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Considering non-Hermitian systems implemented by utilizing enlarged quantum systems, we de-
termine the fundamental limits for the sensitivity of non-Hermitian sensors from the perspective
of quantum information. We prove that non-Hermitian sensors do not outperform their Hermitian
counterparts (directly couple to the parameter) in the performance of sensitivity, due to the invari-
ance of the quantum information about the parameter. By scrutinizing two concrete non-Hermitian
sensing proposals, which are implemented using full quantum systems, we demonstrate that the sen-
sitivity of these sensors is in agreement with our predictions. Our theory offers a comprehensive and
model-independent framework for understanding the fundamental limits of non-Hermitian quantum
sensors and builds the bridge over the gap between non-Hermitian physics and quantum metrology.

Introduction.— Parallel with the rapid development
in quantum technology, quantum metrology [1H4] and
quantum sensing [5, |6] are becoming one of the fo-
cuses in quantum science. Quantum sensors exploit
quantum coherence or quantum correlations to detect
weak or nanoscale signals and exhibit great advan-
tages in accuracy, repeatability and precision. Recently,
a number of sensing proposals utilizing novel proper-
ties of non-Hermitian physics |#H9] have been proposed
and experimentally demonstrated. For example, non-
Hermitian lattice systems with skin effect [10, [11] or
non-reciprocity |12] have been suggested to realize en-
hanced sensing. Specifically, the divergence of the sus-
ceptibility near the exceptional point (EP) is exploited
to realize enhanced sensing with arbitrary precision [13-
16] and it has been demonstrated using various classical
(quasi-classical) physical systems [17-21] or quantum sys-
tems |22, 123]. While these early experiments claimed en-
hancements compared to conventional Hermitian sensors,
subsequent theoretical work has cast doubt on these re-
sults |24-28], suggesting that the reported enhancements
may not have fully taken into account the effects of noise.
After taking into account the noise, some theoretical
works show the enhancement in sensitivity provided by
non-Hermitian sensors may disappear [24, 27]. However,
other theoretical works have claimed that the enhance-
ment can persist even in the presence of noise |25, [26].
While some recent experiments have demonstrated en-
hanced sensitivity despite the presence of noise |21, 22],
others have shown no such enhancement |23]. Currently,
the fundamental limitations imposed by noise on non-
Hermitian sensors are still a topic of debate [29], and
a definitive conclusion on whether the non-Hermitian
physics is superior for sensing is still elusive.

In sensing schemes that rely on quantum sys-
tems, quantum noise always arises during the projec-
tive measurement of the parameter-dependent quantum
state |30]. This noise originates from quantum mechan-

ics and cannot be eliminated, leading to the fundamental
sensitivity limit. Quantum metrology focuses on how to
beat the standard quantum limit by employing quantum
correlations, like entanglement or squeezing |2]. While
non-Hermitian systems can serve as an effective descrip-
tion of open system dynamics in certain situations [8, 31],
the decoherence and dissipation in open systems are
detrimental to the useful quantum features required for
metrology [32-36]. Therefore, the sensitivity enhance-
ment from non-Hermitian sensors, which can be embed-
ded in open systems, is quite counter-intuitive. Various
theoretical works have been devoted to analyze the effect
from the noise [24-28], however, these investigations usu-
ally require modeling the effect of noise and calculating
the dynamics using tools such as the quantum Langevin
equation, for specific sensing schemes and probe states.
Here, we provide a general conclusion on the fundamental
sensitivity limit from the perspective of quantum infor-
mation [37], without the requirement to solve intricate
non-unitary quantum dynamics and independent of spe-
cific noise forms, probe states, and measurement regimes.
We unambiguously prove that the non-Hermitian quan-
tum sensors do not surpass the ultimate sensitivity of
their Hermitian counterparts and cannot achieve arbi-
trary precision in realistic experimental settings with fi-
nite quantum resources.

Sensitivity bound for unitary parameter encoding.—
Quantum metrology or quantum parameter estimation
is to estimate the parameter A\ from the parameter-
dependent quantum state py. One crucial step is to
make measurements on the quantum state. The measure-
ment can be described by a Hermitian operator II, and
the probability of obtaining the measurement outcome &,
conditioned on the parameter A, is P({|A) = Tr(py).
We can evaluate the classical Fisher information 7y
corresponding to this specific measurement as Z, =

2
> PEIN) (%}(\gp\)) ,which reflects the amount of in-
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formation about the parameter contained in the distribu-
tion of measurement outcomes. Meanwhile, the estima-

2
tion uncertainty is given by §2\ = <(W — )\) >,

where Mgt is the estimated value when the number of
probes (N) and the number of trials (v) are finite, while
A is the true value of the parameter. For the unbiased
estimator, we have d{Aest)/dA = 1. In fact, the classi-
cal Fisher information bounds the estimation uncertainty
achievable in this specific measurement, which fulfills the
so-called Cramér-Rao bound: 6\ > 1/4/vZy, where v is
the number of repetitions or trials. This bound can be
attained asymptotically as v — co. When it is optimized
over all possible measurements, we can find the maximal
value of the classical Fisher information, known as the
quantum Fisher information (QFI) [38], Z, < F\. Ac-
cordingly, the ultimate precision of parameter estimation
for a specific parameter-dependent quantum state can be
determined using the quantum Cramér-Rao bound [39],
dA > 1/+/vF\. The QFI [40] can be determined as
F\ = Tr[pxL?], where L is the symmetric logarithmic
derivative defined by 9px/OA = (Lpx + paL)/2.

Usually, the parameter-dependent quantum state py
is obtained through time evolution governed by the
parameter-dependent Hamiltonian H A(t). To be more
specific, with the parameter-independent initial state
(probe state) po, the parameter encoding process can
be described as px(t) = Ux(0 — t)poU;(O — 1),
where the unitary time evolution operator Ux(0 —
t) = TetJoHa()ds  with T being the time-ordering
operator. In the case where the initial state is a
pure state, p(0) = |U)(Ty|, the QFI can be calcu-
lated as F)\(t) = 4((To|h3(1)|Wo) — (Tolhr(t)|Vo)?) =
4Var[hx(t)]||w,), where the Hermitian operator hy(t) =
iU)T\(O — t)ZUA(0 — t) is called the transformed lo-
cal generator [41, 142]. We have defined Var[/l]hq,) as the

variance of the Hermitian operator A with respect to |¥).
It satisfies Var[A]||qy < ||A[[/4 for arbitrary |) [43],
where the seminorm is defined as ||A|| = M4 —ma, with
My (ma) being the maximum (minimum) eigenvalue of
A. Then it follows Fy(t) < |[ha(t)]|2 = FL(t), where
F /{c) (t) is defined as the channel QFI, corresponding to
the maximum QFT achievable by optimizing over all pos-
sible probe states.

The triangle inequality for the seminorm of Hermi-
tian operators [43] states that ||[A + B|| IA]| +
|B||. Using the definition of hy and the Schrédinger

equation i0U,/0t = H)U,, we can obtain aaL? =
Ui(O — t)a%—*;t)U,\(O — t).  Thus, the trans-

formed local generator can be explicitly represented
as hy(t fo Ul — s)aH*(S)U (0 — s)ds. By ap—
plying the trlangle inequality, we obtain ||h)(¢)|] <

By |[730 = 9252050 = 5)||ds = [y || 25 ‘d

where we have used the fact that unitary transformations

do not change the spectrum of an operator. Therefore,
the upper bound of the channel QFI can be obtained as

follows [44]:
¢
E() < { /
0

Due to the convexity of QFI, the optimal probe state is
always a pure state [45]. Therefore, this bound is nat-
urally applicable for mixed probe states. Similar rela-
tions [45, [46] have been obtained using different methods
and have been employed to discuss unitary parameter en-
coding processes governed by Hermitian time-dependent
Hamiltonians. Furthermore, by utilizing the quantum
Cramér-Rao bound, we obtain the lower bound for the
estimation uncertainty as follows [47]:

OH(s)
o\

d] 1)

oA > ! (2)

Vol [

Here, we realize that this relation is actually not lim-
ited to unitary parameter encoding processes. Instead,
this bound can be applied to investigate non-unitary pa-
rameter encoding processes, particularly in the context
of open quantum systems or dynamics governed by non-
Hermitian Hamiltonians.

In this Letter, we proceed further to investigate the
bound on the change rate of the QFI By the definition
of QFI, we obtain that BFA = 8 Cov[% o )\]|| o) where

v
the covariance is defined as Cov[A, B]}‘\P> = %(WMB +
BA|W)— (U|A|¥)(¥|B|¥). The covariance inequality de-

duced from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality states that

COV[A,B]‘ < y/Var(A)Var(B). Applying this inequal-

ity, we find:
Ohy (O B
'C ov[—- 5 PA()]w) S\/Var[UA N Ul jwy) A2
||6HA||F“2<>
2 2
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After some algebra [48], we prove the following inequal-
ity:

OF*(t)
ot

B\ (4)

|

Namely, the change rate of the square root of QFI
is only bounded by the spectral width of the deriva-
tive of the Hamiltonian with respect to the parameter.
|8FA1/ ?(t)/0t| measures how fast the quantum informa-
tion about the parameter flows into or out of the quan-
tum state. It indicates that the quantum parameter en-
coding process cannot be accelerated by adding auxiliary
parameter-independent Hamiltonian extensions.



Open system and non-Hermitian quantum sensing.—In
many situations, such as dynamics in open quantum sys-
tems or systems governed by non-Hermitian Hamiltoni-
ans, the dynamical process used to encode the param-
eter may be non-unitary. However, it is often possible
to map these non-unitary processes to equivalent unitary
dynamics in an enlarged Hilbert space, by introducing
extra degrees of freedom that correspond to the envi-
ronment [32]. We now make this statement more rigor-
ous for non-unitary sensing schemes. Prior to applying
the perturbation that incorporates the parameter to be
estimated, the dynamical process in the open quantum
system or non-Hermitian system, Rg : ps(0) — ps(t),
can be mapped from a unitary evolution in an enlarged
system, M(Ug g) — Rg. This unitary time evolution
operator for the combined system corresponds to a Her-
mitian Hamiltonian, Us g — lfltot. This Hamiltonian,
Hiot = Hg (t)+Hg(t)+ Hsg(t), generally contains terms
that describe the system Hg(t), the environment Hg(t)
and the system-environment interaction Hgg(t). Subse-
quently, we introduce the perturbation that incorporates
the parameter dependence. In most scenarios, includ-
ing the examples discussed in this work and various non-
Hermitian sensing protocols, the parameter of interest
directly couples to the degrees of freedom of the system
and the perturbation can be represented by a Hermitian
Hamiltonian Hj (A, t). As a result, the overall parameter
encoding process, corresponding to the dynamical evo-
lution in the open system or non-Hermitian system, can
be mapped to a unitary dynamics governed by a Her-
mitian Hamiltonian Hy(t) = Hior + H; (\,t). By map-
ping the dynamics to an enlarged system, we circumvent
the analysis of intricate non-unitary parameter encoding
processes. By resorting to the corresponding unitary evo-
lution in the enlarged system, we can straightforwardly
apply the ultimate sensitivity bound in Eq. @) and the
QFTI rate bound in Eq. ).

Since the estimation parameter only associates with
the degree of freedom of the system, we have 0H)/0\ =
OHy/OX. Thus, the bounds in Eq. ) and ) reveal
an intriguing insight: the ultimate sensitivity cannot be
improved by coupling the system to the environment or
by introducing auxiliary Hamiltonians. This is because
these additional factors do not increase the amount of
information about the parameter or the rate of infor-
mation encoding. Correspondingly, the non-Hermitian
sensor will not outperform its Hermitian counterpart in
terms of ultimate sensitivity. We now substantiate this
conclusion by analyzing some concrete examples.

Ezample I: single-qubit pseudo-Hermitian sensor.—
A single-qubit pesudo-Hermitian [49] Hamiltonian, de-

scribed by
- 0 ot
HS_E)‘<6,\ 0 >, (5)

is employed to realize enhanced quantum sensing in

Ref. [50], where &, and J) depend on the parameter A
that is being estimated. According to the Naimark di-
lation theory [51, 52], a dilated two-qubit system with a
properly prepared initial state can be used to simulate the
dynamics of this pseudo-Hermitian Hamiltonian, condi-
tioned on the post-selection measurement of the ancilla
qubit |53]. The Hermitian Hamiltonian of this dilated
two-qubit system is

Hioy = b1 @60 — c6{ @ 6{ + \[W @ 6(9,  (6)
where &((flxyyyz (&((f:)x,y,z) represents the Pauli operators
of the system qubit (ancilla qubit). The coefficients
b=4dwe(l+¢e)/(1+2¢) and ¢ = 2w+/e(1 +¢)/(1 + 2¢),
where ¢ and w describe the qubit. This specific di-
lated Hamiltonian can be mapped to H,, with &, =

(b+A)2+c2 and 6y = (A+2:zw)/Ex. The time
evolution of the quantum state governed by H, is
[V)s = e H:t0), = cos(Ext)|0)s — idxsin(Ext)|1)s.
Thus the normalized population in |0)s is S(At) =
1/[1 + 63 tan? (€xt)]. In Fig.[(a), we plot the susceptibil-
ity xs(A) = 0S5/9\ as a function of A for a fixed evolution
time t = 7 = 7 /[4w+/e(1 4 €)]. The result indicates that
the maximal value of the susceptibility diverges as ¢ — 0,
which corresponds to the eigenstate coalescence. Based
on this feature, the authors in Ref. |50] proposed the
pseudo-Hermitian enhanced quantum sensing scheme.

On the other hand, for the dilated two-qubit sys-
tem, the probe state should be prepared as |¥p) =

( 11j256|0)a+ ﬁﬂ)a) ® |0)s in order to correctly

simulate the non-Hermitian dynamics. The normalized
population S(\,t) actually corresponds to the probabil-
ity that the system qubit is in state |0)s, conditioned on
the ancilla qubit being in state |0),. Equivalently, by
calculating the dynamics of the total system |¥(7)) =

e‘iH°°“T|\IJO>, we can directly evaluate the probability in
state |0), ® |0)s as

_l+e \/ 5, 8e(1+¢e)w )
P = T3 o0 0 lt A2+ 1120 +4e(1+e)w
(7)

Due to the quantum projection noise, there is uncer-
tainty in the determination of P;. This uncertainty
originates from the quantum projective measurement
and follows a binomial distribution. The variance of
the estimated probability is Var[P] = Pi(1—P)/v,
where v is the number of trials (repetitions) [48]. Us-
ing the error propagation formula, we can evaluate the
estimation uncertainty for this specific sensing scheme

as OA = 1/ Var[Py]/ % . We plot the sensitivity in
Fig. [(b), which shows no divergence at the correspond-
ing divergent positions of xs(A) in Fig. M{a). This ab-
sence of divergence in the sensitivity is attributed to
the fact that the divergence in xs(A\) when ¢ — 0 is
accompanied by a vanishing success probability in the
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FIG. 1. (a) Susceptibility of the normalized population with
respect to A for different values of €. It indicates that the
maximal susceptibility diverges as € approaches zero. (b) Sen-
sitivity corresponding to the measurement of the population
in the state |0), ® |0)s. It indicates that the sensitivity at the
optimal measurement point (corresponding to the maximal
susceptibility) does not diverge when e approaches zero. The
blue lines represent the sensitivity bound of the Hermitian
counterpart.

post-selection measurement. Namely, most experimental
trails fail to provide useful information on the parame-
ter. As a comparison the counterpart Hermitian sensor
simply employs V=MN®gs (S) as the parameter encod-
ing generator. The sen31t1V1ty bound in Eq. (@) indicates
o > m 3 f We plot this ultimate sensitivity
bound in Fig. [[[(b) as the blue lines, indicating that the
non-Hermitian sensor does not outperform its Hermitian
counterpart. Furthermore, the rate of dynamic QFI can
be calculated exactly [48] as follows:

8F/\1/2(t) _ ., 08 20 + sin 95"12(22?” ®)
ot \/cos2 0 + sin 9““;&?”

where we define (b + \)/Q = cosf and ¢/§2 = sinf. It

1/2
follows that —2 < aF*T(t) < 2, which verifies our theory

in Eq. (@).

FEzxample II: EP based sensor using a single trapped
ion.—We now consider the sensor based on exceptional
point realized in a dissipative single-qubit open system
in Ref. [54]. The sensing mechanism relies on an effective
periodically driven [55] PT-symmetric non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian given by

Hpr = J[1 4 cos(wt)]6, + iT'6-, (9)

where &, . are the Pauli operators, J is the coupling
strength, w is the modulation frequency of the cou-
pling strength, and I' is the dissipation rate. Actu-
ally, the practically implemented Hamiltonian in the
experiment is HPT = HpT — 4iI'I, which is a pas-
sive PT-symmetric system with I being the identity
operator. The perturbation applied to the system is
Hs = %cos(w(;t)(f — 0,), where 0 and ws are the am-
plitude and frequency of the perturbation field, respec-
tively, while ws is the parameter to be estimated. Af-
ter the system evolves from specific initial states for

a duration of T = 27/w, we can determine the re-
sponse energy Ees via Py(T) — Pr(T) = sin®(EresT).
Here, the measurable quantities are defined as P;(T) =

(U@ D and Pe(T) = [ 8oy, i

U(T) = Te i Jo HprO+H:®)dt - The absolute value of
the response energy &5 as a function of ws is plotted in
Fig.2la) [56]. As it is shown, the response energy exhibits
sharp dips near the EP [57]. This characteristic feature
has motivated the authors in Ref. [54] to suggest the sens-
ing application, since a minor change in ws will result in
a significant variation in the response energy. Indeed, in
Fig. 2(c), we present the susceptibility |0&es/0ws| as a
function of ws and it exhibits a divergence near the EP.

However, the study in Ref. [54] has neglected effects
from the quantum noise. Here, since P; and Pr actu-
ally correspond to projective measurements on the spin
state, the quantum projection noise will result in un-
certainties in their determination. The variance of the
estimated P; and Pr can be expressed as Var[I:’i] =
Pi(Cy — B,)/v,with i = J,T', where v is the number of
trials and Cyp = €2'T [58]. To avoid the complication
of dealing with complex response energies, we focus on
the region near the EP where P; — Pr > 0. Apply-
ing the theory of uncertainty propagation, we obtain the

uncertainty in the estimation of the response energy as

5 1 Co(Ps+Pr)—(P2+P?)
Var[fres] — 1712 (pJ_pF)(l_pJJ_i_pFI; ’
the fact that measurements on P; and Pr are indepen-

dent. We plot the variance of the measured response
energy in Fig. (b) as a function of ws, and it shows
that the uncertainty in the determination of &, also
diverges when w;s approaches the EP. The overall sen-

sitivity can be evaluated as dws = 4/ Var] ms] /1% asm ,

and we plot it in Fig. Pl(d). It shows that the d1ver—
gence of the susceptibility is completely compensated by
the divergence of the uncertainty, resulting in an overall
sensitivity without divergence when approaching the EP.
On the other hand, the Hermitian counterpart simply
uses Hj as the parameter encoding generator. Accord-
ing to Eq. (@), the ultimate sensitivity bound is given

w4 . .
by dws > \/;52[sin(w5T)—5w§Tcos(W5T)]2' The dashed line in

Fig. 2(d) corresponds to this ultimate sensitivity bound.
It also demonstrates that the ultimate precision of the
Hermitian sensor always exceed the corresponding non-
Hermitian sensor.

Summary and discussion.—In summary,
unveiled the fundamental sensitivity limit for non-
Hermitian sensors in the context of open quantum sys-
tems. Our results indicate clearly that non-Hermitian
sensors do not outperform their Hermitian counterparts.
In fact, when comparing the performance of quantum
sensors, it is essential to fix the quantum resources con-
sumed by these sensors. Actually, when resources are
unlimited, even ideal Hermitian sensors can theoretically
achieve arbitrary precision. However , in practical sens-

where we have used

we have
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FIG. 2. (a) Response energy shows sharp dips near the EP
for the periodically driven non-Hermitian system. The dashed
line indicates the position of the first EP. In (b-d), the range
of w corresponds to the zoom-ins of the left side of the first EP.
(b) Variance of the response energy near the EP diverges. (c)
Susceptibility of the response energy exhibit divergence near
the EP. (d) The sensitivity, which is inversely proportional
to the signal-to-noise ratio, shows no divergence. The dashed
line represents the theoretical sensitivity bound of the Hermi-
tian counterpart.

ing scenarios, resources are always limited. The number
of probes, sensing time, and the number of trials are ex-
amples of limited resources. As a result, achieving ar-
bitrary precision is not possible in practical sensing sce-
narios. The aforementioned instances are characterized
by a single probe. Notably, although these cases exhibit
divergence in certain measurable quantities, it does not
imply that the sensitivity diverges, leading to ‘arbitrary
precision’; since the sensitivity of their Hermitian coun-
terparts does not diverge (even without Heisenberg scal-
ing for only N =1).

In Ref. [22], a sensing scheme utilizing an experimen-
tally realized PT-symmetric system was reported to en-
hance the sensitivity by a factor of 8.856 over a conven-
tional Hermitian sensor. However, this enhancement is
probably attributed to the choice of non-optimal initial
probe state used for the Hermitian sensor, and similarly
these seeming sensitivity enhancements in Refs. [25, [26]
may not exist if making comparison over optimal probe
states. Furthermore, non-Hermitian lattice systems uti-
lizing the skin effect|10, [11] or the non-reciprocity [12],
have claimed exponential scaling of sensitivity with the
lattice size. However, our theory shows that the ulti-
mate sensitivity should not depend on the lattice size,
as it is solely determined by the subsystem dimension
that directly couples to the parameter. Nevertheless, for
non-optimal probe states or measurements, the sensitiv-

ity may still depend on the lattice size.

Although our work demonstrates that coupling to
the environment cannot improve the ultimate sensitiv-
ity, when the probe state or the measurement protocol
is restricted, adding appropriate auxiliary Hamiltonian
may be helpful for approaching the ultimate sensitivity
bound [59-61]. In fact, when the parameter couples to
the environment, the bounds presented in Eq. (2]) and (@)
remain applicable, albeit 0H,/OA now depends on the
environment’s degrees of freedom. In addition, while our
study focuses on non-Hermitian sensors implemented by
full quantum systems [62-64], scrutinizing non-Hermitian
sensors based on classical or quasiclassical systems |29]
through the perspective of conservation of information is
a compelling avenue for future research.
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THE BOUND FOR THE CHANGE RATE OF
THE QUANTUM FISHER INFORMATION

Firstly, we consider the situation that the parameter
to be estimated is a multiplicative factor in the Hamil-
tonian. The probe state is |¥y) and the Hamiltonian to
encode the parameter is Hy = AH1 + Hy. After the time
evolution, |¥ ;) = e 21| W;) the final state is dependent
on the parameter A. The quantum Fisher information for
a pure quantum state is,

i

29 TPy )

Fx(t) = 40yl 55 5519 0) — {¥sl 55

We can also calculate the quantum Fisher information in
terms of the initial state as,

Fx(t) = 4((Wolh3|Wo) — [(Wo|ha|Po)|*) = 4 Var[hall g, ,

(2)
where we have defined the variance of operators and the
transformed local generator is defined as,

im0 0
hx = ie H*ta/\e HE — U)T‘a)\ (3)

According to Ref. @], we can prove that,
B2 <t (4)

where the seminorm ||H1|| = Umax — Umin, With tmax and
Umin the largest and smallest eigenvalue of Hj, respec-
tively. Now, we want to prove that,

oF;/?
ot

< [[Hull, ()

namely the change rate of the quantum Fisher informa-
tion (or the magnitude of the quantum Fisher informa-
tion flow) is bounded by the spectral width of the Hamil-
tonian that directly couples to the parameter. Calculat-

_ 1F 1/2 c”)FA

8F1 /2
ing the derivative

o ‘ and using the

fact that F) is always a positive quantity, equivalently,
we are about to prove that,

'aFA < 2FY2|| . ©)

0

Proof. we have the Schrodinger equation as,

L0U
lﬁ = H)\U)\, (7)

namely, we have the relation that 88% = —iH) Uy, and

i
% = iUiH,\. Then, according to the definition of the

transformed local generator, we have,
ohy _ 0U] 0

at ot ox

— (iU Hy) =~

90U,
AaA ot

0 0
U U H\U
oA AFi )‘8)\( AU (8)
oU» TaHk t U
+U U U,H
ox Ty AT

Usx.

= —UlH,

OH),
~U%y

Here, for Hy = \H; + Hy, we have 22 = U/ H,U,.

According to the definition of the quantum Fisher in-
formation in the form of the variance of the transformed
local generator, we obtain,

or,
ot

Ohy Oh
= 4((Wol 3~

oh
hk+h,\—|\110> <\1/0| A

o) (WolhaTo))

8hA

=8 COV[W,

hil

)

[Wo)

(9)
where we have defined the covariance of operators as fol-
lows,

Cov|[A, B]

= —(U|AB + BA|V) — (U|A|U)(U|B|W).

(10)
Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can prove the fol-
lowing relation (for compactness we neglect the subscript

|¥) in the following discussions),

1
v 2

‘COV[A, B]‘ < \/Var(A)Var(B). (11)

To prove this inequality, we define,
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Then, we have,

Var[C] = (W] A2|W) + (| B[ ) (Cv[iAj]Bg

r|

A SN 2
+o oo Covl[A, B] ~ o [ Cov[A, B]
—(¥|AB + BA|\IJ>T[E] — (¥|B|¥) <m>
A2 A . Cov|[A, B]
— (V]A]T) +2<‘1’|A|\P><‘1’|B|‘I’>W
- . [ Cov|A, B] . . Cov|[A, B]
= Var|A] + Var[B| | ———=— Cov[A, B]l ———
(Al + VarlB] < Var[B] ) ~ 2Covl4, B] Var[B]
_ Var[d] - (G4 B
Var[B]
(13)

Since Var[é’] > 0, the inequality in Eq.[I1]is proved. As
a result, we have that,

Oh Oh
Cov[ =2, ha(0)] o) | < \/Var[ 1wy Varla(8) )
R
= \/Var U)T\HlU)\]h\po 2( )
BRILAIEO)
- 2 2
(14)

where we have used the relation that Fy\(t) =

.
4 Var[ha(D)]lg,y and Var[UJH,Uy) < WA _
1,

, namely the variance of the Hermitian operator is
bounded by its spectral width and the unitary evolution
will not change the spectrum. Finally, we obtain,

OF
‘ A < 2R || Hy )| (15)

ot

The proof of the general case that the parameter is
not a multiplicative factor as shown in the main text is
very similar and we now briefly discuss the proof method.
The Hamiltonian to encode the parameter now becomes
H)\(t) = Hy(\, t)+ H(t) and the corresponding evolution
operator becomes Uy = Te~iJo Hx(9)ds  The transformed
local generator is defined as hy = iU ;\(%U A- We already
have the bound of the quantum Fisher information as,

Y11 oH(s)
FY2(¢ <‘/, AN 1
Vo< [ a4 (16)
and we want to prove that,
oFM/?
ot o\

To this end, we just need to follow the same procedure

as above, except replacing H; by aH*.

RATE OF DYNAMIC QUANTUM FISHER
INFORMATION FOR THE
PSEUDO-HERMITIAN QUANTUM SENSOR

For the pseudo-Hermitian quantum sensor, the Hamil-
tonian to encode the parameter in the enlarged two-qubit
system is as follows,

Fuor = b1 61 — 60 © 66 1 I @60, (18)

The probe state or the initial state is
14¢€

|wo>=< o [0)a + 1+2|1>>®|o>s. (19)

The dynamic quantum Fisher information can be calcu-
lated using

Fx(t) = 4((Wo h3 ()| Wo) — [(Tolha(t)[¥0)[*),  (20)

where the Hermitian operator

ha(t) = UL (0 — t)%U,\(O — 1) (21)

is the transformed local generator. Since [Hiof, &fja)] =0,
we can represent the Hamiltonian in the two decoupled
subspace as follows,

ﬁtot = |Tu> <Tu| ® ﬁl + |~Ly> <¢u| ® ﬁ% (22)

with,
Hy =+ )6l — o), (23)
Hy = (b+ N5 + 6.
As a result, we can prove that,
o .-
R (t thott 71Hmtt
M) = e gRe (24)

= [1y) (Ty] ® iy + [Ly) (Ly| @ P2,

where the transformed local generator in the respective
subspace is as follows,

hlzwmﬁg\ﬂmf heol) + hyol) + .6l
o (25)
hy = et e et = 1,60 — Y6l — a6,
with the coefficients,
t(A+b)2  *sin(20t)
hx = ’
LR TVE
(A +b) [sin(20t)
hy = E [ 50 |, (26)
h, = _csinQ(Qt)7

QQ



with Q = /(A + b)? + ¢2. Meanwhile, we can represent

the initial state in the eigenbasis of &fja) as follows,
[Wo) = (a[ty) + B 1y)) @10)s. (27)
Then we have,
F(t) =4 ({To| A3 ()[Wo) — [{To|hr (1) W0)[*)
=4 (a2, (014310}, + 5, (011310}, ) (28)

. R 2
— 4 (2, (0l [0)s + B2 (012 0), )

Using the above equations, we have

29
s=hi+hl+h? (29)

s=hi+hl+n2
Therefore, the dynamic quantum Fisher information is,
Fx(t) =4 [h + b + b2 — (o — B*)h7] . (30)

For the probe state |¥g) in Eq. ([J), we can check a? —
B2 = 0, thus the dynamic quantum Fisher information
becomes
4(b+ N)? 4¢c? sin?(Qt)
FA(t) = =3 2 + o

. (31)

Finally, the change rate of the dynamic quantum Fisher
information can be exactly calculated as follows,

OF* (1) _5 cos? § + sin? 9% (32)
ot \/ cos? 0 + sin? HST;;%”

where we have defined (b+ )/ = cosf and ¢/Q = sin 6.

From E it follows that —2 < 25°0 < 9 which
rom Eq. [32), it follows that —2 < —2;=— < 2, whic
verifies our theory in the main text.

THE POPULATION FLUCTUATION FOR THE
TWO-LEVEL SYSTEM

We now briefly discuss the quantum projection noise in
the population measurement of the two-level system [2].

The quantum state that needs to be measured is,

) = a|t) + B (33)

For this state, we have the population (probability) in the
1) state after the projection measurement as, py = |a|?.
After a repetition of N times, the number of measure-
ment outcomes to be the |1) state is Ny, then we can esti-
mate the probability py ~ pj = Nt/N. Since N is finite,
there are uncertainties in the value of Ny and equivalently
there are uncertainties in the determination of pﬁr. Since
the repeated projection process follows the binomial dis-
tribution, the variance of the times that projected to the
up state is Var(Ny) = Np4(1 —p4). Correspondingly, the
variance of the estimated population is,
N 1-—
Var(p}) = Var(#) = w. (34)
The discussion above can be extended to the projec-
tive measurement of multi-level quantum systems. As an
example, for a general two-qubit quantum state,

1) = 1]00) + @2|01) + as|10) + o 11), (35)

the distribution of the times N7, corresponding to the
projected outcome in |00), for N repeated measurements
follows the multinomial distribution. Thus, the variance
of N1 iS,

Var(N1) = Np1(1 — p1), (36)

where p1 = |a1|?. Accordingly, the uncertainty of the
estimated population is,

Var(p}) = Var(d) = %

- (37)
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