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Quantum criticality has been demonstrated as a useful quantum resource for parameter estimation. This in-
cludes second-order, topological and localization transitions. In all these works reported so far, gap-to-gapless
transition at criticality has been identified as the ultimate resource for achieving the quantum enhanced sensing,
although there are several important concepts associated with criticality, such as long-range correlation, symme-
try breaking. In this work, we analytically demonstrate that symmetry-breaking can drive a quantum enhanced
sensing in single- or multiparameter estimation. We show this in the well-known Kitaev model, a lattice version
of the 1D p-wave superconductor, which consists of a pairing term and an onsite potential term. The model is
characterized by two critical lines and a multi-critical point at the intersection of these two lines. We show that
Heisenberg scaling can be obtained in precision measurement of the superconducting coupling by preparing the
system at or near the multicritical point despite the fact that parameter variation follows the critical lines, i.e.,
without an explicit requirement of gap-to-gapless transition. Quantum enhancement in such situations solely
occurs due to a global U(1) symmetry-breaking by the pairing term. Extending our analysis in the realm of mul-
tiparameter estimation we show that it is possible to obtain super-Heisenberg scaling by combining the effects
of symmetry-breaking and gapless-to-gapped transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum Cramér-Rao bound provides the ultimate
limit of precision within which an unknown parameter can
be estimated in the quantum systems [1–4]. The uncertainty
ϵq in parameter estimation is related to a very special quan-
tity, quantum Fisher information. The bound suggests that
ϵq ≥ (MFQ)

−1 for the quantum systems, where FQ is the
quantum Fisher information (QFI) and M is the number of
repetition of the sensing protocol. Quantum systems might
provide a true quantum edge over classical systems when it
comes to accurately measuring an unknown variable. This is
demonstrated by how the uncertainty scales with the size of
the probe. Given ϵq ∝ L−ν , where L is the prob size and ν is
the associate scaling exponent, the classical probes can at-best
scale linearly with system size, i.e., ν = 1, which corresponds
to the standard quantum limit (SQL). However, it is possible
to exploit quantum phenomena, such as quantum correlation
or cooperative phenomena, for achieving quantum-enhanced
sensitivity, where ν > 1. The so-called Heisenberg limit (HL)
corresponds to ν = 2 [5]. Subsequently, quantum sensing
[2, 6, 7] has taken the centre stage of quantum technology with
several applications, and has been investigated from different
points of views [5, 8–12].

The cooperative quantum phenomena, such as quantum
phase transitions in quantum many-body (QMB) systems, has
turned out to be an extremely useful quantum resource for en-
gineering new types of quantum sensors. Quantum criticality,
in its various forms, have been utilized to attain HL limit, or
for even realizing beyond HL limits. This includes symmetry-
breaking second-order quantum phase transitions [13–34], as
well as symmetry-protected quantum phase transitions, such
as localization transition [35, 36] and topological phase tran-
sition (TPT) [37–42], and non-Hermitian topological systems
[43–46]. There are two different key motivations for probing
different kinds of quantum criticality - first, it is important to
understand the basic ingredients leading to quantum-enhanced
sensitivity, e.g. the role of gap closing or symmetry-breaking;
secondly, there is a constant quest for identifying experimen-
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FIG. 1. Schematic for quantum enhanced sensing assisted by
symmetry-breaking: The phase diagram shows different topologi-
cal phases in the µ-∆ plane. The red and the green lines are gapless.
In the left panel, the protocol of sensing ∆ is presented. F∆∆ has an
quantum enhanced scaling when the system is prepared at the critical
line of µ = µc (near the multicritical point, at A), and driven to, say
B. We note that this is enhancement of scaling is not because of gap-
to-gapless transition, but rather due to breaking of U(1) symmetry.
In the multi-parameter regime, one can envision a case where system
is prepared at C, and both the parameters are maneuvered along the
directed arrows. This leads to a quantum enhanced scaling for the
multi-parameter precision estimator, G ∼ L6. This involves, both, a
gap-to-gapless transition and the symmetry-breaking.

tally realizable QMB systems with super-Heisenberg scaling
property characterized by large scaling exponent. It has been
shown that the gap closing at criticality leads to a scaling
of Fq ∼ L(2/ν), where L is the system size, and the criti-
cal exponent ν characterizing the divergence of the correla-
tion length (localization length) near the criticality in case of
the second-order quantum phase transition (localization tran-
sition). Although there are many key aspects associated with
quantum criticality, such as symmetry breaking, gap closing,
long-range correlation, only the gap closing has been identi-
fied as the crucial ingredient for obtaining quantum enhanced
sensitivity, implying ν < 2.
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In this work we show that gap-to-gapless transition is al-
ways not required for quantum-enhanced sensing. Symmetry-
breaking at multi-criticality can also be sufficient for it. In
our knowledge such symmetry-breaking quantum advantage
for quantum sensing has not been reported in literature pre-
viously. We consider well-known Kitaev model on a one-
dimensional lattice with nearest neighbor hopping, onsite po-
tential with strength µ and a p-wave pairing term with ampli-
tude ∆, for demonstrating the idea analytically. The model
has two critical lines at ∆ = 0 and |µ| = 2, crossing whom
one observes discrete jumps in a topological invariant. It hosts
multi-critical points at the intersections of these two critical
lines. The system is prepared at or near the multi-critical
point. In the context of single parameter estimation we show
that precision estimation of ∆ is still possible, even though
then parameter variation in ∆ is restricted to follow the crit-
ical line at µ = 2, where it does not encounter any gapless-
to-gap transition. We show that the system still can achieve
Heisenberg scaling. We expand our interest in the realm of
multi-parameter sensing, where we perform simultaneous es-
timation of both, µ and ∆. Despite the fact that parameter
variations follow the gapless critical lines, super-Heisenberg
scaling is observed for multi-parameter estimation. In both
the cases the quantum enhanced sensing is essentially facili-
tated via a symmetry-breaking at ∆ = 0, at which the system
has a U(1) symmetry. This forms the central result presented
in this work.

II. MODEL

Model.– We consider the one-dimensional Kitaev lattice
model [47, 48], Ĥ = Ĥ1 + Ĥ∆, where

Ĥ1 = −
L∑

j=1

(
ĉ†j ĉj+1 + h.c.

)
− µ

L∑
j=1

(
ĉ†j ĉj −

1

2

)
,

Ĥ∆ =
∆

2

L∑
j=1

(
ĉ†j ĉ

†
j+1 + h.c.

)
. (1)

Here ĉ†j (ĉj) is the creation (annihilation) operator at site i of
a spinless fermion, L is the number of lattice sites, µ is an
on-site potential and ∆ is the superconducting p-wave pair-
ing amplitude. This model has a rich topological phase dia-
gram [49–52], which can be characterized via a topological
invariant, the winding number, w. Two critical lines µ = ±2
and ∆ = 0 set apart three topologically distinct phases: a
trivial phase for |µ| > 2 with w = 0, one topologically non-
trivial phase for |µ| < 2 with w = 1 for ∆ > 0, and another
topologically non-trivial phase for |µ| < 2 with w = −1 for
∆ < 0. The one-dimensional Kitaev model hosts Majorana
Zero Modes [53, 54] in the topological phases at both of its
ends. The intersections of two critical lines marks two multi-
critical points in the system. The multicritical point connects
two topologically non-trivial phases with a topologically triv-
ial phase. Topological properties of a p-wave spin-less super-
conductor have been studied from different points of views in
recent years [51, 55–61]. There has been several proposals
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FIG. 2. The variation of Fµµ around the multicriticality : (a) Fµµ

for system sizes N = 400 (solid blue line), 600 (dot-dashed orange
line), 800 (dotted green line), 1000 (dashed red line) are presented
against µ, where in the x-axis µc = 2 has been subtracted from
µ. ∆ = 0.001 is set for all cases. This is a representative case,
we observe a similar nature for various other system-sizes. (b) The
finite-size scaling of Fµµ is presented at µ = 2 and two different ∆.
Considering ∆ = 10−7, we observe Fa

µµ ∼ L6.0 (circular mark-
ers) and ∆ = 0.7, we observe Fb

µµ ∼ L2.0 (square markers). The
straight lines are the best fit. (c) We present the scaling exponents
β of Fµµ against the parameter ∆. We identify three regions, (i)
low ∆ regime: ∆ < 10−3 represented by light blue color where
Fµµ ∼ L6; (ii) intermediate ∆ regime: 10−3 ≤ ∆ ≤ 10−2 is rep-
resented by light green color, where Fµµ ∼ Lβ , β ∈ (2, 6); (iii)
large ∆ regime: ∆ > 10−2 is represented by light pink color, where
Fµµ ∼ L2. The parameter µ = 2 is fixed throughout.

and experimental efforts for physical realization of the Kitaev
p-wave model [56, 62–72].

Many-body ground state.– The ground state of the Kitaev
model under anti-periodic boundary conditions (ABC) is a
many-particle state which is given by,

|ΨG⟩ =
L/2∏
k=1

(uk + vkc
†
kc

†
−k)|0⟩, (2)

where uk = (Ek + zk)/Ek and vk = iyk/Ek. Here Ek =√
2Ek(Ek + zk) with Ek = 2

√
(cos k + µ

2 )
2 + 1

4∆
2 sin2 k,

yk = −∆sin k and zk = −µ− 2 cos k. The ground state is a
superposition of states with multiple particle numbers but all
are from even parity sector.

III. MULTI-PARAMETER SENSING

Essential theory of single- and multi-parameter sensing.–
Recently, sensing for more than one parameter or multi-
parameter sensing has gained interest [73–75]. The param-
eters µ, ∆ of the Hamiltonian, Ĥ , are encoded in the ground
state. These parameters are changed, which gets reflected in
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the ground state. By employing the methods of the quantum
Fisher information matrix (QFIM), we get a 2 × 2 matrix F
given by Fab = 4Re(⟨∂aΨ|∂bΨ⟩−⟨∂aΨ|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|∂bΨ⟩), where
a, b = µ,∆ and |Ψ⟩ is the probe state. While considering
multi-parameter sensing, the equally weighted uncertainty is
given by,

δµ2 + δ∆2 ≥ 1

m
G−1, (3)

where G := (Tr[F−1])−1 =
FµµF∆∆−F∆µFµ∆

Fµµ+F∆∆
and m is the

number of repetition of the sensing protocol. The quantity
G−1 is the total uncertainty for the equally weighted multi-
parameter estimation. For the single-parameter estimation
case, i.e., when one of the two parameters is precisely known,
it is sufficient to compute the relevant diagonal element of the
QFIM. Further discussion on this is presented in Appendix A.

Symmetry-breaking assisted parameter estimation at
multicriticality.– In absence of the pairing term, i.e., for
∆ = 0, the system has the global U(1) symmetry as the
Hamiltonian is invariant under the transformation ĉi → eiϕĉi,
where ϕ is a site-independent phase. This global symme-
try implies the conservation of the total fermion number.
The corresponding system is gapless for parameter regime
|µ| ≤ 2. Introduction of Ĥ∆ breaks the U(1) symmetry,
and a gap opening is occurred. The phase diagram is gaped
everywhere in the µ − ∆ plane except at the critical lines at
|µ| = 2. The basic idea of the symmetry-breaking quantum
enhancement of precision is the following: For parameter
estimation of ∆, assuming µ as a known parameter that can
be precisely tuned, the many-body ground state of the system
is prepared near the multi-critical point (µ = 2 and ∆ → 0).
If the system is subjected to a small variation in ∆, it is
bound to happen along the gapless critical line at µ = 2.
As we show below, this gives rise to Heisenberg scaling in
F∆∆ – thanks to the U(1) symmetry-breaking. This is not
the case with the parameter estimation of Fµµ. It vanishes
on the gapless critical line, and must involve a gap-to-gapless
transition by setting ∆ non-zero. Details related to this will
be furnished later. The idea, however, can be generalized
for simultaneous estimation of two-parameters by combing
the effects of, both, symmetry-breaking and a gap-to-gapless
transition. A super-Heisenberg scaling is obtained under such
scenario in G. The is the main idea that we pitch in this work
and is schematically presented in Fig. 1. In the following we
present the results.

QFIM near criticality: Leading-order scaling.– We be-
gin with summarizing the key results before we proceed
to provide further details. We use fidelity based definition
of Fab for deriving the elements of QFIM for the ground
state |ΦG⟩ (Eq. (2)). Following expressions are obtained:
Fµµ =

∑
k

∆2 sin2 k
E4
k

, Fµ∆ =
∑

k
∆zk sin2 k

E4
k

and F∆∆ =∑
k

z2
k sin2 k

E4
k

. Unlike classical Fisher Information, which is ad-
ditive, Quantum Fisher Information is super-additive. Hence,
what are of prime interests are the system-size scalings of the
elements of QFIM and the ultimate precision estimator G. By
calculating the limits of Fµµ as ∆ → 0 and µ → 2, we
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FIG. 3. Variation of F∆∆ and G near the multicritical point: (a)
F∆∆ for system sizes L = 400 (solid blue line), 600 (dot-dashed
orange line), 800 (dotted green line), 1000 (dashed red line) are pre-
sented with respect to ∆ keeping a fixed µ = 2.0. This is a represen-
tative case, we observe similar nature for various other system-sizes
as well. The finite-size scaling of F∆∆ and G are presented in (b)
and (c), respectively. Setting µ = 2, F∆∆ and G at ∆ = 10−7

(circular markers) scale as Fa
∆∆ ∼ L2 and Ga ∼ L6, while at

∆ = 0.7 (square markers) they scale as Fb
∆∆ ∼ L and Gb ∼ L.

The straight lines are the best fit. (d) We present the scaling expo-
nents β of F∆∆ and G against the parameter ∆. We identify three
regions, (i) low ∆ regime: ∆ < 10−5 is represented by light blue
color where F∆∆ ∼ L2 and G ∼ L6; (ii) intermediate ∆ regime :
10−5 ≤ ∆ ≤ 0.03 represented by light green color where β tran-
sitions for both F∆∆ and G; (iii) large ∆ regime: ∆ > 0.03 is
represented by light pink color where F∆∆,G ∼ L . The parameter
µ = 2 is fixed throughout.

obtain closed form expressions of the leading order scalings
as, Fµµ ∼ ∆2L6/π6, F∆∆ ∼ L2/8, Fµ∆ ∼ ∆L4/π4 and
G ∼ (π2 − 8)∆2L6/π8. Thus, we observe super-Heisenberg
scaling in all quantities of our interest except F∆∆ for which
it saturates the Heisenberg limit. These scalings of the QFIM
are remarkable results establishing the importance of the mul-
ticritical point and symmetry-breaking for precision measure-
ment of multiple parameters. This constitutes the main result
of our work. The details of the derivations for obtaining the
analytical expressions are presented in Appendix B.

Fµµ at multicriticality and beyond.– As mentioned before,
Fµµ =

∑
k

∆2 sin2 k
E4
k

. Evidently, Fµµ vanishes on the critical
line, ∆ = 0. A non-vanishing value Fµµ requires to prepare
the system at a finite ∆. In Fig. 2(a), we show the nature of
Fµµ with respect to µ, for a representative case, where ∆
is set at 0.001. Fµµ develops a peak at µ ∼ 2.0. The peak
corresponds to a gap-to-gapless transition. In Fig. 2(b), we
present the finite-size scaling of Fµµ at µ = 2 and for two
representative cases of ∆ = 10−7 with scaling exponent
β = 6 and ∆ = 0.7 with β = 1. This change in scaling
exponent is gradual with change in the value of ∆ and is
presented in Fig. 2(c). We observe that based on the value of
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FIG. 4. Variation of G near multicriticality : The quantity G is pre-
sented with respect to the tuning parameters µ and ∆ in the vicinity
of the multicriticality. The probe considered is the ground state of
the Kitaev model on a one-dimensional lattice with system size of
L = 1000.

β, the parameter range of ∆ can be divided into three parts:
small ∆-regime with super-Heisenberg β = 6, intermediate
∆-regime where the β transitions from super-HL to SQL and
large ∆-regime where we observe SQL scaling, i.e., β = 1.

F∆∆ and G at multicriticality and beyond.– Following ex-
pressions are obtained: F∆∆ =

∑
k

z2
k sin2 k

E4
k

and Fµ∆ =∑
k

∆zk sin2 k
E4
k

. G can be computed from there-off as it is a
function of Fab, where a, b = µ,∆. Validity of these expres-
sions are further confirmed numerically. It is, however, imper-
ative that while changing both the parameters simultaneously
in an adiabatic manner, it is done in such a fashion that the
parameter µ does not follow the critical ∆ = 0, along which
Fµ∆ vanishes. Hence, the variation in µ must be guided en-
tirely within the symmetry-broken phase with non-vanishing
∆, and such that it encounter a gap-to-gapless transition. The
parameter ∆, however, can be navigated along the critical line,
µ = 2, such that it involves the symmetry-breaking transition.
The combined effects of the gap-to-gapless transition and the
symmetry-breaking gives rise to a super-Heisenberg scaling,
as we exemplify below. It is by now obvious that the case
of single parameter estimation F∆∆ can be done solely via
symmetry-breaking by tuning µ precisely at µ = 2 and by
preparing the system at or near the multicritical point.

We present a set of results displaying the behavior and
scaling of F∆∆ and G with respect to the ∆ in Fig. 3(a-d).
In Fig. 3(a) we present how F∆∆ varies with the parameter
∆ when µ = 2 for various system-sizes. We observe that
F∆∆ saturates to a particular maximum value as ∆ → 0.
The quantity F∆∆ at µ = 2 becomes independent of ∆
(F∆∆ ∼ L2/8) for very small values of ∆, say up-to ∆∗.
As the value of ∆ increases, F∆∆ decreases gradually with
increase in ∆. It can be expected that ∆∗ → 0 in the thermo-
dynamic limit. In Fig. 3(b) the finite-size scaling of F∆∆ is
presented at µ = 2 for two representative cases, ∆ = 10−7

with super-HL scaling β = 2 and ∆ = 0.7 with SQL scaling
β = 1. We provide a similar analysis for G in Fig. 3(c), where

we show that G has super-HL of β = 6 at ∆ = 10−7 but a
SQL scaling at a larger ∆ = 0.7. In Fig. 3(d) we provide the
change in the scaling exponent of F∆∆ and G with change in
∆. The range of values of ∆ can be divided into three sub-
parts: small ∆ region where the scaling of F∆∆ saturates to
HL β = 2 as ∆ decreases and G has a super-HL scaling of 6.
In the intermediate ∆ range the scaling exponents of both of
the quantities transition to SQL vale of β = 1. In the large ∆
region the scaling exponents of both the quantities saturate to
1.

In Fig. 4, we present the variation of G with respect to the
parameters µ and ∆ for system-size L = 1000. This is a
representative case, and we observe similar behavior for other
system-sizes as well. We observe that the value of G is max-
imum around the critical point of µ = 2.0. The nature of G
is similar to that of F∆∆ in the topological regime (µ < 2.0)
and is similar to Fµµ in the trivial phase (µ > 2.0). The
scaling exponent β of G saturates to 6 for smaller values of
∆ and saturates to 1 for larger values. The precision limit
is inversely proportional to the quantity G. Hence, total un-
certainty for equally weighted multi-parameter estimation is
δµ2 + δ∆2 ∝ G−1 ∼ L−β , where β is the scaling exponent
of G, viz. G ∼ Lβ . Thus, larger the scaling of G, the more
precisely can one simultaneously sense µ and ∆ for larger
system-sizes. Hence, the ground state of the Kitaev model on
a one-dimensional lattice, when used as a probe, is a resource
for obtaining quantum-enhanced multi-parameter sensitivity.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

There has been several proposals for engineering many-
body quantum sensors by exploiting criticality. In all these
works reported so far, gap-to-gapless transition has been iden-
tified as the key resource for achieving the quantum enhanced
sensing. Other important concept associated with quantum
criticality, such as symmetry-breaking, has not been shown
so far to play any crucial role in parameter estimation. In
this work we demonstrate for the first time that symmetry-
breaking can also be a useful resource in parameter estima-
tion. We show this by exploiting the the ground-state of the
Kitaev model on a one-dimensional lattice as a candidate for
a multi-parameter sensor.

The probe acting as an adiabatic sensor provides quantum-
enhanced sensitivity near the multicritical point. The system
admits a topological phase for |µ| ≤ 2 and a trivial phase
beyond that. The topological phase is characterized by a non-
zero winding number. In addition, the ∆ = 0 point brings
about a flip in the sign of the winding number when the system
is in the topological phase. At the critical point of µ = 2.0 and
∆ = 10−7, we obtain single-parameter scaling of the QFI-
s Fµµ ∼ L6 and F∆∆ ∼ L2, whereas the multi-parameter
sensitivity at this point also touches G ∼ L6 mark. Beyond
this point, we do get quantum advantage in the form of super-
SQL scaling for an extended region of the parameter-space.
In our work, we present a phase diagram of the system and
discuss how the QFIM and total uncertainty limit behave in
the parameter-space of either side of the critical line.
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In summary, thus, it can be said that the symmetry-breaking
transition can be used as a resource, similar to gap-gapless
transition, for engineering a new class of quantum sensors, as
demonstrated by considering the topological Kitaev chain. It
will be interesting to pursue further investigations in future,
such as understanding the effects of long-range tunneling or
long-range pairing on the sensing protocols proposed in this
work.

Appendix A: Theory of multi-parameter Sensing

Let us consider a set of parameters, x = {xa}na=1, en-
coded in some density matrix ρ(x). The precision limits of
any parameter that is being sensed is given by a n × n ma-
trix called the Quantum Fisher Information Matrix (QFIM).
The elements of the QFIM represented by F is given by,
Fab := 1

2Tr (ρ{La, Lb}), where {·, ·} represents the anti-
commutation and the operators La and Lb are the symmet-
ric logarithmic derivatives (SLD) with respect to xa and
xb, respectively. This is given by the equation, ∂iρ =
1
2 (ρLi + Liρ), where, i = a, b and ∂i is the partial deriva-
tive with respect to xi viz. ∂i = ∂/∂xi. In this work, we
specifically work with the many-body ground state of the Ki-
taev model as described in the previous section. Hence our
state of interest is a pure state. For pure states, the entry Fab

reduces to Fab = 4Re (⟨∂aψ|∂bψ⟩ − ⟨∂aψ|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∂bψ⟩). Here
the state |ψ⟩ = |ψ(x)⟩ encodes the parameters x. It can be
seen that the diagonal elements of QFIM - Faa reduces to the
quantum fisher information for parameter xa.

The parameters µ, ∆ of the hamiltonian in Eq. (1) are en-
coded in the ground state. The adiabatic changes in these pa-
rameters gets reflected in the ground state. By employing the
methods of the QFIM, we get a 2× 2 matrix F , given by

F =

(
Fµµ Fµ∆

F∆µ F∆∆

)
. (A1)

The precision limit of a multi-parameter estimation is quanti-
fied using the covariance matrix, Cov(x). This is given by

Covij(x) := ⟨xixj⟩ − ⟨xi⟩⟨xj⟩. (A2)

The QFIM F is related to the covariance matrix Cov(µ,∆)
and obeys following Cramér-Rao inequality:

Cov(µ,∆) ≥ 1

m
F−1(µ,∆). (A3)

Taking trace on both sides of the matrix inequality one obtains
the scalar inequality,

δµ2 + δ∆2 ≥ 1

m

Fµµ + F∆∆

FµµF∆∆ −F∆µFµ∆
=

1

m
G−1, (A4)

where we define,

G := (Tr[F−1])−1 =
FµµF∆∆ −F∆µFµ∆

Fµµ + F∆∆
. (A5)

The quantity G−1 is the total uncertainty for the equally
weighted multi-parameter estimation and m is the number of
repetition of the sensing protocol. For single-parameter es-
timation, where both parameters are sensed individually and
independently, this precision bound reduces to,

δµ2 + δ∆2 ≥ 1

m

(
1

Fµµ
+

1

F∆∆

)
. (A6)

Note that the off-diagonal terms are symmetric under inter-
change of µ and ∆, i.e., F∆µ = Fµ∆. This implies that right-
hand side quantity in Eq. (A4) is smaller than that in Eq. (A6),
and hence thereby making the Eq. (A4) a tighter bound than
the Eq. (A6). Thus, we observe that multi-parameter estima-
tion admits same uncertainty as separate single-parameter es-
timations, if and only if the parameters under study are uncor-
related.

Appendix B: Derivation of Fab for ABC

The elements of QFIM for a pure state are given by,

Fab = 4Re(⟨∂aψ|∂bψ⟩ − ⟨∂aψ|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∂bψ⟩). (B1)

For the Kitaev model the ground state is of the form [48] :

|ΨG⟩ =
L/2∏
k=1

γ†k|0⟩, (B2)

where k stands for the momentum states, k = (2i − 1)π/L,
for i = 1, .., L/2. For brevity, we mark k via i in the product
above and γ†k = uk + vkc

†
kc

†
−k. Furthermore,

uk =
Ek + zk√

2Ek(Ek + zk)
,

vk =
iyk√

2Ek(Ek + zk)
. (B3)

Here Ek = 2
√

(cos k + µ
2 )

2 + 1
4∆

2 sin2 k, yk = −∆sin k

and zk = −µ− 2 cos k. Using the form,

|∂aΨG⟩ =
L/2∑
k=1

γ†1...(∂auk + ∂avkc
†
kc

†
−k)...γ

†
L/2|0⟩. (B4)

⇒ ⟨∂aΨG|∂bΨG⟩ =
L/2∑
k=1

∂au
∗
k∂buk + ∂av

∗
k∂bvk.

⇒ ⟨∂aΨG|ΨG⟩ =
L/2∑
k=1

∂au
∗
kuk + ∂av

∗
kvk. (B5)

Using this form, we arrive at the final expression:

Fab = 4

L/2∑
k=1

Re [∂au∗k∂buk + ∂av
∗
k∂bvk]

+ 4Re

L/2∑
k=1

∂au
∗
kuk + ∂av

∗
kvk

L/2∑
k=1

u∗k∂buk + v∗k∂bvk

 .
(B6)
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We note that
∑L/2

k=1 ∂au
∗
kuk + ∂av

∗
kvk = 0 using |uk|2 +

|vk|2 = 1. Thus, we get:

Fab = 4

L/2∑
k=1

Re [∂au∗k∂buk + ∂av
∗
k∂bvk] . (B7)

We find that:

∂µuk =
(−Ek + zk)

√
Ek(Ek + zk)

2
√
2E3

k

,

∂µvk =
iyk

√
Ek(Ek + zk)

2
√
2E3

k

,

∂∆uk =
−y2kzk

2
√
2∆e

5/2
k

√
Ek + zk

,

∂∆vk =
iykzk(Ek + zk)

2
√
2∆e

5/2
k

√
Ek + zk

. (B8)

Subsequenty, we get,

Fµµ =
∑
k

∆2 sin2 k

E4
k

,

Fµ∆ =
∑
k

∆zk sin
2 k

E4
k

,

F∆∆ =
∑
k

z2k sin
2 k

E4
k

, (B9)

where k = (2i − 1)π/L and sum is over the values i =
1, 2, .., L/2.

Let’s find out the scaling exponents, when we set both ∆ →
0 and µ→ 2. We have

Fµµ =
∑
k

∆2 sin2 k

(4(cos k + µ
2 )

2 +∆2 sin2 k)2
,

≈
∑
k

∆2 sin2 k

16(cos k + 1)4
+O(∆4). (B10)

Now, as we can see the numerator tends to zero. Therefore,
largest contribution of this sum comes from the terms where
the denominator also tends to zero, i.e., k → π. This is
achieved by the last term in the sum, which is given by set-
ting i = L/2 and therefore k = π − π/L. We thus get,

Fµµ ≈
∆2 sin2(π − π

L )

16(cos(π − π
L ) + 1)4

−
∆4 sin4(π − π

L )

64(cos(π − π
L ) + 1)6

.

(B11)

In the limit of large L, we get

Fµµ ≈ ∆2L6

π6
+O(∆4). (B12)

Thus, we have Fµµ ∼ L6 for ∆ → 0 and µ → 2. Using
similar arguments it can be easily shown that Fµµ ∼ L2, when
µ→ 2 and |∆| ≫ 0.

1.998 2.000 2.002

102

104

106

108

1010 (a)
Fµµ

0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020

104

105 (b)
F∆∆

1.998 2.000 2.002

µ

−2

0

2 (c)
Fµ∆107

0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020

∆

−107

−106

(d)
Fµ∆

FIG. B.1. Comparison between analytic expression (B9) of the
QFIM and their corresponding values obtained numerically: The
elements of QFIM are presented with change in µ or ∆, i.e., (a) Fµµ

against µ, (b) F∆∆ against ∆, (c)Fµ∆ against µ and (d) Fµ∆ against
∆. This is a representative case of system-size L = 1000, where
∆ = 0.001 in (a) and (c), while µ = 2.0 in (b) and (d). The blue
lines are obtained from the Eq.(B9), while the orange circular mark-
ers are obtained numerically for the Kitaev chain with anti-periodic
boundary condition. The y-axes of (a),(b) and (d) are in log-scale
while the y-axis of (c) is in linear-scale. The x-axes of all four are in
linear-scale.

For F∆∆ in the limit ∆ → 0 and µ→ 2, we have

F∆∆ ≈
∑
k

1

4
tan2

(
k

2

)
+O(∆2). (B13)

We observe that the larger values of k dominate this sum. By
considering the contributions to the sum in descending order
of the k = π − π

L , one finds

F∆∆ ≈ 1

4
tan2

(π
2
− π

2L

)
+

1

4
tan2

(
π

2
− 3π

2L

)
+ ....

=
1

4
cot2

( π

2L

)
+

1

4
cot2

(
3π

2L

)
+ ....

≈ L2

π2

(
1 +

1

9
+

1

25
....+

1

m2

)
. (B14)

Here, we terminate the series at some m ≪ L/2. Now we
note that the Riemann zeta function at n = 2 is given by

ζ(2) =

∞∑
n=1

1

n2
=

∑
k

=
π2

6
,

⇒
(
1 +

1

9
+

1

25
+ ....

)
=

3

4
ζ(2) =

π2

8
. (B15)

For very large L and consequently large m, we can approxi-
mate the sum in bracket of (B14) with (B15). We thus get,

F∆∆ ≈ L2

8
+O(∆2). (B16)
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2 4 6 8

10−2

100

102
(a)
Fµµ

2 4 6 8

2

6

10

104

(b)

F∆∆

2 4 6 8

107∆

0

−2

−4

−6

−8

−10 (c)

Fµ∆103

2 4 6 8

107∆

10−3

10−1

101

(d)
G

FIG. B.2. Comparison between (B9) and (B19): The analytic form
of the elements of the Quantum Fisher Information matrix: (a) Fµµ,
(b) F∆∆, (c) Fµ∆ and (d) G are presented with respect to ∆ which
is in the range ∆ ∈ [10−8, 10−6], keeping a fixed µ = 2. We nu-
merically confirm that these quantities (B9) and its approximations
(B19) in the small ∆ regime matches. The markers indicate the ap-
proximated functions (B19) and the lines correspond to (B9). These
are plotted for system sizes L = 400 (circular markers, dot-dashed
line) , 700 (square markers, solid line) and 1000 (triangular markers,
dotted line). The markers and line-styles are uniform across all the
four sub-figures. The y-axes are in log-scale in (a),(b) and (d) and
in linear-scale in (c). The x-axis is in linear-scale and the labels are
multiplied by 107 for convenience.

1000 5000 10000

L

10−5

10−1

103

107

Fµµ ∼L 6.00

F∆∆ ∼L 2.00

Fµ∆ ∼L 4.00

G∼L 6.00

FIG. B.3. Finite-size scaling of elements QFIM and G: We evaluate
Fµµ (circular markers), F∆∆ (square markers), −Fµ∆ (triangular
markers) and G (star markers) at the point ∆ = 10−10 and µ =
2.0 using Eq.(B9) for system-sizes from L = 1000 to 10000. The
scaling exponents match with the ones obtained in Eq.(B19). The
lines represent the best fits.

Hence, we have F∆∆ ∼ L2 for ∆ → 0 and µ→ 2. Following
a similar line of reasoning as Eq.(B11), we get

Fµ∆ ≈ −∆L4

π4
+O(∆3). (B17)

Thus, we have −Fµ∆ ∼ L4 for ∆ → 0 and µ → 2. Now,

1.95 2.00 2.05
µ

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

∆

(a)

1.95 2.00 2.05
µ

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

∆

(b) 103
100 102 104 106 108 1 2 4 8 16 32

FIG. B.4. Elements of the Quantum Fisher Information matrix:
The QFIM elements (a) Fµµ and (b) F∆∆ are presented with respect
to the tuning parameters µ and ∆ in the vicinity of the critical points
of either axes. The probe considered is the ground state of the Kitaev
model on a one-dimensional lattice with system size of L = 1000.
Note that in (b) the Fisher information is in the range of 103. In both
figures, the elements of QFIM are presented in log-scale.

10 4 10 3 10 2

398

400

(a)

10 4 10 3 10 2

597

600〈 N〉 (b)

10 4 10 3 10 2

∆

795

800

(c)

FIG. B.5. Change in the average particle number ⟨N⟩ with change
in ∆: The average particle number of the probe state (B2) is numer-
ically obtained and is presented with a fixed µ = 2 throughout. This
a representative case for three system sizes : (a) L = 400 (dot-dashed
line), (b) L = 600 (solid line) and (c) L = 800 (dotted line).

for the case of G, it can be shown that

G ≈ (π2 − 8)∆2

π8
L6 +O(∆4). (B18)

Thus, we have G ∼ L6 for ∆ → 0 and µ → 2. In summary,
one obtains,

Fµµ ≈ ∆2

π6
L6,

F∆∆ ≈ 1

8
L2,

Fµ∆ ≈ −∆

π4
L4,

G ≈ (π2 − 8)∆2

π8
L6. (B19)

In Fig. B.4 we present (a) Fµµ and (b)F∆∆ for system-size
L = 1000. We observe a similar nature for other system-
sizes as well. Figure B.4 quite clearly shows the transition
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from topological to trivial phase at µ = 2.0. We see in
Fig. B.4(a) that the system achieves its maximum Fµµ at the
point µ = 2.0. The quantity Fµµ gradually decreases as we
move further into the trivial phase. Due to the apparent fluctu-
ations of Fµµ in the topological phase of the finite-sized sys-
tems, particularly in smaller systems, numerical calculations
were not pushed in the smaller ∆ regime. We, however, per-
formed the scaling analysis in the trivial phase away from the
critical line. In Fig. B.4(b), we present the component F∆∆

of QFIM. The figure clearly shows that this quantity increases
as we move nearer to ∆ = 0 line, across which the system the
topological invariant undergoes a discrete jump, i.e., a flip in
sign of the winding number, given |µ| ≤ 2.

In Fig. B.5, we present the average particle number ⟨N⟩
of the probe state, i.e., the ground state of the Kitaev model
in one dimension for µ = 2. As seen from the Hamil-
tonian of the Kitaev model, the p-wave superconductivity
term with coupling ∆ makes the system particle-number non-
conserving. This means that when ∆ is set to a non-zero
value, the ground state wave-function becomes a superposi-
tion of various particle-number sector. When ∆ is set to zero,
we note two things: the states with fixed momentum become
eigenstates of the Hamiltonian and the value of µ determines
the fixed particle-number sector to which the ground state be-

longs to. We note that at µ = 0 limit, half of the single-
particle states have negative eigenenergies. The many-body
ground state of the model is constructed by filling the nega-
tive energy states via fermions. Since there is a negative sign
with µ in the Hamiltonian, more single-particle eigenstates
with negative energies becomes available with increasing µ.
Thus, occupation number of the ground state increases grad-
ually with increasing µ. On introducing a non-zero ∆, the
ground state no longer has a fixed number of particles, rather
it is a superposition of many fixed particle-number states. We
observe that at very small values of ∆, the ground state has
the fully-filled state with almost unit probability because of
a small ∆ and a very large µ. As the value of ∆ increases,
it becomes energetically more costly to fill up particles than
that for smaller ∆. Due to this, the average particle-number
decreases with increase of ∆. Hence, physically it turns out
that at the gapless multicritical point (µ = 2 and ∆ = 0), the
system is in a trivial band-insulating phase, as all available en-
ergy states are filled-up by the fermions. A sufficiently small
value of the symmetry-breaking term ∆, i.e., ∆∗, ensures the
system’s transition to a critical p-wave superconducting phase.
This, in turn, facilitates the quantum enhanced sensing despite
the fact that adiabatic variation of the parameter, ∆, follows
the gapless line throughout.
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