arXiv:2209.08218v1 [physics.atom-ph] 17 Sep 2022

Quantum Non-Demolition Measurement on the Spin Precession of Laser-Trapped 171Yb Atoms

Y. A. Yang,^{1, ∗} T. A. Zheng,^{1, ∗} S.-Z. Wang,^1 W.-K. Hu,^1 Chang-Ling Zou,^{1, 2, 3} T. Xia,^{1, †} and Z.-T. Lu^{1, 2, ‡} 1CAS Center for Excellence in Quantum Information and Quantum Physics, School of Physical Sciences, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China 2Hefei National Laboratory, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230088, China 3CAS Key Laboratory of Quantum Information, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China. (Dated: September 20, 2022)

Quantum non-demolition (QND) measurement enhances the detection efficiency and measurement fidelity, and is highly desired for its applications in precision measurements and quantum information processing. We propose and demonstrate a QND measurement scheme for the spin states of lasertrapped atoms. On^{171}Yb atoms held in an optical dipole trap, a transition that is simultaneously cycling, spin-state selective, and spin-state preserving is created by introducing a circularly polarized beam of control laser to optically dress the spin states in the excited level, while leaving the spin states in the ground level unperturbed. We measure the phase of spin precession of 5 × 10^4 atoms in a bias magnetic field of 20 mG. This QND approach reduces the optical absorption detection noise by ∼19 dB, to a level of 2.3 dB below the atomic quantum projection noise. In addition to providing a general approach for efficient spin-state readout, this all-optical technique allows quick switching and real-time programming for quantum sensing and quantum information processing.

I. INTRODUCTION

The nuclear and electronic spin states of atoms, with the advantage of having long coherence times, are of great importance in precision measurement and quantum information experiments. Measurements on atomic spin states are performed to realize magnetometers [1–3], optical clocks [4–7], and in experiments that search for permanent electric dipole moment [8–15]. As an information carrier, the spin state is also widely used in quantum information processing [16–23] and quantum simulation [24, 25]. For these applications, it is often crucial to measure the population in each spin state with a high efficiency in order to reduce the statistical errors in precision measurements and to enhance the readout fidelities in quantum information experiments.

The populations in spin states can be determined either dispersively by measuring the state-dependent phase shift of an off-resonant laser beam, or dissipatively by measuring the absorption of or the fluorescence induced by near-resonant light. In the recent quantum computing experiments, it is challenging to achieve high fidelity of spin selectivity in the qubit-state readout [20, 21, 23]. The detection efficiency is often limited by measurementinduced spin flipping, upon which the quantum state is demolished prematurely. For example, probing the states of a spin-1/2 system on non-cycling transitions, as shown in Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), induces a spin flip with just a few excitation–emission cycles [10, 16]. Alternatively, in a quantum non-demolition (QND) measurement [26–28],

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work. † Corresponding author: txia1@ustc.edu.cn ‡ Corresponding author: ztlu@ustc.edu.cn

the state is preserved under repeated excitation–emission cycles, thus the signal-to-noise ratio of state detection can be greatly enhanced. For this reason, QND measurements have attracted increasing interests and have been successfully demonstrated on various systems achieving improved measurement fidelity in quantum information processing [29–31] and higher precision in quantum measurements [32–34].

Several QND strategies for spin-state detection have been demonstrated. For example, a magnetic field can be applied to lift the degeneracy among transitions of different magnetic sublevels [35], under the condition that the induced Zeeman splittings are much larger than the transition linewidth. While this method works efficiently, the required magnetic field and its on-and-off switching can disturb the spin states, resulting in decoherence and loss of sensitivity. Another strategy, more suitable for solid-state systems, is to modify the density of states and induce a state-dependent spontaneous relaxation rate via the Purcell effect [36]. Recently, such a scheme is implemented for single rare-earth ions embedded in a nanophotonic cavity, boosting the transition cyclicity by several orders of magnitude [37].

In this work, we present a theoretical analysis and an experimental demonstration of a QND approach to probe spin states and measure the phase of spin precession via optical excitation. By applying an ancillary control laser to shift the excited states via the ac-Stark effect, while leaving the spin states in the ground level unperturbed, the chosen optical transition can simultaneously become cycling, spin-selective, and spin-preserving. AC Stark shift has been successfully employed in many applications, including state-selective manipulation of atomic internal states [38–40], site-selective addressing in atom array [41–45], and narrow-line Sisyphus cooling [46–49]. Our approach is demonstrated on^{171}Yb atoms in an optical dipole trap (ODT) whose wavelength satisfies the magic condition for the probe transition [50]. QND measurements are performed on spin precession, demonstrating a reduction in optical noise by ∼19 dB. This alloptical approach of QND measurement avoids the need to switch and shield any control magnetic fields. Its principle can be applied to many different atomic systems and is compatible with general cold-atom experiments in precision measurements and quantum information science. This novel method was introduced in Ref.[51], where it was used in a measurement of the electric dipole moment of^{171}Yb.

II. PRINCIPLE

The principle of optical pumping and spin-state detection is often explained with the simple case of F = 1/2 ↔ F = 1/2 [Fig. 1(a)]. Throughout this paper, the quantization direction is chosen to be along the common k̂ vector of the polarization beam, probe beam and control beam. A laser beam of resonant frequency and σ^+ polarization excites the m_F = −1/2 state in the ground level, but not the m_F = +1/2 “dark state”. In this case, an atom in |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ absorbs and emits on average only three photons before dropping into |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩, thus limiting the fidelity of state detection. For the case of a different transition, F = 1/2 ↔ F = 3/2 [Fig. 1(b)], even though an atom in |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ can be probed repeatedly on the |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ ↔ |e; 3/2, +3/2⟩ cycling transition, an atom in |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ absorbs and emits on average only 1.5 photons before a spin flip occurs. For a QND measurement, we need a transition that is simultaneously cycling, spin selective and spin preserving.

We propose a QND measurement scheme based on the optical dressing effect. Consider a ladder-type atomic system with three levels: the ground level |g⟩, the excited level |e⟩, and the excited level |c⟩ [Fig. 1(c)] (|c⟩ can be either higher or lower than |e⟩ in energy). Their angular momenta are 1/2, 3/2, and 3/2, and spontaneous decay rates are 0, Γ_e, and Γ_c, respectively. The control beam, on resonance with the |e⟩ ↔ |c⟩ transition, dresses the |e⟩ state with Rabi frequency Ω_c. The optical dressing is on all Zeeman states |e; 3/2, m_F ⟩, except for the stretched state |e; 3/2, +3/2⟩. The dressed Zeeman states are shifted by ±Ω_c/2 to form Aulter-Towns doublets [52] and the stretched state is protected by the angular momentum selection rules. Such a difference among the Zeeman states is essential for spin-selective detection of the spin state.

To probe the nuclear spin state, the probe beam resonantly drives the |g⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition with Rabi frequency Ω_p. In the condition where Ω_p ≪ Ω_c, Γ_e, the optical transition strength to the dressed Zeeman states is reduced by a factor of ∼ Ω^2_c /(Γ_eΓ_c). The |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ state then becomes a “dark state” and the rate of spin flip is reduced by the same factor. With modest intensity of the control beam, the reduction factor can be on the

FIG. 1. (a) The F = 1/2 ↔ F = 1/2 case for detection of nuclear spin states in a non-QND method. An atom in the dark state |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ does not scatter photons; an atom in |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ scatters on average 3 photons before a spin flip occurs. (b) The F = 1/2 ↔ F = 3/2 case for detection of nuclear spin states in a non-QND method. An atom in |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ can be probed on a cycling transition; an atom in |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ scatters on average 1.5 photons before a spin flip occurs. (c) The proposed QND approach for detection of nuclear spin states. The optical dressing of the |e⟩ state is by the control beam. In this condition, the |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ ↔ |e; 3/2, +1/2⟩ transition is optically shifted and suppressed, while |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ ↔ |e; 3/2, +3/2⟩ remains unaffected. The spin state can be probed without risking spin flips. (d) Layout of the setup. The atoms are trapped by an optical dipole trap (ODT) in a vacuum chamber and μ-metal shields (dashed rectangle). A cos θ coil is used to generate a uniform bias magnetic field of 20 mG in the x direction. The ODT, polarization beam, probe beam, and control beam are all combined and directed in the z direction. ODT is linearly polarized in the y direction; the polarization, probe, and control beams have the same σ^+ circular polarization. (e) Energy levels and transitions of Yb. In the QND approach, the probe is on the intercombination transition at 556 nm; the control transition is at 423 nm. The fast singlet-to-singlet transition at 399 nm is used for optical pumping to produce spin polarization, and for detecting spin states in the non-QND method.

order of 10^3. The atoms in |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ can be excited to the unaffected stretched state repeatedly, and optical detection of the nuclear spin state with cycling transition is realized. It is important to note that the control beam can be switched on and off at a rate much faster than the spin precession rate, and does not affect the spin states in the ground level.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We have implemented the QND measurement on the spin states of^{171}Yb (I = 1/2) atoms in the ground level. The three levels 6s^{2 1}S_0 (F = 1/2), 6s6p^3P_1 (F = 3/2) and 6s8s^3S_1 (F = 3/2) form a ladder system as shown in Fig. 1(e). The QND measurement employs the following laser beams and transitions: The probe beam at 556 nm, tuned to the resonance of 6s^{2 1}S_0 ↔ 6s6p^3P_1 (Γ_e/2π = 182 kHz), is supplied by a frequency-doubled diode laser; the control beam at 423 nm, tuned to the resonance of 6s6p^3P_1 ↔ 6s8s^3S_1(Γ_c = 2π × 1.7 MHz), is supplied by a frequency-doubled Ti:Sapphire laser; the polarization beam at 399 nm, tuned to the resonance of 6s^{2 1}S_0 ↔ 6s6p^1P_1(Γ_{399}/2π = 28 MHz), is supplied by a frequency-doubled diode laser. The probe beam, the control beam, and the polarization beam all have the same circular polarization (e.g., σ^+), and all copropagate with the stationary ODT beam along the z direction [Fig. 1(d)]. The absorption of the probe beam by the trapped atoms is imaged onto a CMOS camera.

To prepare the atomic ensemble,^{171}Yb atoms are loaded into a two-stage magneto-optical trap (MOT): The first-stage MOT is operated on the strong transition (same as the polarization transition) to efficiently capture the atoms from a Zeeman slower; the second-stage MOT on the narrow-linewidth intercombination transition (same as the probe transition) cools the atoms to 20 μK. The cold atoms are then handed over to a movable ODT. More details of the apparatus are given in Ref [50]. The atoms are carried into a neighboring science chamber by translating the focal point of the movable ODT along the y direction [Fig. 1(d)] and, finally, handed over to a stationary ODT pointed in the z direction. The two ODTs are provided by two separate fiber lasers. We prepare 10^3 − 10^{4 171}Yb atoms in the ODT for measurements. A cos θ coil [53] inside magnetic shields generates a uniform B field (∼ 20 mG) in the x direction to drive spin precession.

The stationary ODT in the science chamber has a waist of 50 μm and a Rayleigh length of ∼ 4 mm, is linearly polarized in the y direction, and has a power of 35 W and a wavelength of 1035.84 nm. This wavelength meets the magic condition for the probe transition so that the probe remains effective despite of the deep trapping potential of 200 μK [50]. The probe linewidth is measured to be ∼ 400 kHz, reflecting Doppler broadening at 100 μK. The vector light shift of the spin states introduced by the linearly polarized ODT beam is negligible (< 1 mHz). The control beam is focused on the atoms with a beam waist of about 300 μm. The parameters for the control beam is determined by measuring the induced light shifts of the probe transition (Appendix B). At the control beam power of 40 mW (Ω_c ∼ 2π × 40 MHz), the spin-flip rate in the ground level is reduced by a factor of Ω^2_c /(Γ_eΓ_c) ∼ 10^3. Since the control beam is far detuned from any transitions that connect to the ground level, its effects on spin precession are negligible: the scalar light shift of |g⟩ induced by the control beam is at ∼ kHz, much less than Γ_e; the vector light shift is at ∼ mHz, much less than the precession frequency of 15 Hz.

IV. PHASE MEASUREMENT OF SPIN PRECESSION

We demonstrate the advantage of the QND approach with phase measurements of the spin precession of^{171}Yb atoms. The timing sequence for the QND measurement is shown in Fig. 2(a). Initial spin polarization is produced by a 2 ms pulse of the polarization beam (“Pol. 1”, I/I_s = 3 × 10^{−4}). The spin polarized atoms precess about the bias magnetic field (∼ 20 mG) at a Larmor frequency of ∼ 15 Hz. After a given precession time, chosen to be 1 s in this study, an overlapping pulse of both the probe beam (0.4 ms, I/I_s = 0.25) and control beam, named “Probe 1+”, is applied for a spin projection measurement. The population in |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ (ρ_+) is measured, while the population in |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ (ρ_−) remains unchanged because its excitation is suppressed by the presence of the control beam. Half of a period (T_p/2) later, the precession swaps the populations of |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ and |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ states, and “Probe 1- ” is fired to measure the original ρ_− prior to swapping. The probe pulses are repeated, each with a T_p/2 delay from the previous pulse [Fig. 2(a)]. The Bloch vector S_z can be calculated as

S_z = ρ_+ − ρ_− =

N_+ − N_− N_+ + N_−

, (1)

where ρ_+ + ρ_− = 1, N_+ and N_− are the number of atoms in |g; 1/2, +1/2⟩ and |g; 1/2, −1/2⟩ derived from absorption images of the probe pulses. For each pulse, “Probe 1+” or “Probe 1-”, an absorption image taken by the CMOS camera is compared to a background image taken without atoms to derive an optical depth value at each pixel. Both ρ_+ and ρ_− are measured under the same set of probe conditions, with only T_p/2 apart in timing. In this way of calculating S_z, many common-mode imperfections in the laser and detector parameters are suppressed.

For comparison, we have also conducted phase measurements based on the non-QND optical pumping method. Here, the normalization, polarization and probe all use the same laser tuned to the resonance of 6s^{2 1}S_0 (F = 1/2) ↔ 6s6p^1P_1 (F = 1/2) at 399 nm, and no control beam is needed. A different timing sequence is used [Fig. 2(c)]. A 0.2 ms normalization pulse [“Norm.” in Fig. 2(c)], fired at T_p/2 after the initial polarization pulse (“Pol. 1”), measures the total population N_+ +N_−. Afterwards the atoms need to be repolarized with “Pol. 2”. Following the free precession time, a 0.2 ms “Probe” pulse (I/I_{sat} = 3 × 10^{−4}) is applied to measures ρ_−. In this non-QND approach, the probe causes spin flips and can only be applied briefly before the spin information is lost.

FIG. 2. (a) Timing sequence of the QND measurement. Atoms are initially polarized by a 399 nm pulse (“Pol. 1”, ■). After a given precession time, two 556 nm probe pulses (“Probe 1”, ■), separated by Tp/2, measure the populations on mF = ±1/2 states successively. Each probe pulse is overlapped with a 423 nm control pulse (■). The probe pulses can be repeated multiple times. (b) The evolution of the atomic spin Bloch vector under a QND measurement. (c) Timing sequence of a non-QND optical pumping measurement. A normalization pulse (“Norm.”, ■) is needed to measure the total population. The spin state population can only be measured once with only a few excitation-emission cycles. (d) Spin precession in the QND measurement. The initial spin polarization is about 90%. The precession time is chosen to be 1s. (e) Spin precession measured with the non- QND method, with other parameters identical to those of (d). (f) Sz,1 is highly correlated with Sz,2. The reduced χ^2 = 1.03 for the proportional fit (solid line).

The Bloch vector evolves as S_z = P_z cos(2πft + ϕ_0), where P_z is the degree of spin polarization, f is the Larmor precession frequency and ϕ_0 is the initial phase. The sinusoidal precession signal, shown in Fig. 2(d) and 2(e) are obtained by measuring S_z at different precession times around 1 s. The measurement uncertainties in the QND approach are significantly reduced in comparison with those in non-QND approach. A key requirement of the QND approach is that the Bloch vector can be repeatedly measured. As shown in Fig. 2(f), S_{z,1}, measured by “Probe 1”, is highly correlated with S_{z,2}, measured by “Probe 2”.

V. MEASUREMENT UNCERTAINTY

The Larmor precession phase is determined in the S_z measurements, with the highest sensitivity occurring at the points of ρ_+ = ρ_−. In the QND approach, the variance of S_z can be expressed as (see Appendix A 2),

σ^2_{Sz} = σ^2_{op} + 1 N_a ≃ 4p (N_an̄)^2ϵ + 1 N_a , (2)

where the first term, denoted σ^2_{op}, describes the optical noise arising from the fluctuations of both the incoming and the absorbed photons. The second term is the atomic quantum projection noise. All variables in Eq. (2) are defined in Table I. Results of Eq. (2) are approximation for weak absorption cases when N_an̄/p ≪ 1. The numerical factor “4” is the total number of images used in the measurement sequence combining “Probe 1+” and “Probe 1-”, with each containing both the absorption and background images. The atomic quantum projection noise is induced by the detection pulse “Probe 1+”, after which all other detection pulses do not contribute any more quantum projection noise. Detailed derivation for both QND and non-QND cases are given in Appendix A.

In principle, the excitation cycle in the QND measurement can be repeated indefinitely until the optical noise becomes negligible compared to 1/N_a. In actual experiments, however, the number of excitation cycles is limited by atom losses due to either heating or imperfection in the near-cycling transition. Consider a pulse of p̄ photons shot on the atomic clouds through a region of interest of area A_{ROI}, it induces an average number of excitation cycles (n̄). The two quantities are related as exp(−b_lp A_{abs} A_{ROI}

) + n̄b_l = 1, (3)

where the first term characterizes the probability for the atom to survive in the bright state, and the second term for the atom to either escape the trap or decay into a dark state. The variables in the equation above are defined in Table I. The average number of excitation cycles (n̄) is affected by the loss branching ratio (b_l) that takes into account both loss mechanisms. In the QND measurement of this study, the atoms are lost from the trap after an average of 80 excitation cycles due to heating (b_l = 1/80).

FIG. 3. (a) Number of excitation cycles n̄ vs. photon number p in the probe pulse. In the non-QND case, n̄ is limited by spin flipping; In QND, n̄ is limited by atom loss from the trap due to heating. (b)Optical noise σ^2_{op} vs. p. Number of atoms probed is Na = 5 × 10^4 . The optimum conditions for QND and non-QND cases occur at different p values.

FIG. 4. The variance σ^2_{Sz} vs. the number of trapped atoms Na. Blue data points are for non-QND cases, and the green data points for QND cases. The red dashed line indicates the 1/Na atomic quantum projection noise. For QND cases, the green dashed line models the optical noise, and the green solid line is combined variance of both the optical noise and the atomic quantum projection noise. The blue dashed line and blue solid line are overlapped.

For comparison, in the non-QND measurement, the spin state is demolished after an average of 3 excitation cycles due to optical pumping (b_l = 1/3). This large difference is indeed the essence of the QND advantage.

Fig. 3 shows the average number of excitation cycles n̄ and the optical noise σ^2_{op} as a function of the photon number (p) in the probe pulse. When p is small, n̄ is proportional to p, while σ^2_{op} is inversely proportional to p. As p increases, loss mechanisms come into effect, n̄ becomes saturated and σ^2_{Sz} increases due to the photon shot noise. The optimum choice for p occurs at the point when n̄ starts to saturate, and n̄ is different between QND and non-QND cases.

Fig. 4 shows the variances of S_z for both the QND and non-QND cases with the number of trapped atoms varying in the range of 10^3 − 10^4. The measured results agree well with calculated ones. From non-QND to QND cases, the optical noise is reduced by 19 dB, independent of the number of atoms. The QND optical noise goes below the atomic quantum projection noise when N_a > 3 × 10^4, and is 2.3 dB below at N_a = 5 × 10^4.

VI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have demonstrated a QND phase measurement of the spin precession of atoms in an optical dipole trap. The 19 dB gain in the optical noise can be further improved by reducing heating loss of the atoms due to optical probing and scattering loss due to impure laser polarization of the control beam. In the current setup, the atoms are transferred into the ODT of 200 μK depth at a temperature of 100 μK, and are heated out of the ODT after an average of 80 excitation cycles. By applying laser cooling in the ODT prior to the measurement sequence, the atom temperature could be lowered down toward the Doppler-cooling limit of 4.4 μK, thus increasing the number of excitation cycles n̄. Laser cooling would also reduce the Doppler-broadened width of 400 kHz, towards the natural linewidth of 182 kHz, and thus increase the photon absorption cross-section. Furthermore, replacing the traveling wave ODT with an optical lattice would increase the trap depth and reduce heating losses due to the probe beam. The impure laser polarization of control beam causes excitation to the |c⟩ state, followed by decay into the lower-lying P levels. This leakage in the cycling transition can be reduced with better polarization control. All these steps would combine to reduce the loss branching ratio b_l, increase n̄ and further suppress the optical noise.

The use of the QND method introduced in this work can be expanded to a wide range of applications. For example, QND measurements can help improve the search sensitivity of a permanent electric dipole moment (EDM) of atoms [10, 51, 54]. The recently demonstrated tweezer array of Yb atoms, with their spin states acting as qubits, is an emerging platform for quantum computation [16, 17, 20, 21, 23], on which the QND approach would help improve readout fidelity. Suppression of spinflip shown in this work can also be used to decrease spin noise and increase interrogation time in spin squeezing experiments [32]. Moreover, the QND approach can be employed to implement quantum error correction that requires non-destructive detection of error syndromes [55], as well as real-time feedback control on atomic spin states [56, 57]. We emphasize that the all-optical control

TABLE I.

Term Description

Value in the QND approach

Value in the non-QND approach A_{abs} Absorption cross section of an atom^a 0.074 μm^2 0.076 μm^2 AROI Area of region of interest(ROI) 8900 μm^2 8900 μm^2 p Average number of probe photons inside ROI 3.4 × 10^6 0.57 × 10^6 n Average number of excitation cycles 23 2.5 b_l Loss branching ratio 1/80 1/3 Na Number of atoms 5 × 10^4 5 × 10^4 ϵ Quantum efficiency of the camera 0.8 (at 556 nm) 0.4 (at 399 nm)

a The natural absorption cross section of the 556-nm probe transition on resonance is 0.147 μm^2. However, the residual Doppler broadening results in a reduced cross section.

allows quick switching and real-time programming [58].

While we have focused on the (F, F + 1, F + 1) laddertype system, the approach can be generalized to other configurations, such as a Λ-type systems or (F, F + 1, F ) systems. Moreover, instead of the dissipative readout demonstrated in this work, the optical dressing effect can also be applied to dispersive atom-photon interaction [35], leading to applications such as measurementbased spin squeezing, or generation of entanglement between distant atomic ensembles for distributed quantum sensing [59].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank D. Sheng, Z.-S. Yuan, Y.- G. Zheng, and Y.-N. Lv for helpful discussions. This work has been supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China through Grants No. 91636215, No. 12174371, No. 11704368, the Strategic Priority Research Program of the Chinese Academy of Sciences through Grant No. XDB21010200, and Anhui Initiative in Quantum Information Technologies through Grant No. AHY110000. C.-L.Z. was supported by NSFC through Grant No. 11922411.

Appendix A: Measurement uncertainty

1. Optical noise in absorption imaging

Population is detected by measuring the optical depth (OD) of the atomic ensemble. OD is derived from the number of detected photons in the reference image without atoms (p_1) and that in the absorption image of the atomic ensemble (p_2),

OD = ln(p_1/p_2).

For the number of incident probe photons of p, and take into account the quantum efficiency of the camera ϵ, the reference image has

p_1 = p∑ i=1 d_i, where d_i is a binary variable indexing whether the i-th photon is detected: d_i ∼ B(1, ϵ). The number of photons in the absorption image is

p_2 = p− ∑N_± j=1 n_j ∑ i=1 d_i, where N_± is the number of atoms in the probed state and n_j is the number of photons scattered (absorbed) by the j-th atom.

The expectation values and variances for p_1 and p_2 can be expressed as

E(p_1) = σ^2_{p1} = pϵ,

E(p_2) = pϵ − N_a 2 n̄ϵ,

σ^2_{p2} = E(p − N_±∑

j=1 n_j )Var(d_i) + Var(p − N_±∑

j=1 n_j )[E(d_i)]^2

= pϵ + N_an(2ϵ^2 − ϵ)/2 + N_an^2ϵ^2/4.

When calculating σ^2_{p2} , it is assumed that n_j follows the Poisson distribution.

In our case, p ≫ N_an̄ ≫ 1. The expectation value and variance for OD are E(OD) ≃ N_an̄ 2p , σ^2_{OD} ≃ 2 pϵ + N_an^2 4p^2 . These results follow the more detailed derivations found in Ref. [60, 61]. It is worth noting that the optical noise in absorption imaging originates from not only the intrinsic photon shot noise discussed above, but also technical noise. In order to reach the fundamental photonshot-noise level, a total of 30 images without atoms are taken after the detection pulses for a fringe-removal algorithm [62].

FIG. 5. The measured light shift δp of the probe transition against the control laser detuning. At a control laser beam of 4 mW and 300 μm radius, the Rabi frequency Ωc/(2π) = 12.5(1) MHz is determined.

2. Variance of measured Sz

As the populations of |g;^1_2 , −^1_2 ⟩ and |g;^1_2 , +^1_2 ⟩ states are equal, the expectation value and variance for ρ_+ are

E(ρ_+) = 1 2 , σ^2_{ρ+} ≃ 5p 2(N_an̄)^2ϵ + 1 4N_a .

For non-QND measurements, the variance of measured S_z is

σ^2_{Sz} = Var(2ρ_+ − 1) ≃ 10p (N_an̄)^2ϵ + 1 N_a .

For QND measurements, the variance of measured S_z is

σ^2_{Sz} = Var(ρ_+ − ρ_−) ≃ 4p (N_an̄)^2ϵ + 1 N_a . The reduction in variances from non-QND to QND is largely due to the difference in the n̄ values, and is independent of N_a.

Appendix B: Parameters for the control laser

The 423 nm control beam drives the 6s6p^3P_1 ↔ 6s8s^3S_1 transition. The natural linewidth of this transition is estimated to be 2π × 1.7 MHz, based on the known lifetime of the 6s8s^3S_1 level[63] and the estimated branching ratios. The detuning Δ_c and the Rabi frequency Ω_c are experimentally determined by measuring the light shift δ_p of the 556 nm probe transition (Fig. 5),

δ_p =

Δ_c 2 ln(1 +

2Ω^2_c Γ^2_c + 4Δ^2_c ).

[1] D. Budker and M. Romalis, Optical magnetometry, Nat. Phys. 3, 227 (2007).

[2] M. E. Limes, D. Sheng, and M. V. Romalis, He 3-Xe 129 Comagnetometery using Rb 87 Detection and Decoupling, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 033401 (2018).

[3] J. C. Allred, R. N. Lyman, T. W. Kornack, and M. V. Romalis, High-sensitivity atomic magnetometer unaffected by spin-exchange relaxation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 130801 (2002).

[4] J. Ye, H. J. Kimble, and H. Katori, Quantum state engineering and precision metrology using state-insensitive light traps, Science 320, 1734 (2008).

[5] S. L. Campbell, R. B. Hutson, G. E. Marti, A. Goban, N. Darkwah Oppong, R. L. McNally, L. Sonderhouse,

J. M. Robinson, W. Zhang, B. J. Bloom, and J. Ye, A Fermi-degenerate three-dimensional optical lattice clock, Science 358, 90 (2017).

[6] A. D. Ludlow, M. M. Boyd, J. Ye, E. Peik, and P. O. Schmidt, Optical atomic clocks, Rev. Mod. Phys. 87, 637 (2015).

[7] M. Schioppo, R. C. Brown, W. F. McGrew, N. Hinkley, R. J. Fasano, K. Beloy, T. H. Yoon, G. Milani, D. Nicolodi, J. A. Sherman, N. B. Phillips, C. W. Oates, and A. D. Ludlow, Ultrastable optical clock with two coldatom ensembles, Nat. Photonics. 11, 48 (2017).

[8] M. S. Safronova, D. Budker, D. DeMille, D. F. J.

Kimball, A. Derevianko, and C. W. Clark, Search for new physics with atoms and molecules,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 025008 (2018).

[9] T. E. Chupp, P. Fierlinger, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, and J. T. Singh, Electric dipole moments of atoms, molecules, nuclei, and particles, Rev. Mod. Phys. 91, 15001 (2019).

[10] R. H. Parker, M. R. Dietrich, M. R. Kalita, N. D. Lemke, K. G. Bailey, M. Bishof, J. P. Greene, R. J. Holt, W. Korsch, Z.-T. Lu, P. Mueller, T. P. O’Connor, and J. T. Singh, First measurement of the atomic electric dipole moment of^{225}Ra, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 233002 (2015).

[11] W. B. Cairncross, D. N. Gresh, M. Grau, K. C.

Cossel, T. S. Roussy, Y. Ni, Y. Zhou, J. Ye, and E. A. Cornell, Precision measurement of the electron’s electric dipole moment using trapped molecular ions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 153001 (2017).

[12] V. Andreev, D. G. Ang, D. DeMille, J. M. Doyle, G. Gabrielse, J. Haefner, N. R. Hutzler, Z. Lasner, C. Meisenhelder, B. R. O’Leary, C. D. Panda, A. D. West, E. P. West, and X. Wu, Improved limit on the electric dipole moment of the electron, Nature 562, 355 (2018).

[13] J. Lim, J. R. Almond, M. A. Trigatzis, J. A. Devlin, N. J. Fitch, B. E. Sauer, M. R. Tarbutt, and E. A. Hinds, Laser Cooled YbF Molecules for Measuring the Electron’s Electric Dipole Moment, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 123201 (2018).

[14] B. Graner, Y. Chen, E. G. Lindahl, and B. R. Heckel, Reduced Limit on the Permanent Electric Dipole Moment of Hg 199, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 161601 (2016).

[15] N. Sachdeva, I. Fan, E. Babcock, M. Burghoff, T. E. Chupp, S. Degenkolb, P. Fierlinger, S. Haude, E. Kraegeloh, W. Kilian, S. Knappe-Grüneberg, F. Kuchler, T. Liu, M. Marino, J. Meinel, K. Rolfs, Z. Salhi, A. Schnabel, J. T. Singh, S. Stuiber, W. A. Terrano, L. Trahms, and J. Voigt, New Limit on the Permanent Electric Dipole Moment of Xe 129 Using He 3 Comagnetometry and SQUID Detection, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 143003 (2019).

[16] A. V. Gorshkov, A. M. Rey, A. J. Daley, M. M.

Boyd, J. Ye, P. Zoller, and M. D. Lukin, Alkaline- Earth-Metal Atoms as Few-Qubit Quantum Registers, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 110503 (2009).

[17] A. Noguchi, Y. Eto, M. Ueda, and M. Kozuma, Quantum-state tomography of a single nuclear spin qubit of an optically manipulated ytterbium atom, Phys. Rev. A 84, 030301(R) (2011).

[18] P. Kómár, T. Topcu, E. M. Kessler, A. Derevianko, V. Vuletić, J. Ye, and M. D. Lukin, Quantum network of atom clocks: A possible implementation with neutral atoms, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 060506 (2016).

[19] B. Yang, H. Sun, C.-J. Huang, H.-Y. Wang, Y. Deng, H.-N. Dai, Z.-S. Yuan, and J.-W. Pan, Cooling and entangling ultracold atoms in optical lattices, Science 369, 550 (2020).

[20] A. Jenkins, J. W. Lis, A. Senoo, W. F. McGrew, and A. M. Kaufman, Ytterbium nuclear-spin qubits in an optical tweezer array, Phys. Rev. X 12, 021027 (2022).

[21] S. Ma, A. P. Burgers, G. Liu, J. Wilson, B. Zhang, and J. D. Thompson, Universal gate operations on nuclear spin qubits in an optical tweezer array of^{171} Yb atoms, Phys. Rev. X 12, 021028 (2022).

[22] N. Chen, L. Li, W. Huie, M. Zhao, I. Vetter, C. H.

Greene, and J. P. Covey, Analyzing the rydberg-based optical-metastable-ground architecture for^{171}Yb nuclear spins, Phys. Rev. A 105, 052438 (2022).

[23] K. Barnes, P. Battaglino, B. J. Bloom, K. Cassella, R. Coxe, N. Crisosto, J. P. King, S. S. Kondov, K. Kotru, S. C. Larsen, J. Lauigan, B. J. Lester, M. McDonald, E. Megidish, S. Narayanaswami, C. Nishiguchi, R. Notermans, L. S. Peng, A. Ryou, T.-Y. Wu, and M. Yarwood, Assembly and coherent control of a register of nuclear spin qubits, Nature Communications 13, 2779 (2022).

[24] H. Bernien, S. Schwartz, A. Keesling, H. Levine, A. Omran, H. Pichler, S. Choi, A. S. Zibrov, M. Endres, M. Greiner, V. Vuletic, and M. D. Lukin, Probing many-body dynamics on a 51-atom quantum simulator, Nature 551, 579 (2017).

[25] H. N. Dai, B. Yang, A. Reingruber, X. F. Xu, X. Jiang, Y. A. Chen, Z. S. Yuan, and J. W. Pan, Generation and detection of atomic spin entanglement in optical lattices, Nat. Phys. 12, 783 (2016).

[26] V. B. Braginsky and F. Y. Khalili, Quantum nondemolition measurements: the route from toys to tools, Rev. Mod. Phys. 68, 1 (1996).

[27] P. Grangier, J. A. Levenson, and J.-P. Poizat, Quantum non-demolition measurements in optics, Nature 396, 537 (1998).

[28] G. Nogues, A. Rauschenbeutel, S. Osnaghi, M. Brune, J. M. Raimond, and S. Haroche, Seeing a single photon without destroying it, Nature 400, 239 (1999).

[29] X. Xue, B. D’Anjou, T. F. Watson, D. R. Ward, D. E. Savage, M. G. Lagally, M. Friesen, S. N. Coppersmith, M. A. Eriksson, W. A. Coish, and L. M. K. Vandersypen, Repetitive Quantum Nondemolition Measurement and Soft Decoding of a Silicon Spin Qubit, Phys. Rev. X 10, 021006 (2020).

[30] T. Nakajima, A. Noiri, J. Yoneda, M. R. Delbecq, P. Stano, T. Otsuka, K. Takeda, S. Amaha, G. Allison, K. Kawasaki, A. Ludwig, A. D. Wieck, D. Loss, and S. Tarucha, Quantum non-demolition measurement of an electron spin qubit, Nat. Nanotechnol. 14, 555 (2019).

[31] A. Lupaşcu, S. Saito, T. Picot, P. C. De Groot, C. J.

Harmans, and J. E. Mooij, Quantum non-demolition measurement of a superconducting two-level system, Nat. Phys. 3, 119 (2007).

[32] L. Pezzè, A. Smerzi, M. K. Oberthaler, R. Schmied, and P. Treutlein, Quantum metrology with nonclassical states of atomic ensembles, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 035005 (2018).

[33] H. Bao, J. Duan, S. Jin, X. Lu, P. Li, W. Qu, M. Wang, I. Novikova, E. E. Mikhailov, K. F. Zhao, K. Mølmer, H. Shen, and Y. Xiao, Spin squeezing of 1011 atoms by prediction and retrodiction measurements, Nature 581, 159 (2020).

[34] W. Bowden, A. Vianello, I. R. Hill, M. Schioppo, and R. Hobson, Improving the q factor of an optical atomic clock using quantum nondemolition measurement, Phys. Rev. X 10, 041052 (2020).

[35] B. Braverman, A. Kawasaki, E. Pedrozo- Peñafiel, S. Colombo, C. Shu, Z. Li, E. Mendez, M. Yamoah, L. Salvi, D. Akamatsu, Y. Xiao, and V. Vuletić, Near-unitary spin squeezing in^{171} Yb, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 223203 (2019).

[36] Anonymous, Proceedings of the american physical society, Phys. Rev. 69, 674 (1946).

[37] S. Chen, M. Raha, C. M. Phenicie, S. Ourari, and J. D.

Thompson, Parallel single-shot measurement and coherent control of solid-state spins below the diffraction limit, Science 370, 592 (2020).

[38] Y. Eto, A. Noguchi, P. Zhang, M. Ueda, and M. Kozuma, Projective measurement of a single nuclear spin qubit by using two-mode cavity qed, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 160501 (2011).

[39] S. de Léséleuc, D. Barredo, V. Lienhard, A. Browaeys, and T. Lahaye, Optical control of the resonant dipole-dipole interaction between rydberg atoms, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 053202 (2017).

[40] C. Y. Park, H. Noh, C. M. Lee, and D. Cho, Measurement of the zeeman-like ac stark shift, Phys. Rev. A 63, 032512 (2001).

[41] C. Weitenberg, M. Endres, J. F. Sherson, M. Cheneau, P. Schau, T. Fukuhara, I. Bloch, and S. Kuhr, Single-spin addressing in an atomic Mott insulator, Nature 471, 319 (2011).

[42] H. Labuhn, S. Ravets, D. Barredo, L. Béguin, F. Nogrette, T. Lahaye, and A. Browaeys, Single-atom addressing in microtraps for quantum-state engineering using rydberg atoms, Phys. Rev. A 90, 023415 (2014).

[43] T. Xia, M. Lichtman, K. Maller, A. W.

Carr, M. J. Piotrowicz, L. Isenhower, and M. Saffman, Randomized benchmarking of singlequbit gates in a 2d array of neutral-atom qubits, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 100503 (2015).

[44] Y. Wang, X. Zhang, T. A. Corcovilos, A. Kumar, and D. S. Weiss, Coherent Addressing of Individual Neutral Atoms in a 3D Optical Lattice, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 043003 (2015).

[45] Y. Wang, A. Kumar, T.-Y. Wu, and D. S. Weiss, Singlequbit gates based on targeted phase shifts in a 3D neutral atom array, Science 352, 1562 (2016).

[46] R. Taïeb, R. Dum, J. I. Cirac, P. Marte, and P. Zoller, Cooling and localization of atoms in laser-induced potential wells, Phys. Rev. A 49, 4876 (1994).

[47] V. V. Ivanov and S. Gupta, Laser-driven sisyphus cooling in an optical dipole trap, Phys. Rev. A 84, 063417 (2011).

[48] A. Cooper, J. P. Covey, I. S. Madjarov, S. G. Porsev, M. S. Safronova, and M. Endres, Alkaline-Earth Atoms in Optical Tweezers, Phys. Rev. X 8, 041055 (2018).

[49] J. P. Covey, I. S. Madjarov, A. Cooper, and M. Endres, 2000-Times Repeated Imaging of Strontium Atoms in Clock-Magic Tweezer Arrays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 173201 (2019).

[50] T. A. Zheng, Y. A. Yang, M. S. Safronova, U. I.

Safronova, Z.-X. Xiong, T. Xia, and Z.-T. Lu, Magic wavelengths of the yb (6s^{2 1}s0 − −6s6p^3p1) intercombination transition, Phys. Rev. A 102, 062805 (2020).

[51] T. A. Zheng, Y. A. Yang, S.-Z. Wang, J. T. Singh, Z.-X.

Xiong, T. Xia, and Z.-T. Lu, Measurement of the electric dipole moment of^{171}Yb atoms in an optical dipole trap, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 083001 (2022).

[52] S. Khan, V. Bharti, and V. Natarajan, Role of dressedstate interference in electromagnetically induced transparency, Phys. Lett. A 380, 4100 (2016).

[53] J. E. Everett and J. E. Osemeikhian, Spherical coils for uniform magnetic fields, J. Sci. Instrum. 43, 470 (1966).

[54] M. Bishof, R. H. Parker, K. G. Bailey, J. P. Greene, R. J.

Holt, M. R. Kalita, W. Korsch, N. D. Lemke, Z.-T. Lu, P. Mueller, T. P. O’Connor, J. T. Singh, and M. R. Dietrich, Improved limit on the^{225}Ra electric dipole moment, Phys. Rev. C 94, 025501 (2016).

[55] D. S. Weiss and M. Saffman, Quantum computing with neutral atoms, Physics Today 70, 44 (2017), 9904010 [quant-ph].

[56] K. C. Cox, G. P. Greve, J. M. Weiner, and J. K. Thompson, Deterministic squeezed states with collective measurements and feedback, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 093602 (2016).

[57] M. H. Schleier-Smith, I. D. Leroux, and V. Vuletić, Squeezing the collective spin of a dilute atomic ensemble by cavity feedback, Phys. Rev. A 81, 021804(R) (2010).

[58] Y. Ma, Y. Xu, X. Mu, W. Cai, L. Hu, W. Wang, X. Pan, H. Wang, Y. P. Song, C.-L. Zou, and L. Sun, Error-transparent operations on a logical qubit protected by quantum error correction, Nature Physics 16, 827 (2020).

[59] E. Pedrozo-Peñafiel, S. Colombo, C. Shu, A. F.

Adiyatullin, Z. Li, E. Mendez, B. Braverman, A. Kawasaki, D. Akamatsu, Y. Xiao, and V. Vuletić, Entanglement on an optical atomic-clock transition, Nature 588, 414 (2020).

[60] Z. Lasner and D. DeMille, Statistical sensitivity of phase measurements via laser-induced fluorescence with optical cycling detection, Phys. Rev. A 98, 053823 (2018).

[61] Z. Lasner, Order-of-magnitude-tighter bound on the electron electric dipole moment, Ph.D. thesis (2019).

[62] C. F. Ockeloen, A. F. Tauschinsky, R. J. C. Spreeuw, and S. Whitlock, Detection of small atom numbers through image processing, Phys. Rev. A 82, 061606(R) (2010).

[63] M. Baumann, M. Braun, A. Gaiser, and H. Liening, Radiative lifetimes and g J factors of lowlying even-parity levels in the Yb I spectrum, J. Phys. B At. Mol. Phys. 18, L601 (1985).