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Quantum technologies exploit entanglement to enhance various tasks beyond their classical limits
including computation, communication and measurements. Quantum metrology aims to increase
the precision of a measured quantity that is estimated in the presence of statistical errors using en-
tangled quantum states. We present a novel approach for finding (near) optimal states for metrology
in the prescence of noise, using variational techniques as a tool for efficiently searching the classi-
cally intractable high-dimensional space of quantum states. We comprehensively explore systems
consisting of up to 8 qubits and find new highly entangled states that are not symmetric under
permutations and non-trivially outperform previously known states up to a constant factor 2. We
consider a range of environmental noise models; while passive quantum states cannot achieve a
fundamentally superior scaling (as established by prior asymptotic results) we do observe a signifi-
cant absolute quantum advantage. We finally outline a possible experimental setup for variational
quantum metrology which can be implemented in near-term hardware.

I. INTRODUCTION

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) are poten-
tially powerful for solving various problems using near-
term quantum computers [1–6]. These techniques can be
implemented on shallow-depth quantum circuits that de-
pend on external parameters and these parameters are
typically optimised externally by a classical computer.
Variational quantum algorithms are expected to be the
first applications of the quantum computers that could
potentially outperform the best classical computers in
some useful tasks.

The Hilbert-space dimension of the underlying quan-
tum state increases exponentially in the number of
qubits, while variational quantum circuits by construc-
tion depend only on a linear or polynomial number of pa-
rameters. This advantageous scaling allows one to tackle
classically intractable problems. The general concept of
the VQAs is to prepare a parametrised quantum state
using a quantum processor and to vary its parameters ex-
ternally until a suitable cost function is optimised. This
cost function can be tailored to the particular problem.
For example, one can search for the ground state of a
molecule by setting the cost function to be the expecta-
tion value of the corresponding molecular Hamiltonian.
This technique is usually referred to as the variational
quantum eigensolver (VQE) [1–4]. Quantum machine
learning is another area where variational techniques may
be valuable. One is then interested in optimising a cost
function that quantifies how similar the output of the
quantum circuit is to a fixed dataset [7]. Moreover, it is
also possible to recompile a quantum circuit into another
by optimising a metric on related quantum states [8, 9].
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On the other hand, the aim of quantum metrology is
to enhance the precision of a measurement process in the
presence of statistical errors using quantum states [10–
13]. Sensing magnetic fields with high precision is cru-
cial in many applications, such as determining chemical
structure [14] or imaging living cells [15]. Various differ-
ent types of high-performance magnetic field sensors have
been developed, including hall-effect sensors [16], super-
conducting quantum interference devices (SQUID) [17]
and force sensors [18]. In a qubit-based magnetic field
sensor, the qubit system interacts with the magnetic field
and the information about the magnetic field is encoded
as a relative phase of the quantum state. This infor-
mation can then be extracted via a Ramsey-type mea-
surement [19–21] that relies on projective measurements.
These experiments need to be iterated a number of times
in order to decrease the effect of statistical errors.

In particular, if the probe state used in a metrology
experiment is an unentangled qubit state, the estima-
tion error of the external magnetic field (after a given
number ν of fixed-duration field sampling experiments)
is proportional to ν−1/2, the so-called standard quan-
tum limit (SQL) [10–13]. This scaling can potentially
be enhanced by using certain entangled states such as
GHZ states, symmetric Dicke states or squeezed states.
Although these entangled states offer a scaling of the es-
timation error beyond the standard quantum limit ν−c

with 1/2 ≤ c ≤ 1, they are also sensitive to noise, refer
to Fig. 1. In particular, it is well known that in the pres-
ence of uncorrelated Markovian dephasing, the scaling
achieved with a GHZ state is only the standard quantum
limit [22]. It is our aim in the current work to derive
quantum states that are robust to environmental noise
but also sensitive to the external field of interest. It is
known from prior studies that quantum states subject
to noise do not offer an improved fundamental scaling
[11, 23–25] unless they are actively corrected during the
environmental interaction [26–31]. Nevertheless optimi-
sations of particular probe states show that a significant
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FIG. 1. Wigner functions of permutation-symmetric 8-qubit quantum states that evolve under dephasing noise. Time increases
left-to-right and γt is the dimensionless time expressed in units of the decay rate γ. GHZ (upper) states are the most sensitive
to an external magnetic field, but their coherences rapidly deteriorate due to fluctuations of the external field (as can be inferred
from the rapidly fading coherences in their Winger functions). Our aim in the current work is to finding states (lower) that
are optimally sensitive to the external field while being robust against noise using variational techniques. These optimal states
are not necessarily permutation symmetric (refer to Sec. V B). Red and green colours show positive and negative values of the
function while brightness represents the absolute value of the function relative to its global maximum η.

improvement as a constant absolute factor [11, 22, 32]
can be gained, even without active error correction.

We use variational qauntum algorithms to optimise
parametrised probe states via a cost function that quan-
tifies the usefulness of a quantum state for metrology,
i.e., precision of estimating the external field (refer to
Sec. III). In particular, a trial wave function is generated
with a variational quantum circuit, and subsequently its
interaction with the target magnetic field is simulated
along with the simultaneous effect of decoherence via en-
vironmental noise. Finally the output state is measured
to estimate the relevant cost function and this procedure
is repeated until the the optimal quantum state is found
that reaches the highest sensitivity under a given noise
model.

We comprehensively explore systems consisting of up
to 8 qubits and numerically simulate experiments under
various different error models in Sec IV. We find families
of quantum states that non-trivially outperform previ-
ously known states. To our best knowledge, states re-
ported so far in the context of quantum metrology are
permutation symmetric, e.g., GHZ, squeezed or symmet-
ric Dicke states [11, 13]. We find that relaxing permu-
tation symmetry offers an improved sensitivity beyond
symmetric states.

This manuscript is organised in the follwing way. We
begin by briefly reviewing the key notions for quantum
metrology in Sec. II. We then introduce the main idea
of using variational algorithms for quantum metrology
in Sec. III and numerical simulations of these algorithms

are outlined in Sec. IV. Our main results on finding error-
robust quantum states are contained in Sec. V. We finally
outline an experimental realisation of our algorithm that
could potentially be implemented on near-term hard-
ware.

II. PRECISION IN QAUNTUM METROLOGY

We briefly recall basic notions used in quantum metrol-
ogy in this section. We refer to reviews as, e.g., [11, 12],
for more details.

Assume that the task is, e.g., to measure an external
magnetic field by using an initially prepared probe state
|ψ〉 of N qubits. In this case the Hamiltonian in units of
~ = 1 is proportional to the collective angular momentum
component Jz as

H := ωJz = ω

N∑
k=1

σ(k)
z ,

where σ
(k)
z is the Pauli Z operator acting on qubit k,

and ω is the field strength to be probed. If there are no
imperfections, the time evolution of an initially prepared
probe state is described by the unitary operator U(ωt) =
exp(−itωJz) that generates a global rotation of all qubits.
One can subsequently preform projective measurements
on identically prepared copies of |ψ(ωt)〉 := U(ωt)|ψ〉 and
results of these measurements can be used to estimate the
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parameter ω. Note that if we take into account the effect
of noise on the system during the evolution period, the
state to be measured is described by a density matrix ρω.

Let us assume that the measurement is described sim-
ply by an observable O which decomposes into the pro-
jectors

O =

d∑
n=1

λn|n〉〈n| (1)

with d = 2N and the result of several repeated measure-
ments performed on identical copies of the probes state
are the probabilities p(n|ω) := Tr[ρω |n〉〈n|] [33]. These
probabilities can be used to estimate the value of ω using,
e.g., a maximum likelihood estimator [11–13].

The likelihood function tends to a Gaussian distri-
bution [11–13] for an increasing number of independent
measurements ν that is centred at the true value ω and
its inverse variance σ−2 is given by the classical Fisher in-
formation νFc(O), which we will refer to as the precision.
In general, the estimation error ∆ω of the parameter ω
is bounded by the so-called Cramér-Rao bound

∆ω ≥ (∆ω)CR := [νFc(O)]−1/2, (2)

where Fc(O) is the classical Fisher information of the
probability distribution p(n|ω) that corresponds to eigen-
states of the observable O from Eq. (1) and ν is the num-
ber of independent measurements. The explicit form of
the classical Fisher information can be specified in terms
of the measurement probabilities as

Fc(O) =
∑
n

p(n|ω)

(
∂ln p(n|ω)

∂ω

)2

.

The best possible estimation error using a fixed probe
state can be obtained by maximising Eq. 2 over all possi-
ble generalised measurements [11–13, 34, 35] which leads
to the so-called quantum Cramér-Rao bound

(∆ω)CR ≥ (∆ω)max := [νFQ(ρω)]−1/2, (3)

where FQ(ρω)] is the so-called quantum Fisher informa-
tion of the state ρω [11–13, 34, 35].

This quantum Fisher information is defined for an ar-
bitrary state ρω via the expectation value FQ(ρω) :=
Tr[ρωL

2] of the Hermitian symmetric logarithmic deriva-
tive L that satisfies

∂ρω
∂ω

=
1

2
(Lρω + ρωL). (4)

This symmetric logarithmic derivative can be obtained
for a density matrix by first decomposing it into ρω =∑
k pk|ψk〉〈ψk| projectors onto its eigenstates |ψk〉 with

pk > 0. Matrix elements of the symmetric logarithmic
derivative can then be obtained explicitly [36]

Lij := 〈ψi|L|ψj〉 =
2

pi + pj
〈ψi|

∂ρω
∂ω
|ψj〉. (5)

This formula simplifies for a unitary evolution as the
derivative ∂ρω/(∂ω) reduces to the commutator i[ρω,H]
Its calculation is more involved in case if the evolution is
not unitary [36]. Besides calculating the quantum Fisher
information, the symmetric logarithmic derivative is also
useful for determining the optimal measurement basis. In
particular, preforming measurements in the eigenbasis of
L saturates the quantum Cramér-Rao bound [11, 34].

The statistical fidelity between two density matrices
[37] is also related to the quantum Fisher information

Fid(ρ1, ρ2) := (Tr[
√√

ρ1ρ2
√
ρ1])2

and offers a more convenient way to numerically calculat-
ing it. Assume two density matrices ρ(ω) and ρ(ω + δω)
undergo the same noise process but one is exposed to an
external field ω while the other is exposed to ω+δω. The
quantum Fisher information in this case [11]

FQ[ρ(ω)] = 8
1− Fid[ρ(ω), ρ(ω + δω)]

(δω)2
+O(δω). (6)

is recovered in the limit δω → 0. Although the error
term is linear O(δω), it is a very good approximation
in practice, i.e, its prefactor is negligible. We will use
this formula in later sections for calculating the precision
limit of a fixed probe state.

III. VARIATIONAL STATE PREPARATION
FOR METROLOGY

We consider a hypothetical device that is depicted in
Fig. 2 and can initialise a system of N qubits in the com-
putational 0 state. Then its parametrised encoder circuit
creates a probe state that is exposed to the external field
whose parameter ω is estimated. The resulting state is
finally analysed to obtain an estimate of ω. We are inter-
ested in reaching the best sensitivity with respect to the
external field when variationally exploring states via the
encoder circuit. In particular, the encoder circuit needs
to be able to initialise N qubits in a probe state |ψ(θ)〉
that is (near) optimal for sensing the external field under
noise and experimental imperfections.

We assume that the encoder circuit is unitary, i.e., con-
tains negligable noise, and acts as |ψ(θ)〉 := UE(θ)|ψ0〉
on the computational 0 state |ψ0〉 := |0 . . . 00〉. The re-
sulting state is then exposed to the environment. This
process is characterised by a mapping Φωt(·) of density
matrices that models the evolution under both the ex-
ternal field and under a non-unitary noise process, and
depends on both time t and the parameter ω. We as-
sume that this process is continuous in time. Adapting
results on infinitely divisible channels [38, 39], we define
the explicit action of this process on any density matrix
ρ as

Φωt(ρ) = e−iωtJz+γtLρ, (7)
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FIG. 2. Circuit that potentially finds the quantum state ψ(θ)
that gives the best precision when estimating the parameter
the external field strength ω.

where ωJz is the superoperator representation of the ex-

ternal field Hamiltonian ωJz := ω
∑N
k=1 σ

(k)
z /2 which

generates unitary dynamics Jzρ := [Jz, ρ] and the pa-
rameter ω is to be estimated. The superopertor L gener-
ates non-unitary dynamics via a completely positive trace
preserving map between density operators and γ is the
decay rate of the error model. Note that this form is very
general and independent of the particular choice of the
noise model (as long as the process is continuous), and
goes beyond previous investigations on quantum metrol-
ogy [32, 40, 41] using noise models that commute with
the external field evolution.

After exposing |ψ(θ)〉 to the field, we denote its mixed
state by the density matrix ρ(ωt, θ). This state contains
information about the external field, whose information
is deteriorated by noise during the evolution time t. The
information about the evolution can be read out dur-
ing the analysis period. By repeating the experiment ν
times, the estimation precision of the parameter ω can
be increased. This precision depends on the amount of
information about ω contained in the state ρ(ωt, θ) and
can be quantified using the quantum Fisher information.

Our aim is to maximising the information about the
external field ω while minimising the effect of noise. This
will result in states |ψ(θ)〉 that are optimally sensitive to
the external field while being robust to noise. In partic-
ular, we aim to maximising the estimation precision that
is related to the quantum Fisher information of the state
ρ(ωt, θ) by simultaneously varying the encoder parame-
ters θ and the exposure time t that the probe state spends
in the noisy environment. We numerically simulate this
procedure in Sec. IV and obtain (near) optimal states for
metrology using the estimation precision of ω as a target
function while details of an experimental implementation
of our procedure have been deferred to Sec. VI. This ex-
perimental implementation has an explicit construction
of the analysis step and does not rely on the quantum
Fisher information.

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

We numerically (exactly) simulate the device intro-
duced in the previous section using the software package
QuEST which can efficiently simulate quantum circuits
including noise processes [42]. We assume that the only
source of error is the evolution under the external field
due to the process Φωt(·) and that the encoder and anal-
ysis steps are perfect and require negligible time com-
pared to the sensing time t. These are considerably good
approximations since the optimal sensing time t is pro-
portional to the coherence time 1/γ (see below). This
optimal time results in a significant buildup of error dur-
ing the sensing period independently of the decay rate γ
as also expected from, e.g., [22, 32]. Moreover, the sens-
ing time is significantly longer than the time required by
the encoder circuit if γ � 1. We assume that each ex-
periment can be repeated ν = T/t times, where T is the
overall time of the metrology task.

We simulate a variety of encoder circuits that gen-
erate, e.g., GHZ, classical product and squeezed states
or arbitrary symmetric states. These states are intro-
duced in more detail in Sec. V A. After initialising the
parametrised sensing state |ψ(θ)〉, the evolution under
the external field is modelled using a Kraus-map rep-
resentation of the process Φωt(·) introduced in Eq. (7).
QuEST allows for modeling arbitrary one and two-qubit
errors [42] via their Kraus map representations and we
simulate various different error models in Sec. V B includ-
ing, e.g., dephasing, amplitude damping and inhomoge-
neous Pauli errors.

The resulting density matrix ρ(ωt, θ) is then used in
the analysis step to estimate the parameter ω. The per-
formance of this task is completely determined by the
quantum Fisher information FQ[ρ(ωt, θ)] of this density
matrix. Note that numerically calculating the quantum
Fisher information of ρ(ωt, θ) avoids simulating the anal-
ysis step, however, it is completely equivalent to that.
We calculate this quantum Fisher information and the
resulting precision by evaluating the circuit at two dif-
ferent evolutions. In particular, both density matrices
ρ0 := Φ0(|ψ(θ)〉) and ρ1 := Φδωt(|ψ(θ)〉) are calculated
by setting the parameter in Eq. (7) to ω → 0 and to
ω → δω, respectively, where δω � 1. The precision is
then calculated using the statistical fidelity between the
two density matrices from Eq. (6)

(∆ω)−2max = T
t FQ[ρ0] = 8T

1− Fid(ρ0, ρ1)

t (δω)2
+O(δω). (8)

Here we assume that the experiment can be repeated
ν = T/t times, where t is the sensing time (approximately
the overall time of executing the circuit once) and T is
a constant (overall time of the metrology task). Note
that the decay rate γ from Eq. (7) is a parameter that
can be set freely in the simulations, however, the product
γ/T (∆ω)−2max is dimensionless and independent of both γ
and T , refer to Appendix A and also to [32]. We simulate
metrology experiments with arbitrarily fixed γ � δω and
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FIG. 3. Example of the ansatz circuit for N = 8 qubits.
This circuit has a linear number of parameters in the number
of qubits and can sufficiently well approximate states that are
optimal for metrology under various different error models.

optimise the dimensionless precision γ/T (∆ω)−2max over
the parameters θ and t. We finally obtain states that are
(near) optimal for metrology in the presence of noise.

V. RESULTS

A. Probe states

We simulate a variety of encoder circuits, but we do
not aim to directly search in the full, exponentially large
state space of N qubits. Note that this problem would
require encoder circuits that correspond to arbitrary uni-
tary transformations and would generally require expo-
nentially many, i.e., at least 2N , parameters to be opti-
mised. Instead, we employ circuits that contain a con-
stant or linear number of parameters in the number of
qubits which can still sufficiently well approximate the
optimal probe states |ψ(θ)〉. We also consider special
cases of the general encoder circuit that generate, e.g., a
family of squeezed states or GHZ states, in order to com-
pare our results to previously known states for metrology.

Results of the optimisations are shown in Fig. 4 for var-
ious error models and probe states. In particular, probe
states include GHZ (Fig. 4 red) and classical states (Fig. 4
black) that we define as

|GHZ〉 := 1√
2
|0〉⊗N + e−iφ 1√

2
|1〉⊗N ,

|+ + . . . 〉 := [ 1√
2
|0〉+ e−iφ 1√

2
|1〉]⊗N ,

and their only parameters that we optimise are the phase
angles θ = φ. Optimising these phase angles improves the
metrological performance in the case when noise is not
rotationally symmetric around the external field Hamil-
tonian, e.g., in the case of inhomogeneous Pauli errors.
One axis twisted squeezed states (Fig. 4 grey) are ob-
tained [43] by the interaction under the permutation sym-

metric Hamiltonian J2
z =

∑N
k,l=1 σ

(k)
z σ

(l)
z and we define

squeezed states via

|sq〉 := e−iθ3tJze−iθ2tJxe−iθ1tJ
2
z [ 1√

2
|0〉+ 1√

2
|1〉]⊗N ,

and optimise their parameters θ = (θ1, θ2, θ3). Here θ2
generates a global rotation around the x axis to align
the squeezing angle perpendicular to the external field
Hamiltonian. This unitary transformation can be repre-
sented by a quantum circuit the contains parametrised
controlled-Z gates and parametrised local rotations of
the individual qubits [40]. Data obtained for squeezed
states typically show an undulating trend in the number
of qubits throughout the graphs. This trend is due to the
pairwise entanglement of squeezed states [43].

Optimised symmetric states (Fig. 4 brown) are ob-
tained by a direct search in the symmetric subspace
whose dimension is linear in the number of qubits. This
subspace is spanned by so-called symmetric Dicke states
|J = N/2,m〉, where N is the number of qubits and J is
the total angular momentum and its z projection is m,
refer to [44–47]. Every symmetric state is then a linear
combination

|symm〉 :=

J∑
m=−J

cm|J = N/2,m〉 (9)

of Dicke states with complex coefficients cm. We opti-
mise these coefficients in our algorithm under the con-
straint that their absolute value squares sum up to 1 and
θ = {cm}. Note that all states considered so far are
symmetric under permutations.

In contrast to symmetric states, more general qubit
states are obtained via an ansatz circuit (Fig. 4 green)
that in general can not reproduce any element of the ex-
ponentially large state space, but its parametrisation θ
has a tractable scaling. In particular, we use a circuit
shown in Fig. 3 that has a linear number of parame-
ters in the number of qubits N . This circuit consists of
parametrised controlled-Y rotations between neighbour-
ing pairs of qubits and parameterised local rotations of
the individual qubits. Despite its low number of param-
eters, we found that this circuit can well approximate
states that are optimal for metrology under various dif-
ferent error models.

B. Probe states optimised against noise

Dephasing error — It has been known that GHZ states
perform equally well as classical product states when un-
dergoing dephasing [22], i.e., if the only source of noise is
the stochastic fluctuation of the parameter ω during the
evolution period. We simulate metrology experiments in
the case when noise is dominated by dephasing. In this
special case all superoperators in Eq. (7) commute and
the evolution reduces to the explicit equation

Φωt(ρ) = [

N∏
k=1

eγtL
(k)
de ] e−iωtJzρ (10)

which contains the superoperator ωJz that generates the
unitary evolution under the external field Hamiltonian
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FIG. 4. a) scaling of the optimised dimensionless precision as a function of the number of qubits calculated for a variety of
probe states and noise models. Note that values on the y axis are independent of the actual decay rate γ of the noise model
and independent of the overall time T of the experiment (which consists of several repeated sub-experiments) when expressed
in units of γT . b) optimised probing time, i.e., optimal time that the probe state spends in the noisy environment. This time
typically varies between ∝ 1 and ∝ 1/N in units of the error model’s decay time and N is the number of qubits.

ωJz = ω
∑N
k=1 σ

(k)
z /2 and the non-unitary dephasing su-

peroperator L(k)
de that effects all the N qubits (indexed

by k) identically and independently. We use the Kraus
map representation of the dephasing channel that acts
on an individual, single qubit via

eγtL
(k)
de ρ := [1− p(t)]ρ+ p(t)σ(k)

z ρσ(k)
z (11)

and we define p(t) := (1 − e−γt)/2 its time-dependent
probability. We apply this channel to the initialised
probe state |ψ(θ)〉 and calculate the dimensionless preci-
sion via the quantum fisher information of the resulting
density matrix ρ(ωt, θ) as discussed below Eq. (8).

Fig. 4 a) (left) shows the scaling of the dimensionless
precision for a variety of different optimised probe states
in case of dephasing noise. The dimensionless precision
of the previously discussed GHZ and product states can
be derived analytically as γ/T (∆ω)−2max = N/(2e) where
e is the Euler number and Fig. 4 a) (left) GHZ (red) and
separable (black) states match the analitically derived
formulas [22]. This precision has a classical scaling, i.e.,
linear in the number of qubits N . Note that all states
in Fig. 4 a) (left) display a classical, linear scaling in the
number of qubits which conforms with the asymptotic
bounds on the quantum Fisher information obtained for
usual Markovian channels [23, 24, 40, 41, 48]. In particu-
lar, an upper bound on the quantum Fisher information
is saturated asymptotically by squeezed states [22, 40, 41]
in case of dephasing noise. GHZ and separable states,
therefore, can be outperformed by using optimised probe

states but only up to an enhancement of a constant factor
at most e ≈ 2.72 [22, 40, 41].

The dimensionless precision achieved in our simula-
tions with squeezed states (grey) is nearly optimal and re-
sults in a comparable performance to general symmetric
states (brown) and ansatz states (green) as also expected
from [22, 40, 41]. Note that ansatz states (green) appear
to have slightly lower performance than general symmet-
ric states. This is because the corresponding ansatz cir-
cuit has a fixed, finite depth and can only approximate
arbitrary qubit states. Our results conform with optimi-
sations performed in [22] for a small number of qubits
using symmetric states.

Fig. 4 b) (left) shows the optimal sensing times for the
various probe states. These optimal sensing times can
be derived analytically for the GHZ state [22] (in units
of the decay time) as γtopt = (2N)−1 where N is the
number of qubits and for the classical product state as
γtopt = 1/2. The near-optimal squeezed (grey), sym-
metric (brown) and general qubit (green) states tend to
spend more time than (2N)−1 in the noisy environment
but less time than 1/2.
Amplitude damping error — We now consider a noise

process in which amplitude damping or equivalently
spontaneous emission dominates. Similarly as with the
dephasing channel, all terms in Eq. (7) commute and the
evolution reduces to an analogous form with Eq. (10) but
noise is now modelled using the damping superoperators

eγtL
(k)
da ρ := K

(k)
1 ρK

(k)
1 +K

(k)
2 ρ [K

(k)
2 ]† (12)



7

Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise
a)

Ansatz
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GHZ〉
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++…〉
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b)
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0.4

0.5

0.5

0.6 time [γt]

Number of qubits
GHZ〉, Symm.,

Ansatz

FIG. 5. Optimised dimensionless precision a) and probing
time b) for a variety of probe states in case if noise is domi-
nated by a random fluctuation of the external field parameter
ω. We assume that this random fluctuation is described by
the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process in the limit of long correlation
times, i.e., by a non-Markovian process. The zero-correlation-
time limit yields dephasing from Fig. 4 (left).

that effect all qubits identically and independently. We
have used here the Kraus map representation of this
channel with the time-dependent Kraus operators

K1 :=

(
1 0

0
√

1− p(t)

)
, K2 :=

(
0
√
p(t)

0 0

)
,

and their time-dependent probability is p(t) := 1− e−γt.
Fig. 4 a) (mid.) shows the scaling of the dimensionless

precision for a variety of different probe states that were
optimised against the amplitude damping error. Note
that all curves have a linear, classical scaling in the num-
ber of qubits which conforms with the linear asymptotic
bound [23, 24, 41, 48] on the quantum Fisher information
obtained for this noise channel. Under the amplitude
damping error, GHZ states (red) perform significantly
better than classical product states (black). Note that in
the analysed region (2-8 qubits) squeezed states (grey)
closely approach the performance of GHZ states (red).
On the other hand, optimised general probe states of-
fer significant improvements. In particular, general sym-
metric states (brown) have a linear scaling but a steeper
slope than GHZ states. Moreover, relaxing permutation-

symmetry constraints on the probe state (green) results
in further improvements. Although the metrological task
is permutation symmetric, i.e., its Hamiltonian and noise
model is invariant under permutations, our algorithm
can discover non-symmetric states that evidently out-
perform every symmetric state. These optimised ansatz
states (green) are not permutation symmetric for N ≥ 5
and can apparently spend longer time in the environ-
ment. Of course, the corresponding optimal measure-
ment basis that saturates the Cramér-Rao bound consists
of states that are not permutation symmetric either, refer
to Sec. V C.

Fig. 4 b) (mid.) shows the optimal probing time. Op-
timised symmetric states (brown, grey) can spend more
time in the noisy environment than GHZ states and per-
form better. Ansatz states (green) have no permutation
symmetry [Fig. 6 b) (mid.)] for N ≥ 5 and can appar-
ently spend significantly more time in the environment
and this time does not appear to significantly decrease
as a function of the number of qubits. This advantage of
ansatz states results in a significantly better performance
then any other symmetric state. Refer to Sec. V C for
more details on the resulting optimal states.
Inhomogeneous Pauli error — The errors considered so

far were rotationally symmetric with respect to the ex-
ternal field and their superoperators therefore commute
with the external field evolution. In the following we con-
sider an error model that contains Pauli errors, such as
bit flip, with no axial symmetry. In particular, we explic-
itly define and fix the process in Eq. (7) at zero external
field, i.e., ω = 0 and at the particular time γt = 1 via the
Kraus map

eL
(k)
pa ρ := [1−

∑
α

pα]ρ+
∑
α

pα σ
(k)
α ρσ(k)

α (13)

that acts on each qubit identically and individually. Here
α ∈ {x, y, z} and the time-dependent probabilities are
asymmetric (inhomogeneous) 2px = py = 4pz and their
sum is fixed to 3

4 (1 − e−1). In the simulations we rep-
resent this Kraus map as a superoperator matrix [49]

whose matrix logarithm then defines the generator L(k)
pa .

The superoperator matrix of the entire process in Eq. (7)
is calculated via the matrix exponential of the sum

−iωtσ(k)
z + γtL(k)

pa for bounded time 0 ≤ γt ≤ 1. This
time-continuous process therefore interpolates between
the identity operation (γt = 0) and Eq. (13) (γt = 1).

Fig. 4 a) (right) shows the optimised dimensionless
precision for a variety of probe states in case of inho-
mogeneous Pauli errors. Note that GHZ states (red)
appear to be optimal, however, optimised probe states
(grey, brown, green) tend to spend more time in the en-
vironment then GHZ states for N ≥ 6 as shown on Fig. 4
b). This results in a slightly better performance of gen-
eral symmetric states (brown). Note that similarly to
the amplitude damping channel, permutation-symmetry
relaxation occurs [Fig. 6 b) (right)] for N ≥ 6 and non-
symmetric ansatz states (green) outperform any symmet-
ric state as they can spend even longer time in the envi-
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FIG. 6. a) Linear entanglement of the optimised probe states which quantifies the average entanglement between a single
qubit and the rest of the system, i.e., N − 1 qubits. b) average indistinguishability of the qubits that form the optimal probe
state. Only ansatz states can relax permutation symmetry, i.e., all other states can be expressed as linear combinations of
Dicke states from Eq. (9).

ronment. Although all curves display a classical, linear
scaling, it is expected that the steeper slope of ansatz
states (green) results in higher improvements in case of
an increasing system size.

Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise — We finally consider a
noise model that is dominated by a random fluctuation
of the external field that follows the so-called Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process [50]. This noise process is non-
Markovian in general and in the limit of long correlation
times an improved scaling can be reached when using
GHZ states [25]. In particular, the time-dependent ex-
ternal field fluctuation has a zero mean 〈ω′(t)〉 = 0 and
a time-dependent correlation function

〈ω′(t)ω′(τ)〉 = bλ
2 e
−λ|t−τ |, (14)

where 〈·〉 denotes the expected value, λ−1 is the pro-
cess’ finite correlation time and b is the bandwidth of
noise [50]. This process effectively results in a time-
dependent buildup of a dephasing error via the time-
dependent probability p(t) = [1− e−f(t)]/2 and the noise
channel is described by the Kraus-map representation

e−f(t)L
(k)
de ρ := [1− p(t)]ρ+ p(t)σ(k)

z ρσ(k)
z , (15)

from Appendix B. This channel is analogous with simple
dephasing from Eq. (11) up to the time-dependent decay
rate γt → f(t). This time-dependent decay rate was
derived explicitly in [51] as f(t) := b[t+ (e−λt − 1)/λ]/2.
Note that this noise model reduces to simple dephasing
from Eq. (11) in the limit of zero correlation times, i.e.,
when b−1 � λ−1 and λ−1 is the correlation time. In this

case the decay rate is characterised by f(t) ≈ bt/2 the
bandwidth of the classical process [51].

We now consider the limit of long correlation times
b−1 � λ−1 as an example of non-Markovian channels.
In this case the time-dependent decay rate reduces to
f(t) ≈ bλt2/4 and this process is analogous to standard
dephasing from Eq. (11) up to the time-dependent prob-

abilities p(t) = [1 − e−(γt)
2

]/2 with γ =
√
bλ/2, refer

also to [51, 52]. Fig. 5 a) shows the optimised dimen-
sionless precision for various probe states. Note that the
classical product state can significantly be outperformed
by using entangled quantum states. Note that optimised
probe states have an improved scaling, i.e., their dimen-
sionless precision scales as (∆ω)−2max ∝ N c in the number
of qubits with 1 < c ≤ 2 as also expected from [25, 52].
The increased, time-dependent buildup of noise forces the
system to spend the shortest possible time in the envi-
ronment as shown on Fig. 5 b). The GHZ state in this
case is optimal and has an improved scaling [25, 52].

C. Analysis of the optimal states

We analyse the optimised probe states by first calcu-
lating and plotting simple measures that quantify their
entanglement on Fig. 6 a) and their permutation symme-
try on Fig. 6 b). In particular, we calculate an entangle-
ment measure Savg(|ψ〉) of the N -qubit system via the
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FIG. 7. a) Wigner functions of the symmetric 8-qubit states optimised against different error types from Fig. 4 a) (brown).
The Wigner function in case of dephasing is similar to a squeezed state and in case of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process the
Wigner function is exactly a GHZ state. Wigner functions in case of amplitude damping and inhomogeneous Pauli errors are
similar to a GHZ state. Red and green colours show positive and negative values of the function while brightness represents
the absolute value of the function relative to its its global maximum η. b) Probabilities of Dicke states with −4 ≤ m ≤ 4 as
absolute value squares of the optimised state-coefficients from Eq. (9) of the symmetric states.

average von Neumann entropy

Savg(|ψ〉) := 1
N

N∑
k=1

−Tr[ρk log2(ρk)],

where the single-qubit reduced density operator ρk is ob-
tained via the partial trace of the state |ψ〉 over all qubits
except qubit number k. This quantity is related to the
Mayer-Wallach measure and quantifies the average en-
tanglement between a single qubit and the rest of the
system, refer to [53–55]. Fig. 6 a) shows that classical
product states (black) are unentangled but all other op-
timised states are highly entangled. It has been known
that states that are less entangled than GHZ states are
optimal asymptotically in case of dephasing [22, 40, 41].
Optimised general symmetric (brown) and ansatz states
(green) are slightly less entangled than GHZ states in
case of dephasing and amplitude damping errors, and
have similar entanglement properties in other error mod-
els as GHZ states.

We quantify permutation symmetry by calculating the
the average fidelity of all permutations of the state |ψ〉

Pavg(|ψ〉) := 1
Np

Np∑
k=1

Fid[|ψ〉, Pk|ψ〉],

where Pk permutes two qubits and k runs over all dis-
tinct permutations with Np =

(
N
2

)
. Fig. 6 b) shows that

all symmetric probe states have a maximal permutation
symmetry and only ansatz states (green) can relax this
symmetry. Optimal ansatz states (green) clearly show a

relaxed permutation symmetry which results in a supe-
rior performance (in case of amplitude damping) when
compared to symmetric states.

Symmetric states (brown) in Fig. 4 and in Fig. 5 are
nearly optimal (except for amplitude damping) and we
analyse these states separately. In particular, these state
are linear combinations of Dicke states from Eq. (9).
Probabilities of their optimised coefficients cm as |cm|2
are shown for N = 8 qubits in Fig. 7 b). Phase-space
representations offer an intuitive way to visualising these
permutation symmetric states. In particular, the Wigner
function of an arbitrary mixed state is defined as the ex-
pectation value

Wρ(Ω) = Tr [ ρR(Ω)Π0R†(Ω)] (16)

of a rotated parity operator Π0 where phase space is
spanned by the rotation angles Ω := (θ, φ) on the sphere
and R(Ω) is the rotation operator R(Ω) := eiφJzeiθJy ,
refer to [56–60] for more details. Fig. 7 a) shows Wigner
functions of the optimal symmetric states in case of
N = 8 qubits.

It has been known that squeezed states are optimal
asymptotically in case of dephasing [22, 40, 41]. In our
simulations, squeezed states are nearly optimal in case
of dephasing and Fig. 7 a) (left) shows typical charac-
teristics of spin (over) squeezed states. In particular,
a squeezed Gaussian-like distribution is surrounded by
interference fringes. Moreover, Fig. 7 b) (left) identi-
fies state-vector coefficients that are related to squeezed
states. In particular, the optimal symmetric state consist
of a superposition of all Dicke states with a distribution
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of probabilities peaked at m = 0.
GHZ states are optimal in case of the Ornstein-

Uhlenbeck process and Fig. 7 a) (right) clearly identi-
fies the Wigner function of GHZ states while Fig. 7 b)
(right) shows an equal superposition of the spin-up and
down states.

Symmetric states are suboptimal in case of amplitude
damping and the best symmetric state is similar to a
GHZ state. In particular, it is a linear combination of
the spin-up and down states as shown in Fig. 7 b) (mid.
left) but the state has a higher probability of being in
the spin-down state. Its Wigner function Fig. 7 a) (mid.
left) is similar to Fig. 7 a) (right).

GHZ states are nearly optimal in case of inhomoge-
neous Pauli errors and Fig. 7 a) (mid. right) shows a
Wigner function that is similar to Fig. 7 a) (right).

VI. EXPERIMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION

We consider a hypothetical device depicted on Fig. 8
which has a set of parameters that can be varied extar-
nally. This device can read out the evolution information
after the sensing period using a decoder circuit and a set
of projective measurements. Results of ν repeated execu-
tions of this device are used to estimate the precision of
estimating ω and parameters of the encoder and decoder
circuits are variationally optimised to yield the best pos-
sible precision (∆ω)−2max.

Similarly as in Sec. III, a probe state |ψ(θ)〉 is ini-
tialised using an encoder circuit and this state is then
exposed to the noisy environment with the field to be
probed. The resulting mixed state ρ(ωt, θ) is now anal-
ysed using the combination of a decoder circuit and a set
of projective measurements in the computational basis.
In particular, a decoding circuit is applied to the state
ρ(ωt, θ) that converts the evolution information ωt opti-
mally into probabilities of measuring the classical regis-
ters |n〉 at the end of the circuit. These classical registers
are indexed using the binary numbers 0 ≤ n ≤ 2N − 1.
The measurement probabilities are given by the expecta-
tion values

p(n|ω) = 〈n|UDρ(ωt, θ)U†D |n〉 (17)

in the computational basis, i.e, in the eigenbasis of the

collective Pauli z operator Jz :=
∑N
k=1 σ

(k)
z . Note

that the decoder circuit has the effect that it maps the
computational basis states |n〉 onto an arbitrary basis

U†D|n〉, therefore mapping Jz onto an effective observ-

able O(θd) := U†DJzUD, which depends on the decoder
parameters θd.

The result of a single experiment using this setup yields
a binary number n, the index of a classical register into
which the state has collapsed. Repeating this experiment
ν � 1 times, the parameter ω can be estimated with a
precision at best given by the classical Fisher information
of the measurement probabilities in the eigenbasis of the

Encoder

UE(θ)

Sensing

with noise

Φtω

Decoder

UD(θ)

q1

q2

qN-1

qN

ψ0 ψ(θ) ρ(θ,ω)

⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮

Z

Z

Z

Z

FIG. 8. Circuit that potentially finds the quantum state ψ(θ)
that gives the best precision when estimating the parameter
ω from projective measurements.

effective observable O(θd)

(∆ω)−2CR = νFc[O(θd)] = ν
∑
m

p(n|ω)

(
∂ln p(n|ω)

∂ω

)2

,

from Eq. (2). The probabilities here can be estimated
from the measurement results and their derivatives can
be approximated by repeating the experiment at an ex-
ternal field ω+δω and calculating a finite difference. Our
device can therefore both estimate the parameter ω and
its estimation precision (∆ω)CR.

Note that this device has a set of parameters θ, θd and
t that can be varied. In particular, maximising over the
parameters θd optimises the observable, in the eigenba-
sis of which the measurements are effectively performed.
If the decoder and encoder circuits are universal, i.e.,
if UE(θ) and UD(θd) span the group SU(2N ), then this
optimisation can find the best possible combination of
a sensing state ψ(θ) and the corresponding best mea-
surement strategy. Although the encoder and decoder
circuits are not universal and not perfect in a practically
relevant experimental implementation, they can still well
approximate the precision

νmax
θd

Fc[O(θd)] ≈ νFQ[ρ(ωt, θ)] = (∆ω)−2max, (18)

that we calculated in the simulations via the quantum
Fisher information FQ[ρ(ωt, θ)]. Note that the measure-
ment process can be parallelised by executing the task
on several identical copies of the device.

Superconducting qubits are known as excellent can-
didates to realise both quantum computers and quan-
tum sensors. High fidelity quantum gate operations and
projective measurements have been demonstrated [61–
63]. These are prerequisite for the quantum computation.
On the other hand, superconducting qubits can contain
a SQUID-structure, and so the applied magnetic fields
can shift the resonant frequency of the superconducting
qubits [64]. There are several experimental demonstra-
tion to use the superconducting qubit as a sensitive mag-
netic field sensor [19, 65]. Therefore the superconducting
qubits would be suitable to demonstrate our proposal.
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VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work we proposed variational quantum algo-
rithms for finding quantum states that are optimal for
quantum metrology in the presence of environmental
noise. Ours is not the first study to consider a classi-
cal optimisation of quantum states; for example Ref. [66]
employs a classical optimisation method to obtain metro-
logically useful states in case of quantum optics. This
method is, however, limited to very small quantum sys-
tems, i.e., when the average photon number is smaller
than two (due to the computational complexity of the
problem). Moreover, this approach does not take the ef-
fect of noise into account. In the present study, we adapt
state-of-the-art variational techniques to tackle metrol-
ogy in the presence of noise; moreover, while the results
we present so far have been obtained via classical simu-
lations (using the QuEST system) our technique can be
operated on real quantum hardware into order to explore
beyond the classical reach.

Our study has comprehensively explored systems con-
sisting of up to 8 qubits and numerically simulated exper-
iments in case of various different error models. We found
families of optimal quantum states that non-trivially
outperform previously known states. In particular, we
demonstrated that relaxing permutation symmetry of the
probe states offers significant improvements beyond sym-
metric states. We analysed the resulting optimal states
and found that they are usually highly entangled but not
necessarily maximally entangled as can also be expected
from [22]. We outlined a possible experimental realisa-
tion that could be implemented on near-term quantum
hardware.

A number of natural extensions are apparent: we men-
tion two examples here. Firstly, the approach here can
be extended to consider the case that the hardware used
to prepare the metrology state is itself noisy; our tech-
nique would then optimally use such hardware, with-or-
without the use of error mitigation techniques. Secondly,
it would clearly be interesting to combine the optimisa-
tion techniques mentioned here with the error-detecting
and error-correcting concepts described in, for example,
Refs. [26–31].

We provide a Mathematica notebook as an ancillary
file that can be used to reproduce all computations con-
tained in this manuscript.

Note added prior to upload: Our results are evi-
dentally timely as we have noted a work, concerning the
use of variational quantum algorithms in the context of
quantum metrology [67], in the arxiv updates immediately
prior to our submission.
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Appendix A: Deriving the dimensionless precision

Recall that the precision is calculated using Eq. (6) via
the statistical fidelity

(∆ω)−2max = T
t FQ[ρ0] = 8T

1− Fid(ρ0, ρ1)

t (δω)2
+O(δω),

between the density matrices ρ0 and ρ1. In particular,
the evolution process from Eq. (7) is set to ω → 0 for
ρ0 := Φ0(|ψ(θ)〉) and to ω → δω and ρ1 := Φδωt(|ψ(θ)〉)
which results in the explicit form

ρ0 = eγtL|ψ(θ)〉〈ψ(θ)|,
ρ1 = e−iδωtJz+γtL|ψ(θ)〉〈ψ(θ)|,

where |ψ(θ)〉 is the probe state and Jz, L are superop-
erators. Let us now apply the transformation t → t′/γ
and δω → δ′ωγ. Note that this transformation does note
effect the unitary evolution, i.e., δωt = δ′ωt

′, and results
in the density matrices

ρ′0 = et
′L|ψ(θ)〉〈ψ(θ)|,

ρ′1 = e−iδ
′
ωt

′Jz+t
′L|ψ(θ)〉〈ψ(θ)|,

which corresponds to the original dynamics but with ef-
fectively using a unit decay rate γ → 1. The resulting
precision therefore depends trivially on the parameter γ

(∆ω)−2max = 8T
1− Fid(ρ′0, ρ

′
1)

γ t′ (δ′ω)2
+O(δ′ω).

The precision is therefore a function (∆ω)−2max = f(γ) of
the decay rate with f(γ) = c/γ and the only degree of
freedom is the constant factor c. We finally obtain the
dimensionless precision γ/T (∆ω)−2max that is independent
of the decay rate of our noise model.

Appendix B: Kraus operators of the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise

The Kraus-map representation of the single-qubit
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck noise has been derived in [51]

K1(t) :=

(
q(t) 0

0 1

)
, K2(t) :=

( √
1− q2(t) 0

0 0

)
,

with the time-dependent probability q(t) = e−f(t) and
f(t) := γ[t+(e−λt−1)/λ]/2. It can be shown by a direct
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calculation that this Kraus map is equivalent to simple dephasing

K1(t)ρK1(t) +K2(t)ρK2(t) = [1− p(t)]ρ+ p(t)σ(k)
z ρσ(k)

z

up to the time-dependent probability of dephasing p(t) =
[1− e−f(t)]/2.
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