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There has been debate around applicability of exceptional points (EP) for quantum sensing. To resolve this, we first
explore how to experimentally implement the nonhermitian non-diagonalizable Hamiltonians, that exhibit EPs, in quan-
tum computers which run on unitary gates. We propose to use an ancilla-based method in this regard. Next, we show
how such Hamiltonians can be used for parameter estimation using quantum computers and analyze its performance in
terms of the Quantum Fisher Information (QFI) at EPs, both without noise and in presence of noise. It is well known
that QFI of a parameter to be estimated is inversely related to the variance of the parameter by the quantum Cramer-Rao
bound. Therefore the divergence of the QFI at EPs promise sensing advantages. We experimentally demonstrate in
a cloud quantum architecture and theoretically show, using Puiseux series, that the QFI indeed diverges in such EP
systems which were earlier considered to be non-divergent.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum operations can be classified as either unitary or
non-unitary. Much attention has been given to unitary op-
erations in physics. In fact, in a quantum computer, quan-
tum gates are made up of unitary operations. However, there
are several reasons to consider non-unitary transformations.
Open quantum systems exhibit non-unitary dynamics1–4. In
quantum chemistry, as well, non-unitary evolutions are of-
ten studied5–7. Quantum speedups have also been pro-
posed in nonlinear quantum computing through non-unitary
Abrams-Lloyds gate8,9. Quantum machine learning needs
non-unitarity and non-linearity10–13 too.

Consider a transformation, represented by e−iA. If A is her-
mitian, this transformation becomes unitary and vice-versa.
However, for e−iA to be non-unitary, its generator A must be
non-hermitian. This requires one to study the behaviour non-
hermitian matrices. Usually, non-hermiticity does not guar-
antee that its eigenvalues would be real, unlike the hermi-
tian ones. In 1998,14 showcased that there exist certain non-
hermitian Hamiltonians that have real eigenvalues.

This sparked a debate around postulates of quantum me-
chanics and explorations of such systems in quantum do-
main. It was shown in15 that all such Hamiltonians, if
diagonalizable, are related to hermitian ones by similarity
transformations, and hence are “pseudo-hermitian". On the
other hand, the non-hermitian Hamiltonians, which are non-
diagonalizable, lie at degeneracy called the non-hermitian de-
generacy or exceptional points (EP) in literature. Such an
operator has degeneracy in both eigenvalues and eigenvec-
tors of the operator. In this paper, we will consider these
non-diagonalizable systems in the context of quantum sens-
ing, particularly for estimation of an unknown parameter.

For the best possible estimate of any parameter γ , there ex-
ists the so-called Quantum Cramer-Rao Bound (QCRB)16,17

which is given by the inverse of the quantum Fisher informa-

tion (QFI). This can be represented as

∆γ ≤ 1√
QFIγ

. (1)

It can be observed that higher the QFI, less the variance (∆γ2)
and hence more precise the estimation. Hence, a very high
QFI shows promise in its exploitation for precise sensing.

It was first theoretically pointed out in18 that the EPs can be
utilized for parameter estimation as QFI may diverge at EP of
a non-hermitian non-diagonalizable Hamiltonian, in absence
of noise. Note that the divergence of QFI does not violate
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle as the latter is concerned
with simultaneous measurement of two canonically conjugate
physical variables while QCRB is concerned with precision
of measurement of a particular physical variable19,20. Later,
it was deduced in21 that QFI does not necessarily exhibit any
divergence at EP, and this result was negated by a more ac-
curate analysis in22 that shows that the QFI indeed diverges.
This debate of divergence is also highlighted in23,24. In fact,
the divergence of QFI is related to the expansion of a per-
turbed eigenfunctions and eigenvalues in Puiseux series rather
than Taylor series for any perturbations at EPs, as was already
shown in25 and which was often overlooked in literature. In
this paper, we specifically employ the Puiseux series in calcu-
lating the QFI and show that this unambiguously leads to the
divergence, as discussed above, at the EP.

The possibility of divergence of the QFI at EP motivates us
to explore how to implement non-hermitian dynamics in real
quantum computers. Till recent times, the non-hermitian sys-
tems have been mostly explored in optical systems through
an analogous connection between Helmholtz equation and
Schrodinger equation26. There have been a few experimen-
tal considerations of EPs in certain quantum systems too27,28.
Here, we democratize access to such exotic systems using
quantum computers. Note that these computers, which are
accessible via cloud, operate unitarily. In this paper, we show
that it is indeed possible to implement the nonunitary dynam-
ics, generated by non-hermitian Hamiltonian, in the existing
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architecture itself. We propose use of ancillary qubits in this
regard. We employ post-selection strategy to extract the state
of the EP system, that will be used to calculate the QFI and to
evaluate the performance of the system for parameter estima-
tion. We also provide a circuit model that we use in our cloud
experiments in the IBM Q Experience platform.

The achievable precision of a quantum parameter estima-
tion protocol is limited by the noise in the system, which could
degrade the QFI. The early EP sensing protocols did not con-
sider the effect of noise. Later, various studies related to im-
pact of noise on such sensors were reported21,22,29,30. In30,
the authors showed that a non-hermitian non-reciprocal sys-
tem delivers an unbounded signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and
thereby a better sensing performance compared to the recipro-
cal ones, even when it operates away from the EP. On the con-
trary, in this paper, we focus on studying the behavior of the
QFI, and not the SNR, in presence of noise. Note that, though
for certain parameter domain, the QFI becomes numerically
identical to the SNR, they are fundamentally different quan-
tities. While the QFI is related to the amount of information
that can be extracted from a quantum system about a particu-
lar parameter of interest, the SNR is a measure of the relative
strength of a signal to the level of background noise. Thus,
in the context of quantum sensing, the QFI is a more suit-
able quantity than the SNR to characterize the performance of
the quantum sensor, more so when the quantum noise dom-
inates over the classical noise and when their sensitivity to
changes in a parameter is governed by the quantum rules, e.g.,
the Heisenberg uncertainty principle.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the Sec. II, we
will first introduce the basic theory of exceptional points in
finite dimensional systems. Next, we will describe the theory
related to simulation of non-unitary dynamics using ancilla
based method31. In the Sec. III, we will present the results of
our simulation of dynamics of non-hermitian systems using
IBM Q Experience. We will explicitly show the divergence
of QFI at exceptional points. Then in Sec. IV, we discuss
effects of various noise models on EP sensors. In Sec. V an
example physical quantum sensing system at EP is discussed.
We will discuss in Sec. VI the limitations of the ancilla-based
method used in this paper. In Sec. VII, we will summarize our
work. We also include three Appendices. In the Appendix A,
we describe Puiseux series, which needs to be used to expand
the perturbed states of the system at the EP. In the Appendix
B, we add a comprehensive discussion of orthogonality, bi-
orthogonality and self-orthogonality of the eigenvectors, that
are relevant for non-hermitian matrices. In the Appendix C,
we derive the explicit expression of the QFI for non-hermitian
systems, that are used in this paper.

II. NON-HERMITIAN SENSING AND SIMULATING
NON-UNITARY DYNAMICS

In this Section, we will first provide a brief review of ex-
perimental realizations of exceptional points, as will be useful
later. Next, we will describe how one can indeed simulate
non-unitary dynamics in unitary-based quantum computers.

A. Reviewing experimental demonstrations of exceptional
points

Consider a finite-dimensional system with the Hamiltonian
H, that can be written as a matrix. It is well known that her-
miticity of a matrix guarantees that it has real eigenvalues
and it is always diagonalizable. Interestingly, even the non-
hermitian matrices, if diagonalizable and if all of its eigen-
values are real, have been proved in pseudo-hermitian quan-
tum theory to be similar to hermitian matrices. However, this
proof does not include the non-diagonalizable (non-hermitian)
matrices. A (non-hermitian) matrix is non-digonalizable iff
the algebraic multiplicity of at least one of its eigenvalues is
greater than the corresponding geometric multiplicity. This
happens only when the system has degeneracy in its eigenval-
ues as well as eigenvectors, i.e., only when the eigenvalues
and eigenvectors coalesce. Below, we will consider a class of
Hamiltonians, as functions of a parameter γ , that exhibit such
coalescence for a certain value of γ , referring to the EP.

As mentioned before, there have been several experimen-
tal demonstrations of exceptional points in optical systems26.
However in the context of quantum system, their observations
have remained rare and elusive24. Several applications of ex-
ceptional points other than sensing are reported in quantum
regime22,26,32. Only a few experimental demonstrations27,33

exist where a quantum system, e.g., a superconducting system
is used to realize exceptional points. In this paper, we explic-
itly demonstrate how the exceptional points can be utilized for
the purpose of sensing in real quantum computers. We access
these exceptional points on a quantum system using the circuit
model developed by31.

B. Simulating non-unitary dynamics

Let us consider a finite-dimensional non-hermitian Hamil-
tonian NH such that (NH)† ̸= NH. Such Hamiltonians effec-
tively arise in many situations as mentioned in Sec. I. We are
largely concerned with a special class of these Hamiltonians,
namely the non-diagonalizable ones, as mentioned above.

The goal of this simulation is to find the output state
1

N |φ⟩ = exp[−i(NH)t
h̄ ]|ξ ⟩, where |ξ ⟩ is an input state and N

is the normalization constant. Note that, in this notation, the
input and output states are both pure states even though the
evolution is non-unitary.

We will consider the following steps in this simulation:
(a) Singular value decomposition: First, we will find the

non-unitary time evolution matrix (NUT E), where NUT E =

exp[−i(NH)t
h̄ ]. For simulation purposes, now onward, we will

consider t, h̄ = 1. Such a time evolution can be written as a
sequence of three separate evolutions using the singular value
decomposition (SVD), i.e., NUT E =UΣV †, where U and V †

are always unitary and hence can be simulated on a quantum
computer. However, as the operation Σ is a diagonal matrix
with non-negative entries (also called singular values), this
matrix is not necessarily unitary and simulation of such an
evolution is not possible on a quantum computer using uni-
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FIG. 1. (a) The circuit diagram for simulating non-unitary evolution. We decompose the non-unitary transformation using SVD transform
into UΣV †. Then using the procedure as mentioned in the text, we apply the operations on the input state |ξ ,0⟩ to obtain |ψ⟩. This is followed
by a post-selection protocol applied on the output using "Repeat until success" (RUS) method. Here we discard all measurements results
which project the ancilla in the state |1⟩, and repeat the procedure till we get the ancilla to be in the state |0⟩. This collapses the state to

1
N |φ ,0⟩ which contains the required state due to non-unitary evolution. On the right hand side, we schematically represent the non-unitary
gate. Note that ’cr’ in the circuit refers to classical register. (b) The circuit diagram for the SWAP test to measure fidelity between two states
i.e. F = 1

|N1N2|2 |⟨φ2|φ1⟩|2. We can consider 1
N1

|φ1⟩ and 1
N2

|φ2⟩ to be the states as given in Eq. 10. The circuit between the dashed vertical
barriers represents SWAP test. We specifically mention N in denominator to show that non-unitary circuits un-normalize input states and we
need to consider normalization of such output states.

tary gates. Moreover, the singular values need not always be
less than one. The requirement of singular values to be less
than or equal to 1 arises from the fact that they are used to
parameterize unitary gate in the required circuit. Consider a
to be a singular value of Σ. Then the corresponding parame-
terized unitary gate can be written in the following form, iff
a ≤ 1:

U(a) =
(

a −
√

1−a2√
1−a2 a

)
. (2)

(b) L2-normalization: We will next L2-normalize the
NUT E matrix using the maximum singular value, max(Σ).
We denote this normalized form as NUT EN . The singular
values of a such a L2-normalized matrix (of 2 dimensions) are
always 1 and m. where m ≤ 1 (equality arising when NUT E
is unitary). Note that such a normalization does not affect the
output state as the output is not affected when the transforma-
tion is multiplied by a scalar constant.

(c) Introduction of an ancilla: Simulating the NUT EN in its
current form still may not be possible in a quantum computer.
To circumvent this issue, we next dilate the Hilbert space of
the system by using an ancillary system. Note that the joint
operation of the system and ancilla can be unitary, while that
for the system itself remains non-unitary. We start with the
joint state |ξ ⟩|0⟩ of the system and the ancilla.

(d) Two-qubit operation: We create a two-qubit gate CΣ =
U(1)⊕U(m), where U(1) = I (I is an identity matrix) and
U(m) is also a unitary matrix. Note that CΣ is unitary because
the direct sum of unitary matrices is always unitary.

Now we consider the operation

(U ⊗ I)[CΣ](V † ⊗ I) (3)

acting on the state |ξ ⟩|0⟩. This is described in Fig. 1(a). This
operation can be written as (U ⊗ I)[(Σ⊗ I)+(Σ

′ ⊗ZX)](V † ⊗
I), because,
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FIG. 2. The variation of log(QFIγ ) with respect to γ for the Hamiltonian NH1 (Eq. 12). The QFIγ diverges at the EP, which appears at γ = 0.5.
Blue curve represents theoretical plot and red dots indicate simulation values at various γ values.

CΣ =U(1)⊕U(m) =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 m −

√
1−m2

0 0
√

1−m2 m

= (Σ⊗ I)+(Σ
′ ⊗ZX) (4)

where

Σ
′
=

(
0 0
0

√
1−m2

)
. (5)

Here Z and X are usual Pauli spin operators.
In presence of the ancilla, the operator NUT EN can then be

revised as U(CΣ)V †. The output of this operation on |ξ ⟩|0⟩ is
then given by

(UΣV †|ξ ⟩)|0⟩− (UΣ
′
V †|ξ ⟩)|1⟩= |φ ,0⟩+ |φ ′

,1⟩ , (6)

where |φ ′⟩=−UΣ
′
V †|ξ ⟩.

(e) Post-selection: We apply a post-selection protocol on
the above output state such that the ancilla is projected into
|0⟩. This can be represented by the following expression:

(I ⊗P0)(|φ ,0⟩+ |φ ′
,1⟩) = |φ ,0⟩ , (7)

where P0 = |0⟩⟨0|. Upon normalization (which is performed
by the measurement operation itself), we have the state

1
N |φ ,0⟩ which is the required output from this non-hermitian

evolution. Here N is given by

N =
√

(⟨φ ,0|+ ⟨φ ′
,1|)(I ⊗P0)(|φ ,0⟩+ |φ ′

,1⟩)=
√

⟨φ ,0|φ ,0⟩ .
(8)

The probability of success of the post-selection protocol can
be calculated as ∣∣∣∣∣ ⟨φ |φ⟩√

|⟨φ |φ⟩|2 + |⟨φ ′ |φ ′⟩|2

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (9)

We apply the repeat-until-success strategy to extract out the
|φ ′

,1⟩ state through post-selection.
(f) Calculation of the QFI: We intend to find the QFI for

parameter estimation using a two-level non-hermitian sensor.
We choose one of the eigenstates, denoted by |φ+(γ)⟩, of the
two-level system. To calculate QFI, we first obtain the ex-
pression of the fidelity as

F = |⟨φ̃+(γ +δγ)|φ+(γ)⟩|2 , (10)

where ⟨φ̃+(γ + δγ)| = ⟨χ+(γ + δγ)| is the left eigenvector,
corresponding to the right eigenvector |φ+(γ + δγ)⟩, accord-
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FIG. 3. The variation of log(QFI) with respect to γ for the Hamiltonian NH2 (Eq. 16). The QFI diverges at the EP, which appears at γ = 0
when g = |ε|/2. Blue curve represents theoretical plot and red dots indicate simulation values at various γ values.

ing to the bi-orthogonality rules [see Appendix B]. The fi-
delity can be found on the actual quantum computing hard-
ware using a SWAP test, as described in Fig. 1(b)34. The QFI
is then calculated numerically by using the equation

QFI = lim
δγ→0

D2
b

4(δγ)2 , (11)

where D2
b = 2−2F is known as Bures distance16,17.

III. SIMULATING EP SENSING DYNAMICS ON QC

In this Section, we show how to implement the different
steps to simulate a non-unitary evolution based on a non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian, as mentioned in the previous Section,
using the IBM Q Experience. We will investigate two differ-
ent Hamiltonians for EP sensing. We start with the following
Hamiltonian:

NH1 =

(
0 0.5+ γ

0.5− γ 0

)
, (12)

where γ ≮ 0 is the parameter that is to be estimated in this
protocol. Therefore, the protocol in Sec. II becomes more rel-
evant when the non-unitary operation, that the state of the sys-
tem is subjected to, is unknown, or in other words, the single-
parameter Hamiltonian is rather unknown.

The matrix (Eq. 12) is non-Hermitian as NH1 ̸=
(NH1)

†. The eigenvectors of NH1 are (after using nor-
malization condition for bi-orthogonal systems: ⟨φ |χ⟩ = 1)

|φ±⟩ = 1√
2

[
±
√

1−4γ2

2γ−1 ,1
]T

and those of (NH1)
† are |χ±⟩ =

1√
2

[
∓
√

1−4γ2

2γ+1 ,1
]T

, where T represents transposition. It

should also be noted that ⟨φ±|φ∓⟩ ̸= 0 unlike in the case
of hermitian operators (the same applies for eigenvectors of
(NH1)

†, as well). However ⟨φ±|χ∓⟩= 0. This is further elab-
orated in the Appendix B. We observe that this system ex-
hibits the exceptional point degeneracy at γ = 0.5. Note that
the eigenvalues of NH1 are given by ±

√
0.25− γ2.

The QFI for a single parameter γ in a bi-orthogonal system
is defined as

QFIγ = 4(⟨∂γ φ̃+|∂γ φ+⟩− |⟨∂γ φ̃+|φ+⟩|2) (13)

= 4(⟨∂γ χ+|∂γ φ+⟩− |⟨∂γ χ+|φ+⟩|2) (14)

where |∂γ φ⟩= ∂ |φ(γ)⟩
∂γ

and |∂γ χ⟩= ∂ |χ(γ)⟩
∂γ

. Note that this equa-
tion matches the QFI equation used in step (f) of Sec. II.

It can be calculated using (Eq. 14) that for the Hamiltonian
Eq. 12,

QFIγ = 4/(4γ
2 −1)2 . (15)

We can easily see that the QFIγ diverges at γ = 0.5, which
is the same value of the parameter γ , at which the EP is at-
tained in the system, Fig. 2. As mentioned in the Introduction,
this divergence is achieved generally at EPs18,25, despite some
converse result21. We emphasize that at the EP degeneracies,
the perturbed eigenvalues and eigenvectors must be expanded
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in terms of Newton-Puiseux series25 with fractional exponents
of the perturbation strengths rather than Taylor series, to get
the required divergence [see Appendix C].

We have performed simulation of the above system using
“state_vector simulator" and "qasm_simulator"35 and com-
pared its results with the theoretical result of the QFIγ of
the system. The statevector_simulator emulates an ideal op-
eration of a quantum circuit and provides the quantum state
vector of the system after simulation concludes rather than
measurement outcomes. Ideally a quantum circuit is not ca-
pable of providing information of a state directly. However,
such a simulator has valuable applications in theoretical anal-
ysis and sometimes troubleshooting of algorithms and hence
is ideal for such situations. Our simulation can also be com-
pletely performed using only measurement counts (unlike the
state_vector simulation) and the divergence can still be ob-
tained as shown in Fig. 2 by using the "qasm_simulator".
The qasm_simulator is devised for simulating how a quantum
computer would exactly output it’s result. This shows that the
system can also be easily replicated on an actual hardware.
The Fig. 2 shows how log(QFIγ) varies with γ . It can be seen
that the QFIγ indeed diverges at the EP γ = 0.5.

We next simulate the second Hamiltonian as in21:

NH2 =

( 1
2 (γ − iε) g

g − 1
2 (γ − iε)

)
. (16)

There exists an EP at γ = 0, when g = |ε|/2. It can be seen
that the QFIγ diverges at γ = 0. The plot of log(QFIγ) with
respect to γ is given in Fig. 3. If we consider ε = 2 and g = 1
and use the perturbation methods mentioned in18 we find that
QFIγ ∝

1
4γ2 . It diverges at γ = 0 which leads us to an EP of

NH2.
The results for both the Hamiltonians (Eq. 12) and (Eq. 16)

demonstrate the claim that the QFIγ diverges at EPs.

A. Multiple EP

There also exist certain systems that exhibit multiple
EPs36–38. Let us simulate a two-level system with multiple
exceptional points, described by the following Hamiltonian,
as an example:

NH3 =

(
1 sin(10γπ)

cos(10γπ) 1

)
(17)

The eigenvalue of this system are λ+,− = 1
2 (2 ±√

2sin(20πγ)). They correspond to the normalized eigen-

vectors of NH3, given by |φ+,−⟩ = 1√
2

[
±

√
2sin(10πγ)√
sin(20πγ)

,1
]T

.

Note that The eigenvalues of NH†
3 are complex conjugates to

those of NH3, with the corresponding normalized eigenvectors

|χ+,−⟩ = 1√
2

[
±

√
2cos(10πγ)√

sin(20πγ)
,1
]T

. The QFI is then calculated

as

QFIγ =
200π2

sin2(20πγ)
. (18)

The system is simulated and the QFI is plotted in Fig. 4.
It can seen that there are multiple EP points at γ = a× 0.05
where a ∈ I.

IV. VARIOUS NOISE MODELS ON EP SENSORS

Even though the QFI diverges at EP, it still remains to be
explored how noise affects the QFI. Let us consider vari-
ous noise models and calculate the maximum QFI that can be
attained for various parameters controlling the noise. In this
section we will use the ’state_vector simulator’ for simulation.

Considering the amplitude damping noise that is parame-
terized with a decay probability b, a noiseless density matrix
ρ transforms into the following matrix:

NAD(ρ) =

(
ρ00 +bρ11

√
1−bρ01√

1−bρ10 (1−b)ρ11

)
. (19)

We show the variation of max[log(QFI)] (i.e., the maximum
of natural logarithm of QFI) with respect to the decay rate b
at the EP γ = 0.5 for NH1 [Fig. 5 (a)] and γ = 0 for NH2 [Fig.
5 (b)]. It can be observed that the max[log(QFI)] remains
significantly high for a wide range of b: 0 ≤ b < 1, except at
b = 1, where the function suddenly drops to a negative value,
i.e., where QFI becomes less than unity. Thus, b = 1 leads to
a large upper bound of the error of parameter estimation [see
Eq. (1)].

Next we consider the Pauli noise, which can be character-
ized by three types of errors, namely, the bit-flip, bit-phase-
flip, and phase-flip errors, represented by the Pauli matrices
X, Y, and Z, respectively. In presence of Pauli error, a noise-
less density matrix ρ transforms into the following form:

NPauli(ρ) = (1− p)ρ + p1XρX + p2Y ρY + p3ZρZ , (20)

where p is the probability of no error, pi (i = 1,2,3) is that of
X, Y, and Z error, respectively, and the condition ∑

3
i=1 pi = p

preserves the normalization of the density matrix.
We show in Fig. 6 how the max[log(QFI)] varies with p,

at the EP γ = 0.5 for NH1. We can clearly see from Fig. 6(a)
that the bit-flip error affects the maximum achievable QFI to
a large extent. The minimum value reached at p= 0.5 is 0. On
the other hand, the Y and Z errors do not effect the QFI at all,
as can be seen in Figs. 6(b) and (c). In the case of the equal
probability p/3 of all three errors, however, the value of p is
asymmetrically located at 0.75 in the range [0,1], where the
maximum value of the QFI becomes unity and its logarithm
vanishes. For other values of p, in this case, the QFI can reach
a much larger value leading to a far better EP-assisted sensing.

In Fig. 7, we show the variation of max[log(QFI)] with p,
at the EP γ = 0 for NH2. It is obvious from the Figs. 7(a)
and (c) that the bit-flip and phase flip errors have a minimal
effect on the maximum achievable QFI. Interestingly, unlike
the case for NH1, the max[log(QFI)] does not vanish for any
p. In both these cases, the value of parameter p at which it
reaches minima is 0.5, but in the case of NH2, it remains as
high as 13.35. On the other hand, the Y error does not effect
the QFI at all, as can be seen in Fig. 7(b). Therefore, our
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FIG. 4. The variation of log(QFI) with respect to γ for the Hamiltonian NH3 (Eq. 17). The QFI diverges at the EP, which appears at γ = 0.05a,
where we have chosen the integer a ∈ [8,12]. Blue curve represents theoretical plot and red dots indicate simulation results for various values
of γ .

protocol stays robust against these errors. When all the three
errors affect the system equally probably, the dependence of
max[log(QFI)] on p exhibits the similar behavior as in the
case of NH1 [see Fig. 7(d)].

Comparing Fig. 6 and 7 it can be deduced that in pres-
ence of noise with a parameter a, we need to choose the non-
hermitian system NH such that the QFIγ(a0))≫ 0, where a0
is the value of the noise parameter at which the QFI reaches
minima, and γ is the parameter to be estimated.

V. PHYSICAL EXAMPLE OF QUANTUM SENSING
USING EPS

Consider that there is a vector signal to be estimated such
that it is given as

−→
V = (Vx,Vy,Vz). Consider Vy = Vz = 0 and

the x component of the signal is non-zero, for simplicity of the
demonstration. Hence, this will be an example of Rabi sensing
using EPs, as Vx will appear in the cross terms of the total
hamiltonian. Sensing of such vector signals using hermitian
sensing quantum systems has been discussed in39.

In a general quantum sensing protocol, the effect of this sig-
nal is acted upon as a perturbation to the dynamics of a sens-
ing system. Through this the perturbations are imprinted on
the population dynamics of the sensing system and a measure-
ment of the populations will reveal the properties of the signal
by comparing them to theoretical estimates of the population
upon perturbation. The EP quantum sensor will perform in

the same way, except with a few changes.
The hamiltonian of the signal discussed above will be

HV =
ε

2
Vxσx (21)

Here ε is the transduction constant and σx is the Pauli-X
matrix.

Consider a physical system such as27. We reproduce their
physical system in this article and use it to showcase the fea-
sibilty of using this system as EP sensor for Rabi sensing with
very high precision. It considers a three level system created
using transmon circuit embedded in a cavity. Let the states of
the system be given by |g⟩, |e⟩, | f ⟩ in respective order of their
energies. Consider that the population loss rate from | f ⟩ to |e⟩
is γ f and from |e⟩ to |g⟩ as γe. The value of γe >> γ f . This is
achieved in the article by using impedance mismatch element.
In such a case the hamiltonian of the sub-system of first two
excited states (| f ⟩ and |e⟩) is given as

H0 = J̃σx +∆I − i
γe

2
|e⟩⟨e| (22)

We can see that using such a system we can work entirely
in the sub-system of the three level system. Here J̃ is the cou-
pling constant between the first two excited states and ∆ the
detuning parameter. After perturbing the above system by the
signal hamiltonian described in Eq. 21, we get the total hamil-
tonian of the system to be
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FIG. 5. The variation of max[log(QFI)] at EP with respect to the amplitude damping parameter b (a) for NH1 and (b) for NH2

H = H0 +HV = Jσx +∆I − i
γe

2
|e⟩⟨e| (23)

where J = J̃+ ε

2Vx.
The eigenvalues of the system are

λ+,− = ∆− iγe

4
± d

4
(24)

and the eigenvectors are

|φ+,−⟩=
1√
2

(
(−iγe ±d)/4J

1

)
(25)

here d = 4
√

J2 − ( γe
4 )

2. The state of the system over time
is then given as

|φe(t)⟩=
−2J

d

(
e−iλ−t |φ−⟩− e−iλ+t |φ+⟩

)
(26)

∣∣φ f (t)
〉
=

√
128J2

d(d + iγe)

(
e−iλ−t |φ−⟩+Ce−iλ+t |φ+⟩

)
(27)

Here C = d(d+iγe)−8J2

8J2 It should be noted that sum of the
populations ( Pe = |⟨φe(t)|φe(t)⟩|2, Pf = |⟨φ f (t)|φ f (t)⟩|2) in
the sub-system is not a constant due to the interaction with the
ground state |g⟩.

The populations can then be normalized by dividing by Pe+
Pf such that the normalized populations are

Pn
f =

Pf

Pf +Pe
(28)
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FIG. 6. The variation of max[log(QFI)] with respect to p for different Pauli errors for NH1. (a) Bit-Flip error: p1 = p, p2 = 0, p3 = 0.
(b) Bit-Phase-Flip error: p1 = 0, p2 = p, p3 = 0. (c) Phase flip error: p1 = 0, p2 = 0, p3 = p. (d) All errors with equal probability:
p1 = p2 = p3 = p/3.

Pn
e =

Pe

Pf +Pe
(29)

It can seen from Eq. 26 to 29 that they are dependent on
∆,γe,J.

Now performing a measurement of either of the population
Pf (or Pe) over time and normalizing it using post-selection27,
we can compare the experimentally obtained population with
the theoretical expressions and using the known parameters of
the sensing system, we can deduce the unknown parameter (in
this case εVx. In this particular case the known parameters are
J̃, ∆ and γe.

The post-selection in the experiment can be performed by
measuring the ground state population Pg over time and then
using it with the conservation of population formula i.e. Pe +
Pf = P−Pg.

The entire procedure mentioned above resembles the proce-
dure for Rabi sensing, except 1) a non-hermitian sub-system
is used instead of a hermitian system, 2) post-selection is per-
formed over time to normalize the populations of the sub-
system over time.

Now, let us understand how this is advantageous i.e. what
happens to such a sensing mechanism at EP. The entire system

(Eq. 23) is at EP when ∆ = 0 and when εVx =
γe
2 − 2J̃ = L.

The values of γe and J̃ can be tuned as performed in27). Now,
if for a particular setting of γe and J̃, the above condition is
met, then ∆Vx → 0, due to divergence of QFIVx at EP for the
subsystem and the QCRB (Eq. 1). This fact has been ef-
fectively demonstrated by simulations using the circuit model
in previous sections and has also been derived for a general
hamiltonian at EP in Appendix. C. In fact the divergence of
the QFI has also been observed in the work by27 where the
QFI is plotted w.r.t J̃ instead of Vx.

We should be aware that such a divergence only occurs at a
particular point (i.e. iff εVx = L for our case). This is because
we consider a system with isolated EPs. However, if we use a
system with Exceptional surface (ES) instead of EP, we could
get such a high precision for a range of values of Vx. In fact
such proposals are already available in optical systems40–42.

Similarly, Ramsey sensing (measuring Vz from the vector
signal) can also be performed by using the above system. In
this case the value of Vz will affect the detuning parameter ∆

instead of the cross-terms J. Now operating the system at EP
and using the similar methods above for Rabi sensing at EP,
we can estimate the value of Vz with high precision.



10

FIG. 7. The variation of max[log(QFI)] with respect to p for different Pauli errors for NH2. (a) Bit-Flip error: p1 = p, p2 = 0, p3 = 0.
(b) Bit-Phase-Flip error: p1 = 0, p2 = p, p3 = 0. (c) Phase flip error: p1 = 0, p2 = 0, p3 = p. (d) All errors with equal probability:
p1 = p2 = p3 = p/3.

VI. LIMITATIONS OF ANCILLA-BASED METHOD FOR
QUANTUM SENSING SIMULATION

Let us now discuss the limitations in the ancilla-based
method for EP sensing simulation.

First, we should mention the necessity to normalize the
non-unitary operator to implement it on a quantum computer.
As discussed in step (b) in Sec. II, the normalized non-unitary
time evolution operator NUT EN is related to the original time
evolution operator NUT E as:

NUT EN =
1

max(Σ)
NUT E , (30)

where max(Σ) is the maximum of the singular value of the
matrix. This means the actual transformation is:

NUT EN |ξ ⟩= |φ ′′⟩= 1
max(Σ)

|φ⟩ Norm−−−→ 1
N

|φ⟩, (31)

where 1
N |φ⟩ is the required state from the original non-

unitary time evolution.

Second, the post-selection puts a resource overhead on the
simulation of the system being studied. The probability of
success of finding the ancilla to be in |0⟩ state is uncontrol-
lable, as it can be seen from the previous Section. For every
unsuccessful attempt, the depth of the circuit is increased by a
factor of 3. There are various methods to reduce the resource
overhead, e.g., ancilla thermalization43. There are some pro-
posals where non-unitary evolutions can be performed using
dissipation engineering and without post-selection44–46. A
study of link between weak measurements and sensing at EPs
of the non-hermitian systems is promising47–50.

Third, note that these methods only apply to second-order
exceptional point systems. For higher-dimensional systems
including qutrits and qudits, the circuits need to be modified.
Higher order EPs have been shown to have higher sensitivity
and being more robust51.
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VII. CONCLUSION

We demonstrate in this paper how a unitary circuit can be
used to study non-hermitian sensors, thus solving the need of
developing new hardware or experiments to study these sys-
tems. We proposed use of ancillary system in this regard. We
also showcase the divergence of QFI at exceptional points us-
ing three different Hamiltonians. We study the effect of noise
on one such system and show that the QFI at the EP stays ro-
bust against all the Pauli and amplitude errors for a large range
of parameters. For certain errors, namely X error, the QFI can
be ameliorated using quantum error correction techniques. We
also direct to the work of27 as an example of physical system
for quantum sensing at EP.
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Appendix A: Puiseux Series

Puiseux series, are used to represent functions that have
algebraic singularities, which can include branch points and
other types of singularities. Puiseux series have terms that
include fractional powers of the variable, as well as integer
powers and constant terms. The coefficients in a Puiseux se-
ries may depend on the path taken to approach the singularity,
whereas the coefficients in a Laurent series depend only on
the singularity itself.

Let us consider a two-level system with the Hamiltonian in
the Jordan-Block (without loss of generality) form HEP, that
is perturbed by a general Hamiltonian εH1:

H =

(
λ 1
0 λ

)
+ ε

(
x y∗

y x+2z

)
= HEP + εH1 . (A1)

Consider λ
′
EP as eigenvalues of the perturbed Hamiltonian

from EP.

λ
′
EP = (λ + ε(x+ z))±

√
ε2(z2 −|y|2)+ εy∗ . (A2)

The second term can be expanded in Puiseux series. This is
due to the term εy∗. Such a case does not occur if the original
Hamiltonian (in diagonal form, without loss of generality) is
hermitian HH . The corresponding eigenvalues would read as

λ
′
H = (λ + ε(x+ z))±

√
ε2(z2 −|y|2) . (A3)

Below, we provide an example of the Puiseux series: Let
us consider the function f (x) =

√
x2 −1. Using the change

of variable, y = x−1, we have f (y) =
√

y2 +2y. Expanding
about y = 0, we have f (y) =

√
2y(1+ y

4 −
y2

32 + ...). Substitut-
ing the expression of y back, we get

f (x) =
√

2
√

x−1+
2
4
(x−1)3/2 +

√
2

32
(x−1)5/2 + ... .

(A4)

which is a Puiseux series expansion.
Eigenvectors of a system perturbed from an exceptional

point, as in (Eq. A2), follow a similar series expansion.
Note there are subtle differences between Puiseux series

and Laurent series. One needs to consider them while ex-
panding the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of a Hamiltonian
around EPs. Puiseux series are useful in studying the behav-
ior of functions at singular points, e.g., the algebraic functions,
which have singularities at roots of their defining polynomi-
als. Laurent series are used to represent functions that have
poles, which are isolated singularities of the function where it
becomes infinite. Laurent series have terms that include neg-
ative powers of the variable, as well as positive powers and
constant terms. The coefficients in a Puiseux series may de-
pend on the path taken to approach the singularity, whereas
the coefficients in a Laurent series depend only on the singu-
larity itself.

Appendix B: Orthogonality, Bi-orthogonality,
Self-orthogonality

Eigenvectors of non-hermitian (diagonalizable) systems do
not follow orthogonality rules. Eigenvectors of non-hermitian
non-diagonalizable matrices rather follow bi-orthogonality.
Here, we will state bi-orthogonality rules without proof.

Suppose NH is the non-hermitian Hamiltonian and (NH)†

its hermitian conjugate. Suppose the eigenvalues of NH are
λi (i denoting the index of different eigenvectors of NH). The
eigenvalues of (NH)† are λ ∗

i (* denoting complex conjugate).
If the eigenvectors of NH are |φi⟩ and those of NH† are |χi⟩,
then the orthogonality rules for normalized eigenvectors are:

⟨χi|φ j⟩= δi j , (B1)
⟨χi|χ j⟩ ̸= ⟨φi|φ j⟩ ̸= δi j . (B2)

This means that the left eigenvectors corresponding to |φi⟩ are
not ⟨φi|, but ⟨χi|. Also, as in the case of corresponding eigen-
values, |φi⟩= (|χi⟩)∗. The bi-orthogonality is a manifestation
of time-irreversibility of non-unitary time evolutions as op-
posed to that of unitary time evolutions.
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When the system Hamiltonian becomes non-
diagonalizable, the bi-orthogonality rules also break down.
The system becomes self-orthogonal. For simplicity, let us
assume only exceptional points for two-level systems, such
that there is possibility of only two-fold degeneracy. At the
exceptional points, there is a degeneracy in eigenvectors
too and hence there is also one eigenvector. Consider λEP
and |φEP⟩ to be eigenvalue and eigenvector of NHEP. The
eigenvalue of NH†

EP is λ ∗
EP and the eigenvector |χEP⟩. As

there is no second eigenvector existing for the eigenvalue, we
consider what is known as generalized eigenvector. Such an
eigenvector follows the equation as given below:

HEP|φ J
EP⟩= λ |φ J

EP⟩+ |φEP⟩ (B3)

H†
EP|χJ

EP⟩= λ
∗|χJ

EP⟩+ |χEP⟩ . (B4)

where J in superscript denotes generalized eigenvector. The
self-orthogonality rules followed by such a system are as fol-
lows:

⟨χEP|φEP⟩= ⟨χJ
EP|φ J

EP⟩= 0 . (B5)

⟨χEP|φ J
EP⟩= ⟨χJ

EP|φEP⟩= 1 . (B6)

Appendix C: Quantum Fisher Information at EPs

The expressions for QFI for non-hermitian diagonalizable
Hamiltonians (irrespective of them having real eigenvalues)
differ from those for the hermitian ones, at EP. We state the
expressions for QFI for hermitian system H first.

Consider that the eigenfunction of H(γ) is {|ψi(γ)⟩}. Then,
we have ⟨ψi(γ)|ψ j(γ)⟩= δi j. The QFI can then be expressed
as

[QFI(γ)H ]i = 4(⟨ψ̇i(γ)|ψ̇i(γ)⟩− |⟨ψ̇i(γ)|ψi(γ)⟩|2) . (C1)

where |ψ̇(γ)⟩ denotes ∂ |ψ(γ)⟩
∂γ

. This equation then modifies
to the following expression, for non-hermitian Hamiltonians
NH,

[QFI(γ)NH ]i = 4(⟨χ̇i(γ)|φ̇i(γ)⟩− |⟨χ̇i(γ)|φi(γ)⟩|2) , (C2)

where we have used the bi-orthogonality rules as expressed
in Appendix B and the dot denotes partial differentiation with
respect to the parameter as in hermitian case.

Let us now consider a two-level system at EP. The general
form of QFI for any generic system perturbed from EP has
been derived in18,52. This perturbed Hamiltonian can be writ-
ten as

(NH)EP + γ(NH)
′
+ .... (C3)

Here, (NH)
′

represents the perturbation Hamiltonian and γ is
the perturbation strength. Then according to the Puiseux se-
ries expansion25 of the perturbed eigenvalues (λp) and eigen-
vectors (|φp⟩) around the algebraic singularity, i.e. the EP, we
have:

λp = λ + γ
1/2

λ
′
+ γλ

′′
+ ... (C4)

and

|φp⟩= |φ⟩+ γ
1/2|φ ′⟩+ γ|φ ′′⟩.... (C5)

Using these expanded form, it can be calculated that the QFI
in general is given by18,52

QFIγ ≈
1

4γ2 , (C6)

which shows divergence at γ = 0 i.e. when there is no pertur-
bation and the system is at EP for a two-level system with a
second order exceptional point degeneracy.
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32Ş. K. Özdemir, S. Rotter, F. Nori, and L. Yang, “Parity–time symmetry and
exceptional points in photonics,” Nature Materials 18, 783–798 (2019).

33W. Chen, M. Abbasi, B. Ha, S. Erdamar, Y. N. Joglekar, and K. W. Murch,
“Decoherence-induced exceptional points in a dissipative superconducting
qubit,” Physical Review Letters 128, 110402 (2022).

34H. Buhrman, R. Cleve, J. Watrous, and R. De Wolf, “Quantum fingerprint-
ing,” Physical Review Letters 87, 167902 (2001).

35“Qiskit documentation for state_vector simulator,” https://qiskit.
org/documentation/stubs/qiskit_aer.StatevectorSimulator.
html (2023), accessed: 2023-03-27.

36K. Ding, G. Ma, M. Xiao, Z. Zhang, and C. Chan, “Emergence, coales-
cence, and topological properties of multiple exceptional points and their
experimental realization,” Physical Review X 6, 021007 (2016).

37S.-Y. Lee, J.-W. Ryu, S. W. Kim, and Y. Chung, “Geometric phase around
multiple exceptional points,” Physical Review A 85 (2012), 10.1103/phys-
reva.85.064103.

38E. J. Pap, D. Boer, and H. Waalkens, “Non-abelian nature of systems with
multiple exceptional points,” Physical Review A 98, 023818 (2018).

39C. Degen, F. Reinhard, and P. Cappellaro, “Quantum sensing,” Review of
Modern Physics 89, 035002 (2017).

40Q. Zhong, J. Ren, M. Khajavikhan, Å. K. Christodoulides,
D. N.and Ozdemir, and R. El-Ganainy, “Sensing with exceptional
surfaces in order to combine sensitivity with robustness,” Physical Review
Letters 122, 153902 (2019).

41G.-Q. Qin, R.-R. Xie, H. Zhang, Y.-Q. Hu, M. Wang, G.-Q. Li, H. Xu,
F. Lei, D. Ruan, and G.-L. Long, “Experimental realization of sensitivity
enhancement and suppression with exceptional surfaces,” Laser & Photon-
ics Reviews 15, 2000569 (2021).

42X. Zhang, K. Ding, X. Zhou, J. Xu, and D. Jin, “Experimental observation
of an exceptional surface in synthetic dimensions with magnon polaritons,”

Physical review letters 123, 237202 (2019).
43L. Wright, F. Barratt, J. Dborin, G. H. Booth, and A. G. Green, “Auto-

matic post-selection by ancillae thermalization,” Physical Review Research
3, 033151 (2021).

44E. Zapusek, A. Javadi, and F. Reiter, “Nonunitary gate operations by dissi-
pation engineering,” Quantum Science and Technology 8, 015001 (2022).

45G. Nirala, S. N. Sahoo, A. K. Pati, and U. Sinha, “Measuring average of
non-hermitian operator with weak value in a mach-zehnder interferometer,”
Physical Review A 99, 022111 (2019).

46Y.-X. Wang and A. Clerk, “Non-hermitian dynamics without dissipation in
quantum systems,” Physical Review A 99, 063834 (2019).

47Y. Aharonov, D. Z. Albert, and L. Vaidman, “How the result of a measure-
ment of a component of the spin of a spin-1/2 particle can turn out to be
100,” Physical Review Letters 60, 1351 (1988).

48S. Tanaka and N. Yamamoto, “Information amplification via postselec-
tion: A parameter-estimation perspective,” Physical Review A 88, 042116
(2013).

49J. E. Gray and A. D. Parks, “The post-selection probability current and
its implications,” in Quantum Information and Computation VII, Vol. 7342
(SPIE, 2009) pp. 107–116.

50A. A. Abbott, R. Silva, J. Wechs, N. Brunner, and C. Branciard, “Anoma-
lous weak values without post-selection,” Quantum 3, 194 (2019).

51H. Hodaei, A. U. Hassan, S. Wittek, H. Garcia-Gracia, R. El-Ganainy, D. N.
Christodoulides, and M. Khajavikhan, “Enhanced sensitivity at higher-
order exceptional points,” Nature 548, 187–191 (2017).

52A. P. Seyranian and A. A. Mailybaev, Multiparameter Stability Theory with
Mechanical Applications, Series on Stability, Vibration and Control of Sys-
tems, Series a Vol. 13 (World Scientific Publishing Company, 2004).

53A. K. Jha and A. Chatla, “Quantum studies of neutrinos on ibmq proces-
sors,” The European Physical Journal Special Topics 231, 141–149 (2022).

54C. Dembowski, H.-D. Gräf, H. Harney, A. Heine, W. Heiss, H. Rehfeld,
and A. Richter, “Experimental observation of the topological structure of
exceptional points,” Physical Review Letters 86, 787 (2001).

55C. Dembowski, B. Dietz, H.-D. Gräf, H. Harney, A. Heine, W. Heiss,
and A. Richter, “Encircling an exceptional point,” Physical Review E 69,
056216 (2004).
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