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We find that a quantum device having an accessory involving precision measurement can have an enhance-
ment of its metrological precision in estimating an unknown parameter of the quantum system by insertion of
glassy disorder, accidental or engineered. We clearly mention how an unbiased estimator can also be identified
in a disordered situation, and how the precision thereof can be bounded by the quantum Crámer-Rao inequal-
ity. We compare the Fisher information-based lower bound of the minimum standard deviation of an unbiased
estimator, in presence of glassy disorder in the system, with the same of an ideal, viz. disorder-free, situation.
The phenomenon can boost the efficiency of certain measuring devices, such as atomic clocks. The precision of
these clocks, when measuring time, hinges on the precise determination of the frequency of a two-level atom.
In cases where impurities are present in the atom, and can be modeled as a disorder parameter, it is possible for
the measurement of frequency to be more accurate than in an ideal, disorder-free scenario. Moreover, disorder
insertion can reduce the requirement of entanglement content of the initial probes, which are copies of two-qubit
states, along with providing a disorder-induced enhancement.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, quantum metrology [1–3] has be-
come an important area of research and its application in var-
ious arenas of physics has been delved into [4–47]. For op-
timal choice of encoded probes and decoding schemes, the
error in measurement can be minimized, and that minimum
error is achievable by repeating the experiment a large num-
ber of times [42, 48].

Imperfections, modelled as disorder, are ubiquitous in all
practical implementations of a physical process [18, 49–129].
For example, let us consider the measurement of time or fre-
quency using Ramsey interferometry in quantum devices, like
atomic clocks [130–133]. These clocks are known for their
high precision in measuring time. However, even the most
well-designed quantum systems have minor flaws that influ-
ence their performance. These imperfections and flaws can be
characterized as disordered parameters inherent to the system.
Specifically, one notable source of disorder in atomic clocks
arises from the regulated probing of atoms. This controlled in-
teraction with atoms, while critical for precise measurements,
can change the energy difference between the two energy lev-
els of a two-level system. This variation, in turn, can affect
the clock’s accuracy and stability. Therefore, response to dis-
order in measurement precision for such measuring devices is
of prime significance in parameter estimation protocols, and
yet is hitherto unexplored. We consider disorder present in
the scale of the parameter to be estimated.

We construct disorder models for measuring devices, espe-
cially for atomic clocks, by introducing disordered parame-
ters - more precisely, effective glassy disordered parameters -
into the ideal system Hamiltonian, where the disorder distri-
butions are chosen from a clutch of paradigmatic continuous
and discrete distributions. In such a disordered system, we
find scenarios where the presence of disorder provides an im-
provement in the efficiency of estimation of an unknown sys-
tem parameter, over the ideal situation. These situations of at-
taining better efficiency of measurement in presence of disor-
der over the ideal scenario can be termed as “disorder-induced
enhancements of metrological precision” or instances of “or-

der from disorder”. Therefore, a quantum device containing
an accessory that involves estimating a parameter, such as an
atomic clock measuring time or frequency, can attain a better
precision when a system parameter is inflicted - accidentally
or intentionally - by disorder. Moreover, we find scenarios
where for an ideal system, the best metrological precision is
obtained for maximally entangled initial probes, whereas in-
sertion of disorder into the system provides a double advan-
tage: an enhancement of metrological precision over the ideal
one, and lower entanglement content in the probe state.

For dealing with metrological precision in disordered sce-
narios, we analyze how an unbiased estimator can be identi-
fied in a disordered situation. We go on to further show that
the precision thereof can be bounded by a quantum Crámer-
Rao inequality.

It is important to mention here that our work falls within
the general category of imperfections in the encoding process.
Until now, this has been considered using noisy quantum op-
erations [18, 19, 30, 134, 135, 137–164]. We however analyze
its implementation by considering disorder present in the en-
coding unitary. Moreover, while the results such as in [144]
pertain to arbitrary multi-party inputs - which may include
entangled ones - and non-unitary encodings, our work uses
copies of single-qubit states and unitary encoding, but in pres-
ence of glassy disorder. We consider arbitrary multi-party in-
puts only when the encoding Hamiltonian contains interaction
terms.

The rest of the paper is presented as follows. In Sec. II,
we briefly discuss certain aspects of quantum metrology. The
concept and origin of glassy disorder and disorder averag-
ing are discussed in Sec. III. The disorder distributions, that
provide disorder-induced enhancement of metrological preci-
sion, are also presented in this section. In Sec. IV, we iden-
tify an unbiased estimator for the disordered situation con-
sidered, and show that the precision thereof can be bounded
by the Crámer-Rao inequality. Sections V and VI constitute
evidence of order from disorder scenarios for copies of uncor-
related and two-qubit maximally entangled initial probes, for
different glassy disorder models. The reduction of the require-
ment of entanglement content of the initial probes in presence
of glassy disorder, thus providing the “double advantage”, is
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shown in Sec. VII. A conclusion is presented in Sec. VIII.

II. ESTIMATION OF AN UNKNOWN PARAMETER

The enhancement of measurement precision in the fre-
quency estimation protocol using the concepts of quantum
metrology has been studied some time back in [18, 19]. The
problem initiated with a single-qubit system described by the
Hamiltonian H1, given by

H1 = −ℏω |1⟩ ⟨1| , (1)

where ω is the frequency to be estimated. For an n-qubit sys-
tem, the dynamics is governed by the n-qubit Hamiltonian,

Hn = H1 ⊗ I2 ⊗ I3 · · · ⊗ In + I1 ⊗H1 ⊗ I3 · · · ⊗ In
+ · · ·+ I1 ⊗ I2 · · · ⊗ In−1 ⊗H1. (2)

For the evolution of n-qubit initial probes by the unitary
Un = e−

i
ℏHnt, the minimum standard deviation in the esti-

mation of ω, is less for two-qubit maximally entangled probes
than for copies of uncorrelated ones. This enhancement of
metrological precision by introducing quantumness in the ini-
tial states is a key idea of quantum metrology.

The minimum deviations in frequency estimation are not
due to imprecise measurements of the parameter in an exper-
iment. It is a fundamental lower bound on the standard devi-
ations of estimators of the parameter to be estimated, where
the outcomes of measurements - on which the estimators de-
pend - are distributed according to the probabilities dictated
by the Born rule. This is the quantum Cramér-Rao bound [40–
47], which is attainable for a large number of repetitions of an
experiment corresponding to an optimal strategy. Below we
discuss the prescription of obtaining this bound.

Suppose an unknown parameter, θ, is encoded in a state,
ρ(θ), of a physical system. To estimate θ, a measurement of
elements {Πx} is done on the system, and let the probability
distribution for a measurement outcome x be f(x|θ). Now, let
us take the outcome of a single measurement to be x1. Based
on this outcome, the predicted value of θ can be represented
by the estimator function θ̂(x1) [19, 48]. For a large number
of measurements, our prediction is assumed to be correct on
an average for a fixed θ. Therefore,

⟨θ̂(x)⟩θ =

∫
dxf(x|θ)θ̂(x) = θ. (3)

Such a θ̂(x) is called an unbiased estimator. So, for a given
θ, we get a distribution of the estimate θ̂(x) with probability
f(x|θ). The variance of the estimator function, while estimat-
ing θ, is lower bounded by the Cramér-Rao inequality given
by

∆2θ ≥ 1

F (θ)
, (4)

where F (θ) is the Fisher Information (FI) [42, 48]. Here we
use the traditional notation ∆2θ for ∆2θ̂(x)|θ as the variance

of the distribution of the estimator function θ̂(x). The Fisher
information for a single measurement is defined in terms of
the probability distribution f(x|θ), through the relation

F (θ) =

∫
dx
[ ∂
∂θ

log f(x|θ)
]2
. (5)

From the additivity of FI, for ν measurements, or ν copies
of the input probe, we have the FI, F ν(θ) = νF (θ), where
F (θ) represents the Fisher information corresponding to each
probe. Therefore for ν measurements, (4) has the general
form

∆2θ ≥ 1

νF (θ)
, (6)

which attains the equality for large ν. The choice of mea-
surement strategy has been fixed so far. To make the FI in-
dependent of such a choice, one has to maximize the Fisher
information with respect to all possible measurements. As a
consequence of the maximization, the Cramér-Rao bound be-
comes

∆θ ≥ 1√
ν
(
maxΠx

F (θ)
) =

1√
νFQ(θ)

. (7)

FQ is the quantum Fisher information corresponding to a sin-
gle probe, obtained by maximizing the Fisher information
F (θ) with respect to all possible {Πx}, where f(x|θ) =
Tr[Πxρ(θ)]. Here {Πx} is a positive operator valued mea-
surement and ρ(θ) is the quantum state where θ is enoded.
The quantum Fisher information can also be directly calcu-
lated for a given ρ(θ) as

FQ(θ) = Tr
[
ρ(θ)Ls

[
ρ(θ)

]2]
. (8)

Ls

[
ρ(θ)

]
is known as the symmetric logarithmic derivative

(SLD) [19, 42] of ρ(θ). If the eigen-decomposition of ρ(θ) is
ρ(θ) =

∑
i λi(θ) |ei(θ)⟩ ⟨ei(θ)|, the SLD is given by

Ls

[
ρ(θ)

]
=
∑
i,j

2 ⟨ei(θ)| ∂ρ(θ)
∂θ |ej(θ)⟩

λi(θ) + λj(θ)
|ei(θ)⟩ ⟨ej(θ)| , (9)

with the sum being over all pairs of i and j for which
λi(θ) + λj(θ) ̸= 0. The maximum of F (θ) in (5) is obtained
by considering the projective measurement in the eigenbasis
of the SLD [42, 43, 136, 137]. For the parameter θ encoded in
a pure state |ψ(θ)⟩, QFI simplifies to

FQ(θ) = 4
[
⟨ψ̇(θ)|ψ̇(θ)⟩ − | ⟨ψ̇(θ)|ψ(θ)⟩ |2

]
, (10)

where |ψ̇(θ)⟩ refers to the derivative of |ψ(θ)⟩ with respect to
θ [137, 151].

The minimum uncertainty in measuring a parameter, ob-
tained so far, is optimal with respect to all possible measure-
ments, but still depends on initial choice of inputs ρ⊗ν

0 . So, an
optimization over the initial states also has to be done in order
to possibly increase the accuracy of the measurement [19, 48].
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Hence, the minimum deviation in the estimation of θ takes the
form

∆θopt = min
ρ⊗ν
0

1√
νFQ(θ)

. (11)

Here FQ(θ) refers to the quantum Fisher information for a
single copy of the input probe, which can be either product or
entangled, and ν is the number of copies of that probe. The
number of times the whole estimation is repeated is consid-
ered to be one.

In some situations, the optimal state is easy to determine.
For example, let the parameter θ be encoded in the state
through a unitary operator of the form U(θ) = e−iH̃θ, with
H̃ being the generator of the unitary, independent of θ. In this
situation, it can be shown that the best input state for attaining
the minimum error in θ is of the form

|ψ(θ)⟩opt =
(
|λmax⟩+ |λmin⟩

)
/
√
2, (12)

where |λmax⟩ and |λmin⟩ are the respective eigenvectors asso-
ciated with the highest and lowest eigenvalues of the genera-
tor H̃ [19, 48, 185]. Additionally, for the unitary U(θ, ϕ) =

e−i(H̃1θ+H̃2ϕ), where [H̃1, H̃2] = 0, while estimating θ or
ϕ independently, the best choice of input states remains the
same as in Eq. (12), with the eigenvectors corresponding to
H̃1 and H̃2 respectively. For a situation where H̃1 and H̃2 do
not commute, the best input state cannot be obtained follow-
ing this scheme.

In this paper, we focus on the minimum error, as given by
the right hand side of (11), in the estimation of a parame-
ter, say θ, by obtaining the QFI directly from Eq. (8) and
choosing the optimal input states following the prescription
around Eq. (13) of the same. This actually presents the Fisher
information-based lower bound for the deviation in estima-
tion of an unknown parameter θ, where the measurement ba-
sis is taken to be the eigenbasis of SLD, which is the opti-
mal choice of basis. In further discussions, we will only con-
centrate on this Fisher information-based lower bound, with
optimal choice of basis and inputs, and this quantity will be
denoted as ∆θ̃, for the parameter θ.

III. GLASSY DISORDER: ORIGINS, MODELS AND
AVERAGING

For acquiring better precision in metrological estimations,
an experiment should be repeated a large number of times to
attain the Cramér-Rao lower bound. The high number of rep-
etitions of the measurements, in turn, can cause some fluctu-
ations or imperfections in the system parameters which may
drive the system some “distance” away from its ideal nature.
Also, as a consequence of the failure to construct an ideal ex-
perimental setup, disorder can appear in a system while tun-
ing the parameters of the setup. Irrespective of the origin of
the disorder, it may affect the efficiency of a measurement
scheme, while estimating an unknown parameter. In this pa-
per, we consider scenarios, where some types of disorder are

present in a system in the form of randomness, incorporated
into the parameters of the system. We take the disorder param-
eter to be glassy, which means that the equilibration time of
the disorder in the system is several orders of magnitude larger
than the relevant observation time. For a specific realization
(configuration) of the disorder, the disordered parameters vir-
tually do not alter during the time of investigation [172, 176–
181]. They may change after a long time, but that time span is
not in our range of interest. Such “glassy” systems have also
been called “quenched” disordered systems [111, 114, 116].
In such scenarios, the disorder averaging must be performed
after evaluation of the relevant physical quantity, which, in our
case, is the Fisher information-based lower bound of the min-
imum uncertainty in measuring the parameter to be estimated,
in presence of glassy disorder in the system. A similar averag-
ing is performed for calculating quantities like magnetization
and entanglement in glassy systems [113, 114]. Further de-
tails of the origin of disorder in physical systems, the different
disorder models and the disorder-averaging method for glassy
disorder are provided in the succeeding subsections.

A. How can glassy disorder appear in a physical system?

Let us begin by examining the origin of such disorders in
certain physical measuring devices, specifically in the context
of atomic clocks. The precision of time measurement in an
atomic clock relies on accurately estimating the frequency
of a two-level atom, employing the principle of Ramsey
interferometry. An atomic clock functions essentially as an
oscillator, where its frequency is tuned to match the transition
frequency of a two-level atom. This tuning allows for the
precise measurement of the number of oscillations of the
atom, effectively defining one second. To delve deeper into
this concept let us consider a beam of identical two-level
atoms described by the Hamiltonian H1, emerging from an
oven [165]. The energy difference between their levels is
ℏω, with ω being an unknown parameter. This atom beam
traverses between two points, A and B, within a waveguide,
subject to two microwave pulses originating from a source
with a frequency ωf . During the interaction of the atom with
the microwave pulse at point A, a coherent superposition of
the excited (|0⟩) and ground (|1⟩) states is generated, each
with equal weight. The atom then evolves freely up to point
B in time t, creating a phase difference of δϕ = (ω − ωf )t
between the atomic superposition and the field. At point
B, a second microwave pulse is introduced, and the de-
tector, placed after the point B, measures the probability
of the atom being in the ground state of H1, denoted as
p = (1 + cos(δϕ))/2. To achieve the maximum transition
probability p, the oscillator frequency ωf is adjusted to obtain
the match, ωf = ω. This procedure enables us to estimate
the unknown frequency gap of the two-level system, which
can, in turn, be used to determine the number of atomic
oscillations, thus setting the standard for defining one second.
However, due to controlled probing of atoms, there may exist
tunable disorder within the atom, altering the energy gap
between the two levels to ℏω(1 + ϵ) or ℏ(ω + ϵ), so that the
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altered Hamiltonians are H1 or H2 respectively, where ϵ is
a small parameter, which varies according to some known
probability distribution. We consider the disorder parameter
ϵ, to be fixed for a particular trial of experiment, but selected
randomly from a known distribution. It varies unpredictably
from one trial to another, but once realized, it is known and
fixed for that trial, and is distributed according to a known
probability density. In this paper, we show that, the presence
of impurities modelled as H1, can, in certain instances,
reduce the error in estimating ω, consequently enhancing the
accuracy of frequency estimation. Consequently, the tuning
of the frequency of the oscillator with the beam of atoms that
have impurities, will be more precise. If we now connect
this finely-tuned oscillator to an ideal, disorder-free beam of
atoms, it will accurately count the oscillations, even though
impurities were initially present in the atoms during the
frequency estimating process. Such disordered systems can
be effectively modeled in several physical systems [166, 167].
Let us consider the possibility of implementing it in ultracold
gas systems [167–170], which also offers a variety of options,
of which we utilize the choice of realizing it in composite
fermions formed by fermions and bosonic holes [166, 170].
The effective Hamiltonian in this system contains nearest-
neighbor hopping and spin-spin interaction (of strengths dij
and Kij respectively), and onsite energy terms (of strength
µi). The dij and Kij are proportional to J2/V , where J and
V are respectively the tunneling rate and onsite inter-particle
interaction strength of the parent Bose-Fermi Hubbard model.
In the limit of small J2/V , one is left with an effective Hamil-
tonian of spinless fermions that is a sum of several decoupled
single-particle Hamiltonians of the form in Eq. (29), with
the ϵ being independently and identically distributed from
one site to the other. Performing interference experiments
with each site of that physical system will potentially lead to
the desired data required for obtaining a disorder-averaged
minimum deviation in frequency estimation, and a potential
demonstration of the disorder-enhanced precision in atomic
clocks. Note that interferometry with systems of ultracold
gas systems is a reality. See e.g. [171] for a recent reference.

B. Models of disorder

We enumerate below the models of glassy disorder that
we will consider in this paper. In each case, the “strength”
of the disorder is ascertained by the standard deviation of the
probability distribution. In the case of the Cauchy-Lorentz
disorder, the mean and hence the standard deviation does not
exist. The strength in such a case can be defined by using the
semi-interquartile range of the distribution.

• G: Gaussian disorder. In this scenario, the disorder pa-
rameter, ϵ, is chosen from a Gaussian distribution with a mean
of zero and a standard deviation of σG, and the corresponding
probability density function is given by

P (ϵ) =
1

σG
√
2π
e−(ϵ/σG

√
2)2 , −∞ ≤ ϵ ≤ ∞. (13)

• CL: Cauchy-Lorentz disorder. This disorder is quite dif-
ferent from the others as the mean does not exist for this dis-
tribution. The disorder parameter ϵ is distributed as

P (ϵ) =
1

γπ

( γ2

ϵ2 + γ2

)
, where −∞ < ϵ ≤ ∞. (14)

As mentioned above, the mean and standard deviation do not
exist for this distribution. The strength of the disorder for this
distribution is discussed in the succeeding subsection.

• D1: a discrete disorder. For this instance, the disorder
parameter ϵ is distributed as

P (ϵ) =
(1− p)

2
when ϵ = ±α,

= p when ϵ = 0,

= 0 otherwise, (15)

with α > 0 and 0 ≤ p < 1. The standard deviation of the
probability distribution is given by

σD1
= α

√
1− p. (16)

• D2: a discrete disorder. This is another discrete dis-
tribution which is somewhat different from D1. Here the ϵ is
distributed as

P (ϵ) =
1

2
when ϵ = ±α,

= 0 otherwise, (17)

for α > 0. This distribution has a standard deviation
σD2 = α, which provides the strength of this disorder.

• G1: a modulated Gaussian disorder. This is a con-
tinuous distribution with mean zero. The corresponding
probability distribution function is given by

P (ϵ) =
1

A1
|ϵ2 − 1|e−(ϵ2/a2) −∞ ≤ ϵ ≤ ∞, (18)

where

A1 =

∫ ∞

−∞
|ϵ2 − 1|e−(ϵ2/a2)dϵ,

and a > 0. The strength of this disorder is characterized by
the standard deviation of the distribution,

σG1 =
1

2

[
a3
(
2
√
π(2− 3a2) erf

(1
a

)
+ ae−

1
a2

(√
π

√
1

a2
e

1
a2 (3a2 − 2) + 12

))]1/2
, (19)

where erf(z) = 2√
π

∫ z

0
e−y2

dy.

• G2: a modulated Gaussian disorder. Another con-
tinuous distribution with mean zero and a steeper gradient, in
comparison to G1, is represented by the distribution function,

P (ϵ) =
1

A2
|ϵ2 − 1|2e−(ϵ2/a2) −∞ ≤ ϵ ≤ ∞, (20)
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where

A2 =

∫ ∞

−∞
|ϵ2 − 1|2e−(ϵ2/a2)dϵ,

and a > 0. The standard deviation in this case is

σG2
=
[√πa3

8

(
15a4 − 12a2 + 4

) ]1/2
. (21)

• G3: a modulated Gaussian disorder. This repre-
sents a distribution sharper than G2. The disorder parameter
ϵ is, in this case, distributed as

P (ϵ) =
1

A3
|ϵ2 − 1|4e−(ϵ2/a2) −∞ ≤ ϵ ≤ ∞, (22)

where

A3 =

∫ ∞

−∞
|ϵ2 − 1|4e−(ϵ2/a2)dϵ,

and a > 0. Again we define the strength of the disorder as the
standard deviation of the probability distribution, given by

σG3
=
[ √

π

32a3
(
945a8 − 840a6 + 360a4 − 96a2 + 16

) ]1/2
.

(23)
These disorder models provide advantages in the precision

of metrological estimation of the relevant quantities, over
the same for the ideal scenario with uncorrelated initial
probes, in case of evolution by the disordered Hamiltonian
H1. For uncorrelated initial probes, the disorder-averaged
error in frequency estimation is non-existent for the Gaussian
(G) and Cauchy-Lorentz (CL) distributions. The median,
however exists in these cases, and the disorder-averaged
median is found to be beneficial over that of the disorder-free
scenario. Further, the Gaussian and uniform disorder models
provide significant enhancement in measurement precision
by incorporating some external fields and interaction between
the system particles, when copies of two-qubit states are
taken as initial probes. The uniform distribution function is
also given below, for completeness.

• U: Uniform disorder. In this circumstance, ϵ is dis-
tributed as

P (ϵ) =
1

s
, when − s

2
≤ ϵ ≤ s

2
= 0 otherwise. (24)

The strength of the disorder, quantified by the standard devia-
tion of the distribution, is given by σU = s

2
√
3

.

C. Disorder averaging

When the disorder parameters of a system are glassy, the
relevant physical quantities are the glassy disorder-averaged

versions of the corresponding quantities, which we will sim-
ply refer to as disorder-averaged quantities. For glassy dis-
order, the averaging must be done after the relevant physical
quantity has been already computed. Suppose that we want
to compute the Fisher information-based lower bound of the
minimum uncertainty in measuring frequency, in presence of
glassy disorder in the system. Then, we first need to evaluate
the uncertainty in measuring frequency, ∆ω̃ϵ(t), encoded in a
physical system, for an arbitrary but fixed time t, and for an
arbitrary but fixed configuration of the disorder. The disorder-
averaged deviation in frequency is then given by

∆ω̃Q(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
∆ω̃ϵ(t)P (ϵ)dϵ, . (25)

with P (ϵ) being the probability distribution of the disorder
parameter ϵ. A similar averaging is performed for calculating
physically relevant quantities like magnetization and entan-
glement in glassy systems. For discrete probability distribu-
tions, the integral is substituted by a summation.

The mean of a probability distribution gives a measure of
its central tendency. The mean, however, is non-existent in
certain cases. In those cases, or otherwise, it may be useful
to use the median, which is the middlemost value of the dis-
tribution, and it exists for all probability distributions. If we
arrange the functional values of a distribution in increasing
(equivalently decreasing) order, and move from the lowest (or
highest) value towards the middle, then the middlemost point
where one arrives is the median. Since our relevant function
is 1/|1+ϵ|, which has its maximum at ϵ = −1, we move from
the maximum functional value towards the middle. Therefore,
to obtain the median, xMϵ , in this case, the following equation
can be solved: ∫ −1+xMϵ

−1−xMϵ

P (ϵ)dϵ =
1

2
. (26)

The solution gives xMϵ
corresponding to the probability dis-

tribution P (ϵ), from which one can calculate the median
Mϵ = 1/|1 + xMϵ

|. In a similar fashion, the first and third
quartiles, Q1 and Q3 respectively, can be obtained by first
solving∫ −1+xQ1

−1−xQ1

P (ϵ)dϵ =
1

4
and

∫ −1+xQ3

−1−xQ3

P (ϵ)dϵ =
3

4
,

(27)
for xQ1 and xQ3 respectively, and then using Qi = 1/|1 +
xQi |, for i = 1, 3. The semi-interquartile range is then given
by Q = (Q3 −Q1)/2.

In presence of disorder, a system naturally undergoes
disorder-induced fluctuations. As a result, there may occur
oscillations in the variance, ∆, of the estimated parameter,
about a mean value with a standard deviation. Now, if the
“advantage”, β = ∆ω̃0(t)−∆ω̃Q(t), of the disordered model
over the ideal scenario in a parameter estimation protocol is
greater than the standard deviation, σ̃, in ∆ω̃ϵ(t), due to the
disorder-induced distribution of the variance of the estimated
parameter, then the situation can be referred to as a disorder-
induced enhancement over the ideal situation. In cases when
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the mean and standard deviation of ∆ do not exist, we use
the median [182, 183] and the semi-interquartile range of ∆.
The semi-interquartile range, like the standard deviation, is a
measure of dispersion of a data [182, 183]. Here, the disorder-
averaged deviation in frequency is given by ∆ω̃Q(t), ∆ω̃0(t)
represents the Fisher information-based lower bound of mini-
mum error in estimating ω in an ideal scenario and ∆ω̃ϵ(t) is
the uncertainty in measuring frequency, encoded in a physical
system, for an arbitrary but fixed time t and for an arbitrary
but fixed configuration of the disorder. In this paper, in all
cases, we consider the relative advantage and the correspond-
ing standard deviation, and rechristen them as β and σ̃. This
is attained by dividing the original quantities by ∆ω̃0(t). In
particular, this has the effect of making the derived quantities
dimensionless. Suffixes of the quantities will be used to refer
to the different disorder distributions used.

We begin by finding the disorder-averaged minimum uncer-
tainty in frequency ω, in presence of the disorder parameter ϵ,
incorporated in the Hamiltonian H1. For a single-qubit sys-
tem, with the encoding being effected by a unitary evolution
with the unitary U1 = e−

i
ℏH1t, the optimal input state for

measuring ω is |ψ0⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/
√
2, where |0⟩ and |1⟩ are

eigenvectors of H1. The QFI in this case is F ϵ
Q = t2(1 + ϵ)2.

As Fisher information is additive, we can extend this situation
to ν copies of |ψ0⟩, i.e., |ψ0⟩⊗ν , and the disorder-averaged
minimum deviation in the estimation of the frequency is given
by

∆ω̃
(p)
Q (t) =

∫ ub

lb

1

|1 + ϵ|t
√
ν
P (ϵ)dϵ, (28)

where lb and ub denote respectively the lower bound and
upper bound of the corresponding probability distribu-
tion function from which ϵ is chosen. We compare the
disorder-averaged quantities for the different probability
distributions, with the ideal minimum uncertainty in ω, which
is ∆ω̃(p)

0 = 1
t
√
ν

.

IV. UNBIASED ESTIMATORS AND THE QUANTUM
CRAMÉR-RAO BOUND IN PRESENCE OF GLASSY

DISORDER

We consider the insertion of a disorder parameter, into
a single-qubit system described by the Hamiltonian H1 =
−ℏω |1⟩ ⟨1|, with ω being the parameter to be estimated. We
incorporate the disorder in two ways into the “ideal” Hamilto-
nian. The altered forms of the Hamiltonian, with disorder, are
taken as

H1 = −ℏω(1 + ϵ)|1⟩⟨1| (29)

and H2 = −ℏ(ω+ ϵ)|1⟩⟨1|, where the disorder is modeled by
the parameter ϵ. An unbiased estimator for ω can be found in
this disordered situation, and the Cramér-Rao bound therein
can also be derived. An explicit derivation is provided below.

For a single-qubit system, with the encoding being effected
by a unitary evolution, U1 = e−

i
ℏH1t, the optimal input state

for measuring ω is |ψ0⟩ = (|0⟩+|1⟩)/
√
2, with |0⟩ and |1⟩ be-

ing the eigenvectors of H1. We perform measurements with
projectors from the eigenbasis of SLD of the encoded state,
|ψω⟩ = (|0⟩ + eiωt |1⟩)/

√
2. Let these measurement op-

erators belong to the set, {M, I2 − M}. Suppose that for
the measurement operator M , the corresponding eigenvalue
is x1 and it clicks with probability p1 = Tr(M |ψω⟩⟨ψω|),
while for I2 −M , the eigenvalue is x2 and clicks with prob-
ability p2 = Tr((I2 −M)|ψω⟩⟨ψω|). The explicit forms of
these probabilities are p1 = [1 + cos(ωt(1 + ϵ))]/2, and
p2 = [1− cos(ωt(1 + ϵ))]/2. From these outcomes, we have
to estimate the unknown parameter, ω. The time of the mea-
surement is t (where the initial time is 0), which we assume
to know exactly, and the disorder parameter ϵ, being glassy,
is known to us, although can take arbitrary values within a
given distribution that depends on the material used. The dis-
order parameter, therefore, varies unpredictably from one trial
to another, but once realized, it is known and fixed for all mea-
surements performed in that trial, and is distributed according
to a known probability density. A suitable estimator in our
case is ω̂(x) : {x1, x2} → R+ ∪ {0}, given by

ω̂(x1) =
cos−1(2p1 − 1)

t(1 + ϵ)
, ω̂(x2) =

cos−1(1− 2p2)

t(1 + ϵ)
. (30)

The values of t and ϵ are pre-determined or determined from
an analysis of the glassy material, and p1 and p2(= 1 − p1)
are obtained after the measurements, and can be utilized in
Eq. (30) to estimate the unknown parameter, ω. It may be
noted that for the scenario at hand, the estimators are not ex-
plicitly dependent on the values of the random variables, x1
and x2. We now try to see whether this estimator is unbiased.
The average of the estimator function is given by

⟨ω̂(x)⟩ = ω̂(x1)p1 + ω̂(x2)p2. (31)

If we substitute the expressions of p1 and p2 in Eq. (31), then
we obtain, ⟨ω̂(x)⟩ = ω(p1 + p2) = ω. This proves that the
estimator function is indeed unbiased.

We now derive the quantum Cramér-Rao bound involving
the standard deviation of the estimator, for the disordered sce-
nario. We begin with the identity given in Eq. (31), which can
be rewritten as

2∑
i=1

∆ωipi = 0, (32)

where ∆ωi = ω̂(xi) − ⟨ω̂⟩. Now if we take the derivative of
the left hand side of Eq. (32), we obtain

2∑
i=1

∆ωi(pi
∂ ln pi
∂ω

) = −
2∑

i=1

∂(∆ωi)

∂ω
pi

=
∂⟨ω̂⟩
∂ω

. (33)

The second equality follows from the fact that ω̂(xi) is inde-
pendent of ω. Now, an use of the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
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in Eq. (33) yields(
2∑

i=1

∆ωi

)2( 2∑
i=1

pi
∂ ln pi
∂ω

)2

≥
∣∣∣∣∂⟨ω̂⟩∂ω

∣∣∣∣2

=⇒

(
2∑

i=1

∆ωi

)2

≥

(
2∑

i=1

pi
∂ ln pi
∂ω

)−2

, (34)

which is the Cramér-Rao bound. The second inequal-
ity (34) follows from the unbiased nature of the estimator, i.e.,
⟨ω̂(x)⟩ = ω in our case. Finally, if we evaluate the quantity
on the right hand side of inequality (34), using the expressions
of p1 and p2, we get(

2∑
i=1

∆ωi

)2

≥ 1

t2(1 + ϵ)2
, (35)

where t denotes the time duration for which the unitary opera-
tor, U1, acts on the probe, and ϵ is the disorder parameter. The
parameter t is also the time at which the SLD measurement
is performed. Since this bound (Eq. (35)) corresponds to an
optimal measurement, it actually gives the QFI, and the bound
is the quantum Cramér-Rao inequality in this case. Therefore,
the QFI, in this scenario, is given by F ϵ

Q = t2(1 + ϵ)2, for a
single copy of the probe.

V. RESPONSE TO GLASSY DISORDER DISTRIBUTIONS
IN ESTIMATING FREQUENCY

In this section, we present specific instances of “order from
disorder” scenarios, which can be viewed as a valuable as-
pect in the design of a highly precise atomic clock. We con-
sider the disordered Hamiltonians H1 and H2 (see Eq. (29)),
where the disorder parameter ϵ is selected randomly from sev-
eral paradigmatic distributions, both discrete and continuous.
While considering single-qubit systems, we have utilized the
Gaussian (G), Cauchy-Lorentz (CL), two discrete (D1 and
D2) and three modulated Gaussian (G1,G2 andG3) probabil-
ity distributions for uncorrelated initial probes. We will find
that the metrological estimation provides order from disorder
for certain cases.

A. Gaussian glassy disorder G

We calculate the disorder-averaged median, MG = 1/|1 +
xMG

|, by solving xMG
from ẽrf(xMG

) = (erf(1 + xMG
) −

erf(1 − xMG
))/

√
2σG corresponding to the probability dis-

tribution G. Note that the mean does not exist in this case.
Fig. 1 depicts that the advantage, 1 − MG, is positive and
is significantly higher than the semi-interquartile range, QG,
with the standard deviation, σG, of G plotted along horizontal
axis. Thus the presence of disorder is advantageous over the
disorder-free scenario, hence displaying order from disorder.

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2 2.4

Q
G
 ,
1
-M
G

σG

FIG. 1. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for
uncorrelated initial probes. Here we depict the difference between
the true value of the median with the disorder-averaged median in
the estimation of ω (blue dashed curve), and compare with its semi-
interquartile range (orange curve). The subscript, G, denotes that the
disorder parameter ϵ is chosen randomly from a Gaussian distribution
G. All quantities plotted are dimensionless.

4 6 8 10
γ

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

QCL,1-MCL

FIG. 2. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for
uncorrelated initial probes. Here we depict the difference between
the true value of the median and the disorder-averaged median in
the estimation of ω (blue dashed curve), and compare with its semi-
interquartile range (orange curve). The subscript, CL, denotes that
the disorder parameter ϵ is chosen randomly from a Cauchy-Lorentz
distribution. All quantities plotted are dimensionless.

B. Cauchy-Lorentz glassy disorder CL

In this case, the disorder-averaged median, MCL = 1/|1 +
xMCL

| , can be evaluated by solving [184]

1

π

[
tan−1

(xMCL
+ 1

γ

)
+tan−1

(xMCL
− 1

γ

)]
=

1

2
, (36)

which gives xMCL
=
√
1 + γ2. Note that the mean does

not exist in this case also, and hence we have looked at the
median. The relative advantage, 1 − MCL, is always posi-
tive. We have also compared this advantage with the semi-
interquartile range, which, in this case, is given by QCL =

(1+
√

1 + 2γ2)/((1+
√
1 + 2γ2)2− γ2), which is less than

the relative advantage, 1 −MCL, in a certain range of γ (re-
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FIG. 3. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for uncorrelated initial probes. Here we depict the effect of discrete glassy
disorder on the minimum deviation of estimation of ω, encoded in each of the initial states by evolving them with the Hamiltonian H1. The
disorder parameter ϵ is chosen randomly from the discrete distribution D1 in (a) and from D2 in (b). The blue surface (dashed line) in panel
(a) ((b)) depicts the quantity βD1 (βD2 ) and the corresponding yellow surface (solid line) presents the standard deviation σ̃D1 (σ̃D2 ). All
qunatities plotted are dimensionless.

fer to Fig. 2). Thus we again obtain the phenomenon of order
from disorder.

C. Discrete glassy disorder of type D1

For the disorder parameter ϵ chosen from the discrete dis-
tribution, D1, the disorder-averaged frequency deviation, for
ν copies of uncorrelated probes, is given by

∆ω̃
(p)
QD1

(t) =
1

t
√
ν

[1− p

2

( 1

|1− α|
+

1

1 + α

)
+ p
]
. (37)

At α = 1, the function ∆ω̃
(p)
QD1

(t) diverges. We find that

for α ≥ 1+
√
5

2 ≈ 1.618, the error in frequency in pres-
ence of glassy disorder of type D1, has an advantage over
the ideal scenario i.e., ∆ω̃(p)

QD1
(t) < ∆ω̃

(p)
0 (t), ∀t. The blue

surface of Fig. 3-(a) presents the relative advantage, βD1 =
∆ω̃

(p)
0 (t)−∆ω̃

(p)
QD1

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

, with respect to α and p. βD1
exhibits

positive values, which signifies a possibility of obtaining an
order from disorder situation for the discrete glassy disorder
D1. But, for further assurance, we have to compare βD1 with
the standard deviation in ∆ω̃

(p)
ϵD1

(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t). Suppose, the

standard deviation is denoted as σ̃D1
. The behavior of σ̃D1

is
shown by the yellow surface of the said figure, which is much
smaller than βD1

across a wide range of the α − p space for
α ≳ 1.618. This implies that we can have disorder-induced
enhancements in efficiency of the frequency measurement for
α ≳ 1.618 for the disorder model D1.

D. Discrete glassy disorder of type D2

If ϵ is chosen randomly from the discrete distribution D2,
the disorder-averaged minimum deviation in estimation of fre-
quency, for ν copies of uncorrelated probes, is given by

∆ω̃
(p)
QD2

(t) =
1

2t
√
ν

[ 1

|1− α|
+

1

1 + α

]
. (38)

Like in the case of D1, here also ∆ω̃
(p)
QD2

(t) diverges for α =

1 and the advantage, i.e., ∆ω̃(p)
QD2

(t) < ∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t), is obtained

only for the region, α ≥ 1+
√
5

2 ≈ 1.618 The behavior of

the relative advantage, βD2
=

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)−∆ω̃

(p)
QD2

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

, along with

the standard deviation in ∆ω̃
(p)
ϵD2

(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t), represented by

σ̃D2
, with respect to α are depicted in Fig. 3-(b), for α ≳

1.618. It should be noted that σ̃D2
is significantly lower than

βD2
. This suggests that there occurs the order from disorder

effect using this distribution for α ≳ 1.618.

E. Modulated Gaussian glassy disorder of type G1

For the modulated Gaussian disorder of type G1, the mini-
mum error in estimation of frequency, ω, of the Hamiltonian
H1 of Eq. (29), for ν uncorrelated initial probes, is

∆ω̃
(p)
QG1

=
1

t
√
ν

2a+ e1/a
2√
π + 2e1/a

2√
π erf( 1a )− 1[

− 4a+
√
πe1/a2(2− a2)(1− 2erf( 1a ))

] ,
(39)
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FIG. 4. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for uncorrelated initial probes. Here we present the effect of modulated
Gaussian glassy disorders on the minimum deviation of estimation of ω, encoded in each of the initial states by evolving them with the

Hamiltonian H1. This figure depicts the quantity β̃Gi =
∆ω̃

(p)
QGi

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

for i = 1, 2, 3, denoting the three modulated Gaussian distributions

G1, G2 and G3 respectively. The quantities {βG1 , σ̃G1}, {βG2 , σ̃G2} and {βG3 , σ̃G3} are plotted with respect to the parameter a in case
of the distributions G1, G2 and G3 respectively in panels (a), (b) and (c). The quantities βGi are is presented by the blue dashed lines and
the quantities σ̃Gi are demonstrated with yellow solid lines in all the panels. All quantities plotted along the horizontal and vertical axes are
dimensionless.

where erf(z) = 2√
π

∫ z

0
e−y2

dy. From the nature of the quan-

tity
∆ω̃

(p)
QG1

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

, with the variation of a (see Fig. 4-(a)), it is evi-

dent that this glassy system allows ∆ω̃
(p)
QG1

(t) < ∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t).

For this particular distribution, the standard deviation in
∆ω̃

(p)
ϵG1

(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t), given by σ̃G1

, is also less than the cor-
responding β̃G1 , hence exhibiting order from disorder.

F. Modulated Gaussian glassy disorder of type G2

For this glassy disorder situation, the disorder parameter,
ϵ, is chosen from the distribution G2. The disorder-averaged
frequency deviation for this case for ν copies of initial uncor-

related probes is

∆ω̃
(p)
QG2

=
1

t
√
ν

[4[(a+ a3) 1√
e
− 1

2 (a
2 − 2)

√
π erf( 1a )

]
(4− 4a2 + 3a4)

√
π

]
.

(40)
Fig. 4-(b) shows that the relative advantage, βG2

=
∆ω̃

(p)
0 (t)−∆ω̃

(p)
QG2

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

, is much greater than σ̃G2
, which is the

standard deviation in ∆ω̃
(p)
ϵG2

(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t). So, the occurrence

of an order from disorder situation is prominently present in
this situation.

G. Modulated Gaussian glassy disorder of type G3

The disorder-averaged frequency deviation for ν copies of
initial uncorrelated probes is given in this case by

∆ω̃
(p)
QG3

=
1

t
√
ν

4
[
2a(2− 3a2 + 4a4)e−1/a2

+ (4− 4a2 + 3a4)
√
π erf( 1a )

]
(16− 32a2 + 72a4 − 120a6 + 105a8)

√
π

, (41)

for estimating the frequency ω of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (29).
Here the range of the distribution parameter a, providing
an enhancement in frequency estimation, is better than the
previous two continuous distributions, G1 and G2. Com-
pare the three curves of Fig. 4. To ensure that this
advantage is a disorder-induced enhancement in precision
of measurement, we have plotted the relative advantage,

βG3
=

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)−∆ω̃

(p)
QG3

∆ω̃
(p)
0

, and the standard deviation of

∆ω̃
(p)
ϵG3

(t)(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t), given by σ̃G3

, in Fig. 4-(c). It can be
seen that βG3 is positive, and σ̃G3 is substantially lower than
βG3 . So here also, we attain the phenomenon of order from

disorder.

We compare the disorder-induced advantages in frequency
estimation for the distributions, G1, G2 and G3 as functions
of the parameter a in Fig. 5. We find that the minimum error
is obtained by G3, followed by G2 and G1.

Note that not all disorder distributions lead to benefits in
measurement precision. A discussion on the response to such
disorder models in frequency estimation is provided in Ap-
pendix A. Also, an ideal system sometimes is not effected by
some disorder models. The Hamiltonian H2 is an example of
this case. We now study whether there is an enhancement in
the efficiency of measurement precision, in presence of glassy
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FIG. 5. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for
uncorrelated initial probes. Here we present the effect of modulated
Gaussian glassy disorders on the minimum deviation of estimation
of ω, encoded in each of the initial states by evolving them with the

Hamiltonian H1. We depict here the quantities β̃Gi =
∆ω̃

(p)
QGi

(t)

∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t)

for

i = 1, 2, 3, corresponding to the three modulated Gaussian distribu-
tions G1, G2 and G3 respectively. All quantities plotted along both
the axes are dimensionless.

disordered parameters, for ν copies of initial probes, where
each copy is a two-qubit maximally entangled state. The re-
sults for cases when there is no interaction between the two
probe qubits are discussed below.

VI. MEASUREMENT PRECISION IN PRESENCE OF
GLASSY DISORDER FOR COPIES OF TWO-QUBIT

MAXIMALLY ENTANGLED INITIAL PROBES

We now study whether there is an enhancement in the ef-
ficiency of measurement precision, in presence of glassy dis-
ordered parameters, for ν copies of initial probes, of which,
each copy is a two-qubit maximally entangled state. More-
over, we study the effect on the precision of incorporating in-
teraction between the system particles and external fields in a
disordered system.

We consider a two-qubit system acted upon by the Hamil-
tonian,

H3 = −ℏω
[
(1 + ϵ1)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I + I ⊗ (1 + ϵ2)|1⟩⟨1|

]
, (42)

where ϵ1 and ϵ2 are disorder parameters introduced in the
ideal system. The optimal input state can be constructed
using Eq. (12) as |ϕ0⟩ = (|00⟩ + |11⟩)/

√
2 and the en-

coded final state after evolving with the unitary U3 = e−iH3t,
comes out to be |ϕf ⟩ = (|00⟩ + e−i(2+ϵ1+ϵ2)ωt |11⟩)/

√
2.

The quantum Fisher information for this case has the form,
F ϵ1,ϵ2
Q = t2(2+ϵ1+ϵ2)

2, obtained from (10). The single-copy
scenario of the two-qubit maximally entangled initial state can
be extended to ν copies of the same initial probes and the error
in frequency for that case turns out to be

∆ω̃
(e)
Q =

∫ ub1

lb1

∫ ub2

lb2

1

t
√
ν|2 + ϵ1 + ϵ2|

P1(ϵ1)P2(ϵ2)dϵ2dϵ1,

(43)

FIG. 6. Disorder-induced enhancement in frequency estimation for
copies of two-qubit maximally entangled initial probes. Here we de-

pict the nature of the projection of the quantity
∆ω̃

(e)
QD1

∆ω̃
(p)
0

, with respect

to α1 and α2, for each single copy evolving with the Hamiltonian
H3. Here we take p1 = p2 = 0.05. All the quantities plotted along
both the axes are dimensionless.

where lbi and ubi, for i = 1, 2, refer to the lower and upper
bounds of the probability distribution functions Pi(ϵi) respec-
tively. Here P1(ϵ1) and P2(ϵ2) are independent of each other.
In absence of disorder, the deviation in frequency estimation
is ∆ω̃(e)

0 = 1
2t

√
ν
= 1

2∆ω̃
(p)
0 . Therefore to attain an advantage

over the ideal case, we need ∆ω̃
(e)
Q

∆ω̃
(p)
0

< 1
2 .

Following the line pursued in case of uncorrelated initial
probes, we now investigate the effect of discrete disordered
systems by choosing ϵ1 and ϵ2 randomly from the discrete
disorder of type D1. The corresponding probability distribu-
tion functions Pi(ϵi) are the same as in Eq. (15), with the pa-
rameters αi and probability pi for i = 1, 2 respectively. The
minimum deviation in estimation of ω is given by

∆ω̃
(e)
QD1

=
1

t
√
ν

[1
2

∑
i,j

pi (1− pj)

(
1

|αj + 2|
+

1

|2− αj |

)
+

1

4

∑
i,j

{
pipj + (1− pi)(1− pj)

( 1

|αi − αj + 2|

+
1

|(−1)j(αi + αj) + 2|

)}]
. (44)

Here i and j both run from 1 to 2. In Fig. 6, we plot the projec-

tion of the dimensionless quantity
∆ω̃

(e)
QD1

∆ω̃
(p)
0

, with respect to α1

and α2, and observe that there is a certain range of α1, α2 for a
fixed p1 and p2, in which there is an advantage in the measure-
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ment precision over the ideal scenario. The advantage is high-
est in two regions, viz. for small α1 and high α2, and for small
α2 and high α1 (see the light blue parts of Fig. 6). We have

also compared the standard deviation in
∆ω̃

(e)

(ϵ1)D1
(ϵ2)D1

∆ω̃
(p)
0

, with

the relative advantage,
∆ω̃

(p)
0 −∆ω̃

(e)
QD1

∆ω̃
(p)
0

, and notice that there

exists a region in the (α1, α2)-plane for which the standard
deviation is less than the relative advantage, which tells that
in this case also, we obtain a disorder-induced enhancement
in the efficiency of measurement over the ideal one. Similar
to the single-qubit case, the truncated Cauchy-Lorentz (TGL)
and truncated Gaussian (TG) distributions never give an ad-
vantage over the disorder-free scenario.

VII. PRESENCE OF ISING INTERACTION BETWEEN
THE PROBE QUBITS AND INTRODUCTION OF

EXTERNAL FIELDS

We now apply an external field on each of the qubits of a
two-qubit single copy of the initial probe, in which the two
qubits are also interacting through an Ising interaction. The
disorder parameters are introduced in the coupling strengths
of the interaction and the fields. The Hamiltonian of the com-
posite system takes the form

H4 = H(Â, ϵ) +HI , where
HI = ℏJk

[
(1 + ϵ1)σ

1
z + (1 + ϵ2)σ

2
z

]
+ ℏJϵ3(σ1

z ⊗ σ2
z),

with k being a dimensionless constant and ϵ1, ϵ2 and ϵ3 are
the disorder parameters. H(Â, ϵ) is an arbitrary hermitian op-
erator which may be dependent on some other operators like
Â, or even some disorder parameter ϵ, but is independent of J ,
and also [H(Â, ϵ), HI ] = 0. The parameter J is encoded into
the system by evolving each copy of the the initial states by
the Hamiltonian H4 and the best input state is evaluated us-
ing Eq. (12). Then the Fisher information-based lower bound,
∆J̃

(2)
Q , in estimation of the parameter J , in presence of var-

ious types of glassy disorders in the system, is evaluated nu-
merically. Here “(2)” in the superscript is to remind us that
the copies of two-qubit initial probes, which can be entangled
or product, are used for encoding. An important point to be
noted here is that while measuring the parameter J of a simi-
lar Hamiltonian containing only the interaction term, the best
input state becomes a product state, instead of an maximally
entangled one [185]. In this situation also, the entanglement
content of the initial probes depends on the relative values of
disorder parameters. We will discuss about this matter after a
while.

For the interacting two-qubit probes, governed by H4, we
study the effects of Gaussian and uniform disorder on the
measurement precision of J . We evaluate the relative advan-

tage in estimated J , viz. β′
X =

∆J̃
(2)
0 −∆J̃

(2)
QX

∆J̃
(2)
0

, for X being

G or U (for Gaussian and uniform disorders respectively),
and compare β′

X with σ′
X , which is the standard deviation

in
∆J̃

(2)

(ϵ1)X (ϵ2)X (ϵ3)X

∆J̃
(2)
0

. Here ∆J̃
(2)
0 is the error in J , estimated

in absence of any type of disorder in the interaction Hamilto-
nian HI , i.e., for ϵ1 = ϵ2 = ϵ3 = 0. The standard deviation,
σ′
X , for both X = G and U , are significantly less than the

corresponding β′
X . Precisely, σ′

G oscillates around an average
value ≈ 0.33, and the oscillation of β′

G is about ≈ 0.53. For
uniform distribution, σ′

U fluctuates around ≈ 0.27, whereas
the fluctuation of β′

U is around ≈ 0.44. In these numerical in-
vestigations the strength of the Gaussian disorder, σG, is taken
to be 1

2 and for uniform distribution, σU = 1
2
√
3

, which cor-
responds to s = 1. We also set J = 1.5 and k = 0.08. So
there are instances of order from disorder for both Gaussian
and uniform glassy disorders.

Interestingly, the presence of various glassy disorders in the
system provide advantages over the ideal scenario, also with
respect to the entanglement content of the initial states. It
can be easily checked using the optimal input state, described
around Eq. (12), that for the estimation of J , in absence of dis-
order in the fields and interaction term (ϵ1 = ϵ2 = ϵ3 = 0), the
best choice of initial probes are maximally entangled states,
viz. |ϕ0⟩. But, in presence of disorder, depending upon the
relative values of ϵ1, ϵ2 and ϵ3, the optimal choice of the ini-
tial states may become a product one. It is observed that,
the best initial inputs become copies of |0+⟩ and |+0⟩, when
ϵ3 < 1+ϵ1 and ϵ3 < 1+ϵ2, respectively. Here |0⟩ and |1⟩ are
eigenstates of σz , and |+⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/

√
2. So, the optimal

choice of input state may switch from a maximally entangled
state to a product one, in presence of disorder. The explicit
form of the HamiltonianHI shows that in absence of disorder,
the Ising interaction between the two qubits disappear. This
interaction comes into play in presence of disorder, which can
be considered to be responsible for this peculiarity in the en-
tanglement content of the two-qubit inputs. Thus, we find a
situation when, even with a lower entanglement content of the
initial probes, a certain metrological advantage may be ob-
tained in glassy disordered systems over the ideal one. We nu-
merically investigate the average entanglement of the optimal
input states and see that it is much less the same of the ideal
scenario. Since we take into account two-qubit pure states,
the measure of entanglement considered is the von Neumann
entropy of the local subsystem [186]. Precisely, the average
entanglement for the Gaussian disorder is ≈ 0.09, and the
same for uniform disorder is ≈ 0.13.

VIII. CONCLUSION

The response to disorder in a system is typically expected
to be detrimental. Here we found instances in which the effect
of glassy disorders is otherwise on the precision in quantum
estimation of system parameters. This has potentially crucial
implications for quantum devices having portions involving
precision measurements, like measurement of time in atomic
clocks.

We showed how an unbiased estimator can be identified in a
disordered situation. We also found how the precision thereof
can be bounded by the quantum Crámer-Rao inequality.
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We considered copies of uncorrelated as well as two-
qubit maximally entangled initial probes and identified in-
stances where relative advantages in the efficiency of esti-
mations are obtained in presence of glassy disorder in the
system over the ideal cases. In looking for disorder-induced
enhancement, we compared the disorder-averaged minimum
Fisher information-based error with the corresponding quan-
tity in the ideal, i.e., disorder-free, limit. We also exam-
ined whether the difference between the disorder-averaged
and ideal cases is higher than the disorder-induced fluctua-
tions in the disorder-average. Moreover, we identified cases
where a glassy disorder, present in the system, reduces the
requirement of initial quantum correlation - entanglement -
for attaining better precision in the estimation of a parameter
over an ideal - disorder free - situation, providing us a “dou-
ble advantage”, viz. order-from-disorder in conjunction with
resource reduction.
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Appendix A: Models of disorder that offer no betterment in
measurement precision over the ideal scenario

The disorder-averaged quantities for the Gaussian (G) and
Cauchy-Lorentz (CL) distributions, represented as ∆ω̃

(p)
QG

and ∆ω̃
(p)
QCL

respectively, do not converge. Due to this
difficulty, we try truncated Gaussian (TG) and truncated
Cauchy-Lorentz (TCL) distributions. A truncated distribu-
tion is one, in which the domain of definition of the random
variable is reduced to a finite range. These distribution
functions and the corresponding disorder-averaged minimum
error in estimation of a parameter are discussed below.

• TCL: Truncated Cauchy-Lorentz disorder. If we
truncate the range of the parameter ϵ within a finite range
in (14), we get a truncated Cauchy-Lorentz distribution, given
by

P (ϵ) =
1

γπATCL

( γ2

ϵ2 + γ2

)
, where − a < ϵ ≤ a,

= 0 otherwise. (A1)

The normalisation constant ATCL = 2
γ tan−1 a

γ . The
disorder-averaged error in frequency estimation for ν copies
of uncorrelated initial probes for this disorder is

∆ω̃
(p)
QTCL

=
1

t
√
ν

γ

1 + γ2

( ln
∣∣ 1+a
1−a

∣∣
2 tan−1 a

γ

+
1

γ

)
. (A2)

This equation always gives ∆ω̃
(p)
QTCL

(t)/∆ω̃
(p)
0 (t) > 1 for

γ > 0 and 0 < a < 1.

• TG: Truncated Gaussian disorder. In a similar way, a
truncated Gaussian distribution can be defined as

P (ϵ) =
1

ATGσTG

√
2π
e−(ϵ/σTG

√
2)2 , when − a ≤ ϵ ≤ a,

= 0 otherwise. (A3)

Here ATG is the normalization constant given by
ATG = erf( a√

2σTG
). The disorder-averaged deviation

in frequency in presence of this disorder is evaluated numeri-
cally for ν copies of uncorrelated initial probes and the result
does not provide advantage in the precision of measurement
over the ideal situation.

• U: Uniform disorder. The uniform disorder men-
tioned in Eq. (24) does not provide an advantage in the
efficiency of measurement of a system parameter over the
disorder-free situation when uncorrelated initial probes are
taken. The disorder-averaged error in estimation of frequency
for ν copies of uncorrelated initial states comes out to be

∆ω̃
(p)
QU

=
1

t
√
ν

1

s
ln
∣∣2 + s

2− s

∣∣, (A4)

which is always > ∆ω̃
(p)
0 .

An important point to be noted is that while an intro-
duction of disorder parameter in the scale of energy, as in H1,
leads to a definite change in the frequency estimation, there
is no change in the same if we introduce the same disorder
parameter in the form of an energy shift (see H2). The reason
is the following. For a unitary evolution with the unitary
U2 = e−iH2t/ℏ, the variance in estimating ω is given by

1
4ν∆2H1

, where H1 is the ideal-system Hamiltonian. Hence,
in this case, the error is independent of ϵ, and so there is no
effect, on metrological precision of frequency estimation, of
having this type of disorder in the system.
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Dobrzański, Ultimate Precision Limits for Noisy Frequency
Estimation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 120801 (2016).

[153] M. Beau and A. del Campo, Nonlinear quantum metrology
of many-body open systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 010403
(2017).

[154] M. Beau, J. Kiukas, I. L. Egusquiza and A. del Campo, Nonex-
ponential Quantum Decay under Environmental Decoherence,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 119 130401 (2017).
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