We now turn our attention to the specific example of
spin-squeezed states. In this paper, we confine the states
explored to two-mode bosonic states. We describe our
quantum state using second quantised notation, and de-
fine a set of pseudo-spin operators

Ĵk =
1

2
(â†1â

†
2)σk(â1â2)

T (10)

acting on our state, where σk corresponds to the kth Pauli
matrix, and â1 and â2 represent the first and second anni-
hilation operators for a Fock space respectively [52]. The

Ĵz operator corresponds to half the number difference of
the two modes the atoms can populate, and is usually
our physically accessible measurement. Certain classes
of two-mode bosonic states can yield subshot noise sen-
sitivity based on moments of a readout distribution. An
important example of this is spin-squeezed states, where
subshot noise phase sensitivity is engineered through re-
ducing variance in the measurement axis at the expense
of variance in a perpendicular axis according to a Heisen-
berg uncertainty relation. Given a set of measurement
results, the phase estimation strategy that achieves the
degree of quantum enhancement ξ is the method of mo-
ments (MOM) strategy, where ⟨Ĵz⟩ is assigned to a phase

estimate φ [53]. Assuming the measurement axis is Ĵz,
the degree of spin-squeezing is expressed in the Wineland
spin-squeezing parameter [54]

ξ =

√
NVar(Ĵz))

|⟨Ĵx⟩|
, (11)

where ξ < 1 implies the state is spin-squeezed along
the Ĵz axis, and surpasses the shot noise limit by a fac-
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tor 1
ξ . States with

√
N√
FQ

< 1 but ξ > 1 are known

as metrologically useful non-Gaussian quantum states
[24], and cannot achieve subshot noise sensitivity with
a MOM estimator. We will develop separate frameworks
for analysing state preparation error in spin-squeezed and
non-Gaussian states.

We now examine how bias can arise, and variance can
change under state preparation error for a method of mo-
ments estimator and a spin-squeezed state. This estima-
tor involves a particular mapping between ⟨Ĵz⟩ and the

parameter of interest, with ⟨Ĵz⟩ being the average of the
measured results X. In the case of spin-squeezed atom
interferometry sequences, the unitary ÛΛ from Equation
1 can be broken up as

ÛΛ = ÛθÛλ, (12)

where λ parametrises the strength of spin-squeezing in-
dependent of readout, and where θ parameterises a con-
stant or λ-dependent Ĵx phase space rotation designed to
minimise variance in the measurement axis Ĵz. In order
to determine the appropriate MOM estimator, we first
determine the phase response of the device. Working in
the Heisenberg picture, Ĵz evolves as

Ĵz = − sin(φ)Ĵx0
+ cos(φ)

(
Ĵz0 cos(θ) + Ĵy0

sin(θ)
)
,

(13)

where Ĵi0 refers to the operator post the application of

Ûλ but before the application of ÛφÛθ. Given that |ψ0⟩
is a Ĵx eigenstate, we approximate that ⟨Ĵz0⟩,⟨Ĵy0

⟩ = 0

and thus we can write ⟨Ĵz⟩ as

⟨Ĵz⟩ = −⟨Ĵx0
⟩ sin(φ) . (14)

Informed by this, our estimate of φ is then

φ∗ = sin−1

(
− ⟨Ĵz⟩
⟨Ĵx0

⟩′

)
, (15)

where ⟨Ĵx0⟩′ ≡ ⟨Ĵx0⟩ evaluated at λp = λ′, and we re-
strict the φ domain to −π

2 ≤ φ ≤ π
2 . Expanding Equa-

tion 15 to linear order around ⟨Ĵz⟩ = 0, we can write

σB = φ

(
1− ⟨Ĵx0

⟩′

⟨Ĵx0
⟩

)
. (16)

Similarly, we can calculate σQ via the error propagation
equation

σ2
Q =

1

m

Var(Ĵz)(
∂φ⟨Ĵz⟩′

)2 , (17)

where the numerator is based on the measured variance
in ⟨Ĵz⟩ and the denominator is evaluated at the assumed

state preparation value λ′. Using Equation 13, this be-
comes

σ2
Q =

1

m|⟨Ĵx0
⟩′|2

(
cos2(θ)Var(Ĵz0) + sin2(θ)Var(Ĵy0)

+
1

2
sin(2θ)Covar(Ĵz0 , Ĵy0

)

)
, (18)

where 18 is derived in Appendix VI A, and ¯Covar(a, b) =

Covar(a, b) + Covar(b, a). Figure 3 (a) shows ⟨Ĵz⟩ for
two different values of λ, corresponding to ξ = 0.20 and
ξ = 0.38, leading to different phase responses. Assuming
one value of λ, while in reality, the other is true, leads
to a miss-estimate of φ. Processing ⟨Ĵz⟩ with the wrong
estimator leads to a biased estimate of φ, with the red
and green arrows in (a) demonstrating a biased estimate

given a ⟨Ĵz⟩measurement at a particular operating point.
In (b) and (c) we see σB and σQ respectively. In this case,
miss-characterising the state leads to a bias that is ap-
proximately linear in φ. The variance of the estimated
parameter around the mean also changes relative to the
unbiased estimator, that is, Q(λ) ̸= Q(λ′), in Figure 3
(c). In this particular example, the noise in the measure-

ment data ⟨Ĵz⟩ is not changed through state preparation
error; the change in Q is due purely to the use of a differ-
ent estimator affecting the denominator of Equation 17.
We will also see cases in Section IIIA where the data X
are affected by a poorly characterised λ.

A. Spin-squeezed OAT vs TAT

We consider two spin-squeezing methods to study spin-
squeezed states under state preparation error, namely
two-axis twisting (TAT) [46, 55] and one-axis twisting
(OAT) [20, 32, 39, 56, 57]. TAT has yet to be exper-
imentally realised, but provides the “simplest” exam-
ple of an entangled state preparation sequence, given
that its optimal Ĵx rotation parameter is independent of
λ. It has been shown that TAT dynamics can be pro-
duced in cavity-mediated atom-atom interactions [58],
and can produce a state similar to that prepared by
quantum-nondemolition measurement (QND) squeezing

[32, 34, 35, 48, 49, 59]. For an initial Ĵx eigenstate, the
TAT Hamiltonian and state preparation sequence are

ĤTAT = −ℏχ(ĴzĴy + ĴyĴz), (19)

ÛTAT = exp

{(
−iπĴx

2

)}
exp
{(
iλ(ĴzĴy + ĴyĴz)

)}
,

(20)

where λ = χt. OAT has also been experimentally demon-
strated [19, 20, 31]. The OAT Hamiltonian is given by

ĤOAT = −ℏχĴ2
z , (21)

and the OAT state preparation sequence is given by

ÛOAT = exp
{(

−iθ(λ′)Ĵx
)}

exp
{(
iλĴ2

z

)}
, (22)
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FIG. 3. In (a), the average Jz value as a function of the parameter φ and the estimator φ̃ for biased and unbiased estimators
parameterised by λ′ = 0.01 and λ = 0.02 respectively for a two-axis twisted spin-squeezed state of N = 100 (these two values

correspond to ξ = 0.38 and ξ = 0.2 respectively). Given a measured ⟨Ĵz⟩, using the incorrect estimator will lead to a biased
φ value, as demonstrated by the red and green arrows. In (b), the absolute value of the bias using the estimator φ̃(λp = λ′)
for varying φ. Where there is no error, as in the estimator parameterised by λ, there is no bias. In (c). The variance of the
biased and unbiased estimators. Variance is minimised at the φ = 0 operating point, and differs for the biased and unbiased
estimators.

where the optimal Ĵx rotation θ is dependent on λ, and
thus a suboptimal rotation will be applied if λ′ ̸= λ.
We simulate the TAT and OAT interferometry se-

quence according to Equations 22 and 20 for N = 100
atoms in an initial Ĵx eigenstate given a sample num-
ber m = 104, a phase φ = Q√

m
encoded anti-clockwise

around the Ĵy axis, and a range of actual and assumed
λ and λ′ values. For each λ, λ′ pair, we calculate B, Q,
and E according to Equations 16, 18, and 9 respectively.
In the case of both OAT and TAT, we find that λ′ ̸= λ
leads to a biased estimate of the encoded phase as φ̃ is
parameterised by λp = λ′ instead of λp = λ. In both
cases, λ′ < λ leads to negative bias and λ′ > λ leads to
positive bias, as can be seen in Figure 4 (b) and (f). The
magnitude and sign of the bias depend on the discrep-
ancy between the assumed and actual ⟨Ĵx0

⟩ values, as per
Equation 16, with the dependency of ⟨Ĵx0

⟩ for both TAT
and OAT displayed in Figure 4 (a) and (e) respectively.
For both OAT and TAT in the spin-squeezing regime,
the ⟨Ĵx0

⟩ value begins to decrease at an increasing rate
as λ increases. This results in the slope of the graph of
B increasing for both OAT and TAT with respect to the
assumed state preparation parameter.

The plots of E for OAT and TAT are qualitatively
distinct. In the case of TAT in Figure 4 (d), we find
that E increases uniformly as the assumed state prepa-
ration value λ′ increases, with E for λ′ < λ lower than
for λ′ > λ. This has a surprising implication: that the
“wrong” estimator may be capable of improving the pre-
cision of an atom interferometry experiment. Whilst E
is a lower bound on the achievable error, given the small
contribution of the φ term in Equation 18 and the neigh-
bouring plot of Q in (c), we expect that E will be close
to the actual error achievable for some m and φ values.
We will investigate this in the next subsection. The de-
crease in Q comes because the variance of the parameter
estimate is reduced as a result of underestimating ⟨Ĵx0

⟩

according to Equation 18. The increased rate of Q in-
crease for λ′ > λ owes to the increased rate of decrease
in ⟨Ĵx0⟩ in the same expression. For OAT, we find that
E is optimal when λ′ = λ. This is because state prepara-
tion error in OAT leads to the “wrong” Ûθ being applied,
meaning that the axis of maximal spin-squeezing is not
along the measurement axis Ĵz - the data X produced
are suboptimal. As a result, greater single shot variance
ensues, as can be seen in (g). We note that Q climbs
much more steeply for λ′ < λ than for λ′ > λ. This owes
to the fact that the optimal θ angle changes much more
quickly for low λ values than for higher λ values.

The qualitative distinction between E for OAT and
TAT can be understood by considering the Q-sphere
phase space representations of TAT and OAT states be-
fore parameter encoding in Figure 4 (i), (j), and (k). In
(i), we see a TAT quantum state for λ = 0.02 for all λ′

values. As the Ĵx rotation angle does not depend on λ,
the axis of maximal spin squeezing is always aligned to
the Ĵz axis. In (j), we see an OAT state with λ = 0.034
prepared with an assumed value λ′ = 0.014, which, in
contrast to (i), results in the axis of maximal spin squeez-

ing not aligning to the readout axis Ĵz as θ is dependent
on λ. The corresponding OAT state for λ = λ′ = 0.034
is displayed in (k), and is aligned to the Ĵz readout axis.

The quantum state that is most robust to state prepa-
ration error in Figure 4 is the TAT state for small λ
(λ = 0.005). This is not only because θ is independent of

λ, but also because its ⟨Ĵx0
⟩ moment changes negligibly

with λ around this region. By Equations 16 and 18, this
means bias will be small, and Q will nearly be equal to
Q(∆λ = 0). In general, thsee equations suggest spin-

squeezed quantum states around which ∂λ⟨Ĵx0
⟩ = 0 (and

where ∆λ ̸= 0 doesn’t influence later state preparation
parameters) will be robust to state preparation error.
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FIG. 4. In (a) and (e), plots of ⟨Ĵx0⟩ as a function of the state preparation parameter λ for OAT and TAT, respectively. In (b)
and (f), the bias coefficient B for TAT and OAT for an assumed state preparation parameter λ′ for a set of states parameterised
by varying λ. In (c), (d) and (g), (h), the single shot variance Q, and the lower bound on error E for OAT and TAT respectively
given the same λ and λ′ values as in (b) and (f). λ ̸= λ′ leads to a biased estimator φ̃(λp = λ′), leading to a biased parameter

estimate, with the magnitude of the bias dependent on the discrepancy between ⟨Ĵx0⟩ and ⟨ ˆJx0⟩′ for both OAT and TAT, as
per Equation 16. Biased estimators lead to superior Q and E in (c) and (d) for TAT for λ′ < λ, whilst the unbiased estimator
is the optimal estimator for OAT in (g) and (h). This distinction is due to the state preparation parameter dependence of the

Ĵx rotation for OAT, but not for TAT. In (i) we see a λ = 0.02 TAT state aligned to the measurement axis Ĵz for all λ′ values,

whereas in (j) and (k), we see differing alignment to the Ĵz axis for λ = 0.034, λ′ = 0.014, and λ = λ′ = 0.034.

B. Bias-variance tradeoff

In Figure 4 (d), we see for λ′ < λ that E decreases be-
low the error for a TAT interferometry sequence free from
state preparation error (for ∆λ = 0, E is saturated). Us-
ing an estimator φ̃(λp = λ′) rather than φ̃(λp = λ) led to
a decreasing lower bound on the state preparation error.
Although this did not demonstrate that a biased estima-
tor would necessarily reduce MSE, it indicated that such
a scenario may arise for TAT, since we expect E to be
close to actual MSE. To investigate how using a biased
estimator may decrease MSE, we fix the parameter of
interest at φ = 0.001, and plot the ratio of the lowest
mean squared error MSEopt to MSE(λp = λ) given a set
of estimators φ̃(λp) with λp spanning from 0 to λ, over a
range of state preparation parameters and sample sizes.

In Figure 5 (a), we see that for every λ, the unbiased es-
timator never produces the least error - the optimal ratio
between the best biased MSE and the unbiased MSE is
always less than 1. We thus see that atom interferometry
with TAT states would be amenable to the bias variance
trade-off, where a biased estimator decreases overall er-
ror relative to an unbiased estimator because of its lower
variance.

The bias variance trade-off becomes more useful for
higher λ values. This owes to the fact that ⟨Ĵx0

⟩ is smaller
for higher λ as shown in Figure 4 (a), meaning the de-
nominator in Equation 18 can be artificially increased by
picking an estimator that “overestimates” ⟨Ĵx0

⟩. We note
that the larger m is, the lower the achievable bias vari-
ance trade-off. This is because as m increases, the non-
zero bias term from the biased estimator stays constant,
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FIG. 5. (a): the ratio of the optimal MSE for a biased estima-
tor divided by the MSE of the unbiased estimator, for a range
of λ and shot numbers m for two-axis-twisting. The λp values
parameterising the biased estimator φ̃(λp) are 0 ≤ λp < λ.
Biased estimators with lower noise are able to achieve in-
creased precision over unbiased estimators, with this advan-
tage dissipating for larger m due to bias staying constant and
variance decreasing as 1√

m
. (b): the λp value that optimises

the MSE for each state preparation value with the λ values
displayed as y-axis asymptotes. For larger λ, bias more heav-
ily counteracts the decreased variance from the biased estima-
tor, meaning that the optimal λp gets closer to λ for smaller
m.

whilst σQ decreases as 1√
m

- the decrease in the variance

possible from choosing a biased estimator is counteracted
by the bias. In Figure 5 (b), we see the λp value param-
eterising the MSE-optimising estimator for a range of λ
and m values. The m value at which the optimal λp ≈ λ
decreases for more highly squeezed states. This is be-
cause more highly squeezed states are more susceptible
to the biasing effects of state preparation error. As per
Figure 4 (b), this bias is reduced by having λp closer to λ,
where we interpret λ′ as being λp in this subsection. The
above results suggest that biased estimators may lead
to lower measurement error if TAT can be realised and
manipulated in an atom interferometry experiment. For
other state preparation schemes where the measurement
results X are not affected by λ′, it is likely that similar
bias variance trade-offs exist.

C. Varying atomic ensemble size

We now investigate the effect of state preparation er-
ror on atomic ensembles large enough to produce use-
ful measurements (N > 104). Numerically simulating
an interferometry sequence with this number of atoms
is intractable, due to the size of the Hilbert space. To
probe the sensitivity of larger number of atoms under
systematic state preparation error, we use the analytic
expressions for the moments of OAT states in Appendix
VIB, combined with Equations 16 and 18. We assume
that an experimenter seeks to produce maximally spin-
squeezed states. The maximally spin-squeezed OAT state

is reached at a λ value of [46]

λ(N) =
241/6

21/3N2/3
, (23)

where the above expression is derived in the limit of small
λ which is valid so long as N >> 1. We define ∆λcrit as
the value of |λ′−λ| such that E passes a certain threshold
(in the case of our results, ∆λ < 0 when these thresholds
are reached). This places a bound on the maximum sen-
sitivity achievable with a N -atom OAT ensemble under
state preparation error at the λ′ where this threshold is
passed for all φ operating points.
We first consider a set of thresholds relative to the

quantum noise of an unbiased state preparation scheme -
E(∆λ = 0). We also consider a set of thresholds relative
to the amount of error achievable with an unentangled
state, denoted Eun.
We plot ∆λcrit

λ for a range of thresholds as a function

of N . In Figure 6 (b), we see ∆λcrit

λ for E(∆λ)/E(∆λ =
0) = 2, 4, 6, and 8. For each of these thresholds, less
percentage error in λ is required to cause an equivalent
error factor as N increases. This is because as N in-
creases, so does the maximal spin-squeezing one can gen-
erate, as shown in Figure 6 (a). More squeezed states

are more susceptible to suboptimal Ĵx rotation angles,
which means a lower percentage of systematic error is re-
quired to decrease the precision by a particular factor. In
(c), we see that roughly equivalent magnitudes of state
preparation error at varying N values lead to the same
precision decrease relative to constant fractions of shot
noise. This suggests that squeezing under state prepa-
ration does not get much worse for large N relative to
the precision achievable with unentangled ensembles of
atoms.
The values in Figure 6 (b) and (c) suggest that en-

tangled state preparation error is a significant hindrance
to precision in quantum-enhanced atom interferometry.
Given the multitude of ways of realising OAT, we will not
attempt to analyse state preparation error in the context
of a specific experimental configuration. However, our re-
sults provide a useful starting point for an experimenter
wishing to do so. More generally, they offer a schematic
for how to calculate error in parameter resolutions un-
der a particular state-generation Hamiltonian for atomic
ensembles large enough to produce metrologically useful
measurements.

IV. SYSTEMATIC STATE PREPARATION
ERROR IN NON-GAUSSIAN STATES

To systematically surpass the shot-noise limit with a
non-Gaussian state, one cannot use a method of moments
estimator. An estimator that will saturate the precision
limit for a particular basis is the maximum likelihood
estimator. The data X operated on by this estimator
are the entire distribution of measurement results, rather



8

FIG. 6. (a): Amount of spin-squeezing as a function of the state preparation parameter λ for varying one-axis-twisted atomic

ensemble sizes N . (b) and (c): |λ′−λ|
λ

values such that error is at least 2−8, times E(∆λ = 0), and 0.33−1 times the shot-noise
limit Eun respectively. In (b), the larger the ensemble size, the less state preparation error required to reduce the efficacy of
spin-squeezing by a constant factor relative to the sensitivity of the state produced. This is due to greater spin-squeezing for
larger atomic number, with more spin-squeezed states being more sensitive to suboptimal Jx rotation angles. However, relative
to an unentangled state in (c), we see that the robustness of OAT states for increasing atomic ensemble size is nearly constant.

than a moment of the results. The φ∗ value is determined
by calculating the φ value that maximises an objective
function for the set of experimental results, known as
a likelihood function, denoted L. Maximum likelihood
estimation in quantum-enhanced atom interferometry is
performed according to the equation

argmaxφLλp(X|φ) = argmaxφ

m∑
i=1

log(|
〈
Xi

∣∣ψφ,λp

〉
|2),

(24)
where the data are produced by the actual state prepara-
tion parameter vector Λ, and where |ψ⟩ is parametrised
by both the estimator state preparation parameter λp
and the parameter φ that we wish to optimise over. Un-
der state preparation error where λp = λ′ for λ′ ̸= λ, a
biased likelihood function is optimised, a scenario termed
maximum likelihood estimation under model misspecifi-
cation. Using a biased likelihood function for parameter
estimation will mostly lead to biased estimates of the
parameter of interest.

For an unbiased estimator in the optimal basis, the
single shot variance Q aligns with the Quantum Cramér-
Rao Bound (QCRB). However, under model misspecifi-
cation, the single-shot variance of the estimate will not
necessarily agree with the QCRB and is given by

Q2 =
Var(Zλp

(X,φ∗))

E[∂φZλp(X,φ
∗)]2

, (25)

where Zλp(X,φ) = ∂
∂φ log

(
|
〈
X
∣∣ψφ,λp

〉
|2
)
and where X

denotes the random variable corresponding to measure-
ment outputs. By expanding the unbiased likelihood
function to second order in the state preparation degree
of freedom λ, and the parameter of interest φ, we find in

Appendix VIC that the bias for a small error in λ is

σB = −Fφλ

Fφφ
(λ′ − λ), (26)

where Fφλ and Fφφ are the off-diagonal and second di-
agonal terms of the Fisher covariance matrix evaluated
at the actual λ and φ values, the entries of a Fisher in-
formation matrix given by

Fij =
∑
m

∂iPm∂jPm

Pm
. (27)

This suggests that the ratio
Fφλ

Fφφ
encapsulates the local

susceptibility of a quantum state to state preparation er-
ror in a particular measurement basis. If this ratio is near
0 for a continuous range of λ values, the state should be
immune from bias under state preparation error. Fur-
thermore, assuming that all other state preparation pa-
rameters are independent of λ, the misspecified model
will remain constant under state preparation error, lead-
ing to Q also remaining constant.

A. Non-Gaussian OAT and TNT

We investigate OAT and TNT non-Gaussian states un-
der state preparation error using Monte Carlo techniques
for small state preparation errors, and compare them to
the Taylor expansion-based estimate. The TNT Hamil-
tonian is defined by

ĤTNT = ℏ(χĴ2
z +ΩĴx) (28)

where Ω = χN
2 [26, 60, 61]. Non-Gaussian OAT states

have yet to be produced, whilst non-Gaussian TNT states



9

have been produced but have yet to yield subshot noise
precision in an atom interferometry experiment [24]. The

QFI for a non-Gaussian OAT is maximised without a Ĵx
rotation, and thus the state preparation sequence is

ÛOAT = eiλĴ
2
z . (29)

In the case of TNT, the QFI can be increased by apply-
ing an appropriate Ĵx rotation just before parameter en-
coding. Whilst the optimal rotation is dependent on the
state preparation parameter λ, highly metrologically use-
ful states can be obtained with θ = −1, with the upside
of a system that is simpler to experimentally implement
and analyse. This results in a TNT state preparation
sequence of

ÛTNT = eiĴxe−i(λĴ2
z+δĴx), (30)

where λ = χt and δ = Ωt, with the optimal value of
δ being δ = λN

2 . For both OAT and TNT, we seek to
perform an optimal readout, i.e. the readout that sat-
urates the QCRB. The optimal readout basis for OAT
and TNT non-Gaussian states is Ĵx [61–63]. A readout
in this basis can be realised through a π/2 rotation clock-

wise about the Ĵy-axis, followed by a standard number-
difference measurement. Thus, we attempt to find the
value φ that maximises the value of the log-likelihood
function

Lλp
(X|φ) =

i=m∑
i=1

log
(
| ⟨Xi| ei(

π
2 −φĴy)ÛOAT/TAT |ψ0⟩ |2

)
,

(31)
for OAT and TNT respectively.

We simulate the generation, readout, and estima-
tion of a parameter encoded onto the quantum states
through Monte-Carlo sampling. We perform the sim-
ulation for states in both the spin-squeezed and non-
Gaussian regimes, with the non-Gaussian regime start-
ing for OAT at λ ≈ 0.1, and for TNT at λ ≈ 0.045. For
OAT, we consider λ′ = λ±0.0025 for 45 λ values between
0.01 and 0.17, and for TNT, we consider λ′ = λ± 0.0015
for 45 λ values between 0.01 and 0.11. For each λ, λ′

pair, we perform a maximum likelihood estimate param-
eterised by λp = λ′ given 105 measurements of the pre-
pared quantum states, and repeat these 5 and 25 times
for each λ, λ′ pair for OAT and TNT respectively. We
calculate the bias, and the ratio of the quantum noise
Q to the QCRB, comparing the biased estimate to that
derived from Equation 26. Given that bias is not propor-
tional to the parameter of interest for an MLE estima-
tor, a similarly useful lower bound to E for spin-squeezed
states cannot be devised, and the parameter of interest
is fixed at φ = 0.02 for the simulations.

In the case of OAT in Figure 7 (a), we see that the
covariance matrix ratio in Equation 26 reliably predicts
the bias in both the Gaussian and non-Gaussian regimes,
where the start of the non-Gaussian regime is denoted by
the dotted red line. In (b), we see that under small state

preparation error in the non-Gaussian regime, OAT is es-
sentially immune to state preparation error - Q/QCRB
remains constant. This is because the likelihood func-
tion being optimised changes negligibly from the unbi-
ased likelihood function despite λp ̸= λ, which can be

inferred from the small
Fφλ

Fφφ
. In the case of TNT, we

see that the approximation correctly predicts bias in the
Gaussian regime, but is inaccurate past early in the non-
Gaussian regime. This can be attributed to higher-order
derivatives being required to characterise the likelihood
function even at this small amount of state preparation
error - the metric of Equation 26 is of limited use in the
absence of likelihood functions that change sufficiently
slowly with respect to the state preparation parameter.
We see that in contrast to OAT, Q in the case of non-
Gaussian TNT states strays significantly from the QCRB
even for small state preparation error. Currently, the
only non-Gaussian atomic states that have been gener-
ated with a significant (N > 103) atomic ensemble are
non-Gaussian TNT state. Our results indicate that state
preparation error is likely to degrade the overall precision
of metrology with non-Gaussian TNT states.

B. Comparing OAT estimation strategies

OAT’s robustness to state preparation error under
a maximum likelihood estimator raises an interesting
proposition - that under a drifting state preparation pa-
rameter, such as in the case of phase diffusion, one would
be better off dispensing with a method of moments of
estimator in favour of a maximum likelihood estimator,
even in the spin-squeezing regime. To investigate this, we
compare the σB value for a MOM estimator and an MLE
estimator for constant ∆λ in the absence of any Ĵx ro-
tation. We calculate σB for the MLE estimator through
the first order Taylor expansion in Equation 26, as this
approximation is reliable in the case of OAT for larger
∆λ, and calculate σB for the spin-squeezed state with
Equation 16. For the OAT states where an MLE estima-
tor is used, the measurement occurs in the Ĵx basis as
opposed to the Ĵz basis.
In Figure 8 (a) and (b), we see the σB value for an OAT

state for varying λ and constant ∆λ given a fixed φ value
of 0.02, for an MOM and MLE estimator respectively.
Whilst σB is smaller in the case of the MOM estimator
for λ < 0.015, the MOM estimator dramatically reduces
the total bias for larger λ values. This suggests that
under considerable phase diffusion for larger λ values, it
is wise to use the MLE estimator instead of the canonical
MOM estimator.

C. Mitigating bias in quantum-enhanced atom
interferometry

In both spin-squeezed and non-Gaussian states, we see
that systematic state preparation error mostly leads to
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FIG. 7. In (a) and (c) the bias for OAT and TNT states in their respective Gaussian and non-Gaussian regimes for state
preparation parameter λ and assumed state preparation parameter λ′ under misspecified maximum likelihood estimation,
compared with the bias predicted by Equation 26. In (b) and (d), the ratio between single-shot error Q and the Quantum
Cramér-Rao bound for OAT and TNT respectively under the same λ, λ′ values as in (a) and (c). OAT in its non-Gaussian
regime is robust to state preparation error as can be seen in both (b) and (d), and the metric Equation 26 is able to predict
the bias in both Gaussian and non-Gaussian regimes. TNT in its non-Gaussian regime is not robust to state preparation error,
as it is too sensitive to its state preparation parameter in the non-Gaussian for Equation 26 to be accurate for even the small
∆λ chosen.

FIG. 8. In (a) and (b) the bias for OAT spin-squeezed states
as a function of λ for varying ∆λ for MOM and MLE esti-
mators given Jz and Jx bases respectively. For λ > 0.015,
bias can be significantly reduced through measuring in the
Ĵx basis and processing the measurement data with an MLE
estimator, rather than measuring in Ĵz and using an MOM
estimtor.

bias in parameter estimation. Whilst we show that there
exist classes of spin-squeezed and non-Gaussian quantum
states that are robust to bias from state preparation er-
ror, it may not always be possible to manufacture such
a state. We present a solution that keeps the estimate
of the encoded parameter φ unbiased - we discard our
assumed value of the state preparation degree of free-
dom λ′, and estimate both λ, and φ according to two-
parameter maximum likelihood estimation.
For a two-parameter maximum likelihood estimate of

a state preparation parameter λ and a relative phase φ,
the sensitivity of an estimate of φ is given by one on
the square root of the upper-diagonal term of the Fisher
information matrix,

Q =

√
Fλλ

FφφFλλ − F 2
φλ

. (32)

In a non-diagonal Fisher covariance matrix, Qtwo-param >
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FIG. 9. In (a), the normalised MSE for λ′ = λ + 0.01 for a
TNT state, and in (b) the normalised MSE for a TAT state
for λ′ = λ + 0.005, each for a sample size of m = 250 and
φ = 0.02. The normalised two-parameter Cramér-Rao bound
is plotted alongside the MSE. In both cases, we see that the
two parameter method is superior to the MSE under a biased
single parameter-estimator.

Qone-param - estimating both parameters at once leads
to more error in φ, than using λp = λ, and estimating
φ. However, under state preparation error that induces
bias, overall error may be lower under two parameter
estimation for sufficient sample size.

We demonstrate that this two parameter estimation
strategy can result in lower error for a sample size of
m = 250 in both the spin-squeezed and non-Gaussian
regimes in Figure 9. We plot

√
NMSE for TAT with from

λ = 0.005 to λ = 0.015 for λ′ = λ+ 0.005, and TNT for
λ = 0.05 to λ = 0.08 and λ′ = λ+0.01, alongside the two-
parameter CRB. The TAT state is prepared according to
Equation 20, and the TNT state is prepared according
to Equation 30. In Figure 9 (a) and (b), we see precision
for TNT and TAT under systematic state preparation
error, and under two parameter maximum likelihood es-
timation, respectively. In both instances, we see that
the two parameter estimate leads to increased precision.
This indicates that using two parameter MLE where a
state preparation parameter is not perfectly known is a

viable method for precise quantum-enhanced atom inter-
ferometry, as well as a means of eliminating measurement
bias.

V. CONCLUSION

We have shown that using entangled atom states in
atom interferometry may undermine its most attractive
feature - the ability to make calibration-free measure-
ments. We derive analytic expressions for both the bias
and mean-squared error under state preparation in the
spin-squeezed regime, and a metric for local susceptibil-
ity to state preparation error under a maximum likeli-
hood estimator that can be used in the non-Gaussian
regime. This allows the exploration of the susceptibility
of quantum states produced by important Hamilitonians
such as OAT, TAT, and TNT, to state preparation error
and to devise mathematical conditions on quantum states
that are robust to state preparation error. We demon-
strate how precision can counterintuitively be increased
under a biased estimator in the absence of additional
interferometer operations dependent on the state prepa-
ration parameter in the case of TAT. Finally, we present
a means of retaining the accuracy of atom interferometry
under state preparation error using two-parameter max-
imum likelihood estimation, which may come at the cost
of precision for small sample sizes.
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VI. APPENDIXES

In part A, we derive the expression for the quantum
noise in a parameter of interest in a spin-squeezed state
under state preparation error. In part B, we discuss how
Kitagawa and Ueda’s analytic expressions for OAT mo-
ments are used in Section 3 C. In part C, we derive
an analytic expression for the bias of a maximum like-
lihood estimate under model misspecification. In part
D, we briefly consider random, as opposed to systematic
state preparation error, for TAT and OAT spin-squeezed
states.

A. Deriving Equation 18

We wish to calculate

σ2
Q =

Var(Ĵz)

m|∂φ⟨Ĵz⟩|2
, (33)

in terms of the Ĵx rotation θ, and the encoded parameter
φ. We take Equation 13, and compute the variance on
the Heisenberg evolved operators as

Var(Ĵz) = cos2(θ) cos2(φ)Var(Ĵz0) + sin2(φ)Var(Ĵx0) + cos2(φ) sin2(θ)Var(Ĵy0)−
1

2
sin(θ) sin(2φ)Covar(Ĵx0 , Ĵy0)

− 1

2
sin(2φ) cos(θ)Covar(Ĵz0 , Ĵx0

) +
1

2
sin(2θ) cos2(φ)Covar(Ĵz0 , Ĵy0

), (34)

where Covar(a, b) = Covar(a, b)+Covar(b, a). Given that the initial spin-squeezed state is roughly symmetric about
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the Jx-axis, the covariance terms in x, z and x, y will be
approximately zero. This, in combination with taking

the expected value of Equation 13 allows us to write the
standard error in φ based on Equation 33 as

σ2
Q =

1

m| cos(φ)⟨Ĵx0
⟩+ sin(φ)(⟨Ĵz0⟩ cos(θ) + ⟨Ĵy0

⟩ sin(θ))|2

(
cos2(θ) cos2(φ)Var(Ĵz0) + sin2(φ)Var(Ĵx0

)

+ cos2(φ)

(
sin2(θ)Var(Ĵy0) +

1

2
sin(2θ)Covar(Ĵz0 , Ĵy0)

))
. (35)

By picking our initial state to be a CSS to be a Ĵx
eigenstate as before, we can set ⟨Ĵy0

⟩ = 0, ⟨Ĵz0⟩ = 0.
Linearising around φ = 0, we obtain

σ2
Q =

1

m|⟨Ĵx0
⟩|2
(
cos2(θ)Var(Ĵz0) + sin2(θ)Var(Ĵy0

)

+
1

2
sin(2θ)Covar(Ĵz0 , Ĵy0)

)
.

(36)

as desired.

B. Analytic expressions for OAT moments

We use analytic expressions to evaluate the spin-
moments of OAT developed by Kitagawa and Ueda [46].

Using S̄i instead of Ĵi to denote a collective spin operator
in a direction i, for S = N/2, they found that〈

S̄x

〉
= S cos2S−1 µ

2
,
〈
S̄y

〉
= 0,

〈
S̄z

〉
= 0,〈

∆S̄2
x

〉
=
S

2

[
2S
(
1− cos2(2S−1) µ

2

)
−
(
S − 1

2

)
A

]
,

〈
∆S̄2

y,z

〉
=
S

2

{
1 +

1

2

(
S − 1

2

)

×
[
A±

√
A2 +B2 cos(2ν + 2δ)

]}
.

where µ = 2λ, A = 1− cos2S−2 µ,B = 4 sin µ
2 cos2S−2 µ

2 ,

and δ = 1
2 arctan

B
A . ν is the actual rotation angle about

the x axis, δ is the assumed angle that is applied to the
OAT state in the simulation. The assumed angle ν ap-
plied in the simulation is π − δ′, where δ is based on the
assumed state preparation parameter λ.

C. Derivation of analytic expressions for MLE bias

Consider a likelihood function

Lλp
(X(Λ)|φ) =

∑
k

log(P (Xk|φ, λp)), (37)

where X represents a set of measurements dependent on
the actual state of state parameters Λ, P represents a
probability distribution parametrised by the estimator
state preparation parameter λp, and φ is the parameter
of interest. We can expand L to second order around its
maximum value φ0 as

L = L(λp, φ0) +
∂L
∂λp

(λp − λ0) +
∂L
∂φ

(φ− φ0)

+
1

2

(
∂2L
∂λ2p

(λp − λ0)
2 +

∂2L
∂φ2

(φ− φ0)
2

+2
∂2L
∂λp∂φ

(λp − λ0)(φ− φ0)

)
.

The derivative around the maximum with respect to φ
will be 0, so we can write

∂L
∂φ

=
∂2L
∂φ2

(φ− φ0) +
∂2L
∂λp∂φ

(λp − λ0) = 0 (38)

from which we can calculate the bias as

φ− φ0 = −
∂2L

∂λp∂φ

∂2L
∂φ2

(λp − λ0). (39)

The numerator and denominator turn out to be the off-
diagonal and diagonal terms of the Fisher covariance ma-
trix respectively, thus we can write the above equation
as

φ− φ0 = −Fλφ

Fφφ
(λp − λ0), (40)

so we can interpret the ratio of the off-diagonal and φ
elements of the Fisher covariance as a measure of the
susceptibility of a quantum state in a particular basis to
state preparation error.
Given that λp = λ′, the assumed state preparation de-

gree of freedom, and λ0 = λ, the actual state preparation
degree of freedom, we can write that

φ∗ − φ =
Fλφ

Fφφ
(λ′ − λ). (41)
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D. Random state preparation error in
spin-squeezed states

Let us consider random state preparation error with
multiple state preparation parameters Λ, but only one
degree of freedom λ that fluctuates randomly with a
known standard deviation ∆λ. This ∆λ is defined sepa-
rately from the ∆λ in the main text. The randomness in
λ results in the transition from a pure to a mixed state.
After parameter encoding, the state before readout can
be described as

ρ̂Λ,φ = Ûφ

∫
dλ

1√
2π∆λ

× exp

(
− (λ− λ0)

2

2∆λ

)
|ψΛ⟩ ⟨ψΛ| Û†

φ,

(42)

where |ψΛ⟩ ⟨ψΛ| represents the density matrix of a pure
quantum state entangled according to Λ. Assuming that
the experimenter has complete knowledge of the mixed
state prepared, there will be no systematic error in the
parameter estimate, i.e. B = 0.

We assume that our state preparation parameter vec-
tor is Λ = {λ, θ}, where λ is again the only degree of
freedom. For a spin-squeezed state, the phase can be es-
timated based off ⟨Ĵz⟩ as in Figure 3 under an estimator
accounting for the state preparation parameter fluctua-
tions, and the variance can be calculated as

∆φ =
∆Jz√

m|∂φTr]ρ̂λĴz]|
. (43)

We consider the sensitivity ratio for varying levels of
mixed state preparation error for TAT and OAT. In the
case of OAT, we apply the optimal Ĵx rotation for the
mean state preparation value in the distribution, λ0. We
find that increased uncertainty in the λ value leads to
greater state preparation error for both OAT and TAT
under a method of moments estimator. In Figure 10 (a)
for TAT and (b) for OAT, as ∆λ increases, the variance

in Ĵx increases. This is because the state’s total variance
takes the possible range of Jz and Jx distributions given
by the randomly distributed λ. Given that the state is
squeezed along the Jz axis, the variance of the mixed
state for all fixed values of λ0 will be greater in Ĵx than
in Ĵz, and monotonically increasing in both, leading to
an increase in error according to Equation 18.

In the cases of both OAT and TAT, we see that a
maximum likelihood estimation strategy improves on a
method of moments strategy for ∆λ ̸= 0. This is be-
cause more highly mixed states tend away from being
Gaussian, where the quantum state can be characterised

by a single moment, and thus the CRB can be saturated
by a MOM estimator. When using a maximum likelihood
estimation strategy, we see a distinction between OAT
and TAT. In the case of TAT, increased uncertainly in λ
does not necessarily decrease precision. This is because
as λ increases, less spin-squeezed state are mixed in with
more highly spin-squeezed states. The Ĵz distribution

FIG. 10. In (a) and (b), the scaled quantum noise for TAT
and OAT states respectively for varying magnitudes of state
preparation parameter ∆λ noise. The solid lines indicate the
normalised φ noise for a method of moments estimator, while
the dotted lines in the same colour indicate the phase sen-
sitivity of the state according the CRB, i.e. the sensitivity
attainable with a maximum likelihood estimate. In both (a)
and (b), we see that MSE increases monotonically for increas-
ing state preparation parameter fluctuations. This is due to
the increase of variance in the pseudo-spin operators as a re-
sult of a mixture of a wide variety of states. In (a) for TAT,
we see that a maximum likelihood estimate diverges from the
MOM estimate due to our mixed state no longer being Gaus-
sian, and we see higher ∆λ leading to lower noise in some
cases as higher CFI states are mixed in. In (b) for OAT,
the maximum likelihood estimate improves on the MOM es-
timate, but Q is monotonically increasing, as all but one state
in the OAT fixture are rotated by a suboptimal angle, mean-
ing comparatively lower CFI states.

becomes weighted with the more highly distinguishable
distributions of spin-squeezed states, resulting in a distri-
bution that is overall more distinguishable, thus having
higher Fisher information than mixed states with lower
∆λ values. In the case of OAT on the other hand, we
find increased state preparation uncertainty leads to uni-
formly increasing Q. This is because the phase space
rotation after squeezing varies for the state preparation
parameter, unlike for TAT. The varied state preparation
parameter results in a mixture of states that are not all
squeezed along the same axis, as the optimal Ĵx rotation
can not be applied for all states - far fewer highly distin-
guishable distributions become part of the new probabil-
ity distribution.
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