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Quantum sensors capitalize on advanced control sequences for maximizing sensitivity and preci-
sion. However, protocols are not usually optimized for temporal resolution. Here, we establish the
limits for time-resolved sensing of dynamical signals using qubit probes. We show that the best
possible time resolution is closely related to the quantum speed limit (QSL), which describes the
minimum time needed to transform between basis states. We further show that a bipartite con-
trol sequence consisting of two phase-shifted pulses reaches the QSL. Practical implementation is
discussed based on the example of the spin-1 qutrit of a nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center in diamond.

The energy-time uncertainty principle introduced by
Heisenberg is a fundamental concept of quantum me-
chanics. While formulated loosely in Heisenberg’s initial
work, Robertson [1] and Bohr [2] put it on firm ground
by formalizing the relationship between uncertainty and
non-commutativity of observables. Twenty years later,
Mandelstam and Tamm [3] showed that the energy-time
uncertainty is not an uncertainty relation due to non-
commutativity, but rather a statement about intrinsic
time scales of quantum systems [4]. This insight led to
the derivation of a quantum speed limit (QSL). To do so,
Mandelstam and Tamm used the von Neumann equation
with the projection operator to develop an expression for
the overlap between time-evolved states,

⟨ψ(0)|ψ(t)⟩ ≥ cos

( ⟨∆H⟩t
ℏ

)
, (1)

where ⟨∆H⟩2 = ⟨H2⟩−⟨H⟩2 is the variance of the Hamil-
tonian. The minimum time needed to obtain a fully or-
thogonal state, i.e., ⟨ψ(0)|ψ(t)⟩ = 0, is then given by

t ≥ t
(MT)
QSL =

π

2

ℏ
⟨∆H⟩ . (2)

Later, Margolus and Levitin [5] proposed an alternative
route to deriving a QSL based on the integrability of
the Schrödinger equation to obtain a maximum evolution
speed, resulting in

t ≥ t
(ML)
QSL =

π

2

ℏ
⟨H⟩ . (3)

In contrast to the Mandelstam-Tamm definition, Eq. (3)
bounds the time on the mean energy ⟨H⟩ defined rela-
tive to the energy of the ground state. For a two-level
system, the two QSLs coincide while for systems open to
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a continuum of states or for systems consisting of more
than two states, such as qutrits [6], the unified bound is
tight [7, 8].
Since the initial formulations of the QSL, theoretical

work has focused on more complex situations such as
open quantum systems [9] and systems with quantum
entanglement [10], as well as applications in quantum in-
formation processing [11]. Here, the QSL sets the maxi-
mum speed at which computations can be performed and
therefore permits deriving an upper bound of the compu-
tational limits of the universe [12, 13]. Further, the QSL
has been studied in the field of quantum optimal con-
trol [14], quantum thermodynamics [15], and metrology
with respect to quantum clocks [16]. Obviously, the finite
time of qubit operations will also limit the time resolu-
tion achievable in quantum sensing tasks [17]. The time
limitation is of practical importance because of the many
existing and envisioned applications of quantum sensors.
In this work, we investigate the relation between the

QSL and the time resolution achievable in quantum sens-
ing experiments. We show that a bipartite sensing se-
quence consisting of two phase-shifted control rotations,
equivalent to a Ramsey sequence with zero time delay,
reaches the QSL. Opposite to a Ramsey measurement,
however, phase accumulation occurs during control ro-
tations rather than a free evolution interval. We derive
quantitative expressions for the quantum phase pick-up
as a function of control rotation angle and velocity. We
use these expressions to define the time resolution and
bandwidth of the sensing sequence. We also show that
time resolution can be extended beyond the QSL by trad-
ing for a reduced signal-to-noise ratio. As an example,
we simulate the expected response for a nitrogen-vacancy
(NV) center in diamond that is exposed to rapidly vary-
ing magnetic signal.
The canonical quantum sensing scheme of Ramsey in-

terferometry is shown in Fig. 1(a) [17, 19]. In its most
basic form, the scheme uses two state transformations
to initiate and halt the coherent evolution of a probe
qubit subject to an external signal. The first trans-
formation rotates the qubit from a known initial basis
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Figure 1. Concept of time-resolved sensing at the QSL. (a)
Canonical control sequence for signal estimation via quantum
phase accumulation. R̂ and R̂′ are control rotations, and R̂ϕ

is the qubit rotation due to interaction with the signal. (b)
Stopwatch analogy of (a). (c) Pulse-timing diagram of the
control sequence for infinitely fast control rotations. Phase
accumulation occurs entirely during the free evolution time
τ . π/2 are rotation angles and x, −y are axes of rotation.
(d) Pulse-timing diagram for finite duration tR > 0 of con-
trol rotations. (e) Pulse-timing diagram at the QSL, when
the interpulse delay becomes zero and τ = 2tR. Phase accu-
mulation now occurs entirely during control rotations. α is
the rotation angle. (f) Bloch sphere trajectories for sequence
(e) with α = 90◦. Dots are the projection on the Z axis.
Trajectories are shown for ϕ = 0◦ (light blue), 10◦, 20◦ and
30◦ (dark blue). (g), Bloch sphere trajectories for α = 63◦.
Further trajectories are shown in [18].

state |ψ(0)⟩ = |0⟩ into a coherent superposition state
1√
2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩), which then evolves for a given time τ into

state 1√
2
(|0⟩ + e−iϕ(τ) |1⟩), thereby acquiring a quantum

phase

ϕ =

∫ τ

0

[ω0 + δω(t′)] dt′ . (4)

Here, ℏω0 is the static energy gap between the qubit’s
energy levels, and ℏδω(t) accounts for a small, time-
dependent modulation due to the presence of the sig-
nal. After coherent evolution, a second state transforma-

tion rotates the qubit back to the original basis, followed
by projective state readout [20]. By this, the canoni-
cal quantum sensing experiment measures the expecta-
tion value of the projector onto the initial state |0⟩. The
state transformations can be described by two control ro-
tations, R̂ and R̂′, respectively. These are analogous to
the start and stop triggers in a classical test and measure-
ment task (Fig. 1(b)). There, the time elapsed between
start and stop events determines the time resolution.
Ideally, the control rotations R̂ and R̂′ are infinitely

fast [Fig. 1(c)]. However, owing to the QSL, R̂ and R̂′

must have a finite duration tR or, equivalently, a finite an-
gular velocity Ω. In experiments, the maximum Ωmay be
limited by many factors, including finite available driving
power, competition between ω0 and Ω, excitation of fur-
ther lying energy levels, or a combination of those. The
finite speed of control rotations fundamentally limits the
time resolution of the sensing sequence.
For finite tR, qubit evolution under the signal Hamil-

tonian already occurs during the control rotations. The
qubit-acquired phase then becomes the sum of the phase
pick-up during the free evolution interval and the phase
pick-up during control rotations [Fig. 1(d)]. In the
most extreme case, the free evolution time is zero, and
phase pick-up occurs entirely during control rotations
[Fig. 1(e)]. In this situation, the time resolution of the
sequence reaches that of the QSL.
We next derive quantitative relationships between the

phase pick-up ϕeff and the velocity Ω and angle α of con-
trol rotations. For our derivation, we focus on a bipartite
control sequence consisting of two consecutive qubit ro-
tations R̂ = R̂α

Y and R̂′ = R̂α
±X of equal duration tR

[Fig. 1(e)]. Here, X and Y are orthogonal axes, as shown
in Fig. 1(f). This sequence represents the basic Ramsey
scheme with zero time delay. The sequence duration is
τ = 2tR = α/Ω, where Ω is the maximum allowed ro-
tation velocity. In the Supplemental Material [18], we
show that an equal time-share (tR = tR′) between the
two parts of the bipartite pulse sequence yields optimum
sensitivity (as defined by Eq. (8) below). This is also true
when varying the angle between rotation axes.

Our sensor output is the overlap between the initial
qubit state |ψ(0)⟩ = |0⟩ and the final qubit state |ψ(τ)⟩,
given by the transition probability [10, 17]

p = 1− | ⟨0|ψ(τ)⟩ |2 (5a)

= 1− | ⟨0| R̂R̂′ |0⟩ |2 (5b)

= 1− | ⟨0| R̂α
±XR̂

α
Y |0⟩ |2. (5c)

In the limit of strong control fields (Ω ≫ δω(t)), within
linear response (ϕ≪ π/2), and assuming that δω(t) ≈ δω
is stationary during τ , the transition probability of this
sequence is [18]

p =
1

4
(1− cos 2α)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p0

+
1

2

sinα(cosα− 1)

α
ϕ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
δp

. (6)
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Figure 2. Phase pick-up ϕeff/ϕ as a function of τ for con-
trol rotations with finite velocity. For durations shorter than
the QSL (τ < 2tR, solid curve), ϕeff is determined by the
sequence of Fig. 1(e). For durations longer than the QSL
(τ > 2tR, dashed curve) ϕeff is determined by the sequence
of Fig. 1(d). The upper bound (ϕeff = ϕ, dotted line) is for
the hypothetical case of infinitely fast control rotations, cor-
responding to the sequence in Fig. 1(c).

Here, p0 is the bias point of the measurement, and δp
is the change in probability due to the presence of the
signal δω[17]. Eq. (6) defines an effective phase

δp =
1

2
ϕeff =

1

2

sinα(cosα− 1)

α
ϕ :=

1

2
ϵϕ (7)

that corresponds to the ideal Ramsey phase ϕ = δωτ
[Eq. (4)] reduced by the scaling factor ϵ < 1. Using
Eq. (7), we can define the sensitivity η of the sequence
by

η := d[δp]/d[δω] , (8)

taken in the limit δω → 0.
For the canonical case of qubit rotations between or-

thogonal axes on the Bloch sphere (α = 90◦), the transi-
tion probability is

p =
1

2
+
ϕ

π
(9)

corresponding to p0 = 0.5 and ϵ = 2/π ≈ 0.637.
Fig. 1(f,g) shows Bloch-sphere trajectories for α = 90◦

and α < 90◦, and Fig. 2 plots ϕeff as a function of τ .
Having established the phase pick-up of the bipartite

control sequence, we proceed to the problem of sam-
pling a time-dependent signal. As a generic example,
we consider the detection of a transient magnetic field

B⃗(t) using a spin-1/2 system as the qubit probe where
δω(t) = γB(t). Here, γ is the transduction factor (given
by the gyromagnetic ratio), and B(t) is the vector com-

ponent of B⃗(t) parallel to the quantization axis of the

spin qubit. The influence of off-axis components of B⃗(t)
is discussed in [18].

To record a time transient, we sample B(t) point-by-
point by incrementing the delay time t of the control
sequence with respect to a common start trigger at t = 0

αy αx 
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Figure 3. Qubit output and sensing kernel. (a) Timing
diagram. To sample the signal transient B(t), the control
sequence (second line) is stepped along t in increments of
∆t. The output signal, given by state probability p(t), is the
convolution between B(t) and the kernel k(t) of the control
sequence. Gray blocks represent initialization and readout of
the qubit state, and white blocks represent the control rota-
tions. (b) Kernel k(t) for control rotation angles α = 22.5◦

(light blue), 45◦, 67◦ and 90◦ (dark blue). Kernels are com-
puted using a lab-frame simulation of the spin evolution [18].
The time resolution tmin is defined by the full width at half
maximum. (c) Normalized Bode plots K(ω) for the kernels
shown in (b). The bandwidth ΩBW is defined by the first root
of K(ω). (d) Sensitivity η ∝ K(ω) as a function of signal fre-
quency ω and pulse duration τ at fixed Rabi frequency Ω. For
dynamical signals ω > 0, an optimum pulse duration exists
where sensitivity is maximized (white curve).
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[Fig. 3(a)]. For signals that vary only slowly with time,
B(t) is almost stationary during control pulses, and the
sensor output δp(t) = ϵτγB(t) is directly proportional
to the signal field. On the other hand, for more rapidly
changing signals, the acquired quantum phase becomes a
more complex function of signal and control fields. In a
general case, we express the transition probability δp by
the convolution

δp(t) =

∫ ∞

t′=−∞
k(t′ − t)γB(t′)dt′ (10)

where k(t) is the kernel of the control sequence and t′ the
time delay between signal and control fields [Fig. 3(a)].
Specifically, for the bipartite sequence of Fig. 1(e), the
sensing kernel is

k(t) =

{
sin[Ω(τ/2− |t|)] |t| < τ/2

0 |t| > τ/2
. (11)

In the frequency domain, the kernel is given by the trans-
fer function K(ω) = |FT[k(t)]|,

K(w) =

√
2
πΩ |cos (Ωτ/2)− cos (ωτ/2)|

|Ω2 − ω2| , (12)

where FT is the Fourier transform.
Figs. 3(b,c) plots kernel profiles k(t) and corresponding

transfer functions K(ω) for several rotation angles α =
Ωτ between 0◦ and 90◦. Clearly, a smaller α leads to
narrower kernels and, thus, an improved time resolution.
Defining the time resolution tmin by the full width at half
maximum of k(t), we find for the bipartite control pulse
that

tmin := τ

(
1− arcsin sinα

2

α

)
(13)

(See [18] for other possible definitions of tmin). Specifi-
cally, tmin = 2

3τ = 2π
3Ω for α = 90◦, and tmin ≈ 1

2τ = α
2Ω

in the limit α → 0. Further, we can define a frequency
bandwidth by the first root of the transfer functionK(ω),
given by

ΩBW := Ω

(
2π

α
− 1

)
, (14)

where ΩBW = 3Ω for α = 90◦ (Fig. 3(c) and [18]).
For a given angular velocity Ω, shorter rotation an-

gles α < 90◦ therefore provide a means to further im-
prove the time resolution. The improvement is approxi-
mately tmin ∝ α, and correspondingly for the bandwidth,
ΩBW ∝ α−1. The improved time resolution, however,
comes at the expense of a drastically lowered sensitivity,
since η ∝ α2 for small α [Eqs. (7,8)]. The sensitivity is
further illustrated in Fig. 3(d), which plots η as a func-
tion of τ for arbitrary signal frequencies ω.

The apparent improvement of the time resolution be-
yond the QSL for short α [Eq. (13)] is in accordance
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Figure 4. Ultimate limits to time resolution for an NV probe
qutrit. (a) NV spin energy levels and allowed transitions ω
and ω′. (b) Scaling of transition frequencies ω and ω′ with
axial bias field B0. D = 2.87GHz is the zero-field splitting
parameter. (c) Isolation of transition frequencies |ω′ − ω| as
a function of B0. The frequency difference saturates at 2D.
(d) Numerical simulation of the state probability p as a func-
tion of driving frequency Ω. p0 is the bias point and δp the
probability change caused by the signal, see Eq. (6). At high
Ω/2π > D, the probability signal inverts and goes to zero
for Ω → ∞ for preparation and measurement in the mS = 0
basis (blue), but not in the mS = ±1 (green) basis. For the
simulation, a fixed value of δϕ = 0.2 was taken independent
of Ω.

with the interpretation of the uncertainty principle as
defined by Eq. (1): the QSL reflects the minimum time
required for transferring a quantum state to a fully or-
thogonal state. By reducing the orthogonality, thus not
fully transferring the state, the time requirement shrinks
therefore permitting a higher time resolution.

As a practical example, we consider the S = 1 spin
system of a single nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center in dia-
mond [21]. The NV center is a prototypical qubit sensor
with a growing range of applications in materials science,
physics, chemistry, and biology [22–25], including the
study of dynamical excitations in these systems [26–28].
The NV center exhibits three spin energy levels mS = 0
and mS = ±1 and two allowed spin transitions with fre-
quencies ω and ω′, as depicted in Fig. 4(a). To form
an effective two-level system, the ω (or ω′) transition
can be isolated by applying an axial bias field B0 along
the NV symmetry axis [Fig. 4(b)]. For driving fields Ω
smaller than the frequency difference |ω′ − ω| between
the mS = ±1 levels [Fig. 4(c)], the excitation is selective
and the other (ω′ or ω) transition can be neglected.

Fig. 4(d) shows the expected output probability p for
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an NV spin qubit as a function of Ω. The output prob-
ability is calculated using a laboratory-frame simulation
of the spin dynamics, taking the full S = 1 nature of
the NV center and the effect of counter-rotating terms
in the excitation pulses into account [18]. Two simula-
tions are presented where the spin is either initialized and
read out in the mS = 0 state or in the mS = −1 state,
respectively.

First, we consider the mS = 0 case. For moderate
driving fields Ω that are safely smaller than any of the
transition frequencies (ω, ω′, |ω′ − ω|), the output prob-
ability p is nearly independent of Ω and follows the the-
ory of Eq. (7). On the other hand, for larger Ω, the
output probability is modified due to strong driving ef-
fects – namely, Bloch-Siegert shifts and breakdown of
the rotating-wave approximation [29–31] – and by spuri-
ous excitation of the ω′ transition. Both effects are not
accounted for by the basic theory of Eq. (7). Further,
because the ω and ω′ transitions lead to opposite signs
in the phase ϕeff , the signal is completely canceled for
very large Ω ≫ |ω′ − ω| (blue trace in Fig. 4(d)).

By contrast, when preparing and reading out themS =
−1 spin state (green trace in Fig. 4(d)), the cancellation
remains incomplete at any bias field. This provides a
remedy to the mS = 0 case. The incomplete cancellation
is due to selection rules for qubit rotations: transitions

are allowed between mS = 0 and mS = ±1 but forbidden
between mS = −1 and mS = +1 states. Preparation and
readout of mS = ±1 are realized experimentally by slow,
selective π rotations.
In summary, our work establishes limits to the tem-

poral resolution reachable by a quantum sensor. We de-
velop our discussion in the framework of the QSL, which
is applied to the canonical sensing principle of Ramsey
interferometry. We derive expressions for the coherent
phase pick-up during a generic sequence consisting of two
phase-shifted control pulses and analyze the response re-
garding time resolution, frequency bandwidth, and sen-
sitivity. We numerically simulate the expected phase re-
sponse for the single spin of an NV center in diamond,
taking the full S = 1 nature of the spin system and non-
linear driving effects into account. Beyond fundamental
aspects in quantum metrology, our work has practical
relevance for real-world applications of quantum sensors,
such as the mapping of fast magnetization or charge dy-
namics in materials and integrated devices.
The authors thank John Abendroth, Joseph Renes and

Laura Alicia Völker for fruitful discussions. This work
has been supported by Swiss National Science Founda-
tion (SNSF) Project Grant No. 200020 212051/1 and
by the European Research Council through ERC CoG
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Konstantin Herb and Christian L. Degen

I. BIPARTITE CONTROL SEQUENCE

We derive an analytical expression for the transition probability [Eq. 5] for the bi-partite control

sequence of Fig. 1(e). In the rotating frame, the Hamiltonian of the NV center is given by

Ĥ/ℏ = δωŜz +Ω(t)
(
Ŝy cos θ + Ŝx sin θ

)
, (S1)

where δω is the detuning of the NV center from the resonance frequency (i.e., the stimulus to be

detected), Ω(t) is the shaped amplitude of control pulses, θ is the phase of control pulses, and

Ŝi (i = x, y, z) are spin-1/2 matrices. We assume that the control pulses induce a rotation angle

α during the time tR = τ/2 with θ = 0, followed by a pulse of length tR′ = τ/2 with θ = π/2.

The Hamiltonian is piece-wise constant for a square amplitude, Ω(t) = Ω. Therefore, we can

analytically calculate the propagator Û . For an NV center initialized and detected in |0⟩, the

transition probability p is given by

p = 1−
∣∣∣⟨0|Û |0⟩

∣∣∣
2
. (S2)

For the above control pulses, p is given through

1− p =
Ω2
(
4δω2 cos

(
τ Ω̃
2

)
+ 8δωΩ̃ sin2

(
τ Ω̃
4

)
sin
(
τ Ω̃
2

)
+Ω2 cos

(
τ Ω̃
))

+ 4δω4 + 4δω2Ω2 + 3Ω4

4Ω̃4
,

(S3)

where Ω̃ =
√
Ω2 +∆ω2 is the effective Rabi frequency.

Practically, we will only consider situations where the control pulses are much stronger than

the stimulus to be detected, that is, δω ≪ Ω. Therefore, we can expand p to first order in δω/Ω.

We find

p =
1

4
− 1

4
cos(Ωτ) +

δω

Ω
sin

(
Ωτ

2

)(
cos

(
Ωτ

2

)
− 1

)
(S4)

=
1

4
(1− cos 2α) +

ϕ

2α
sinα (cosα− 1) ≡ Eq. (6), (S5)

where α = Ωτ/2 is the rotation angle of each pulse and ϕ = δωτ is the Ramsey phase. Eq. S5

defines an effective phase given by

ϕeff =
sinα(cosα− 1)δωτ

α
, (S6)

see solid curve in Fig. 2.

Eq. S5 applies to the control sequence shown in Fig. 1(e). We can extend Eq. S5 to the more

general case of Fig. 1(d), that is, to a control sequence including a free evolution period. For this,

we assume that α = 90◦ and that τ > 2tR is longer than the control rotations. Then, the total
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pulse duration is 2tR, and the free evolution period is τ − 2tR. The total accumulated phase is

given by the sum of the phases accumulated during control rotations and during free evolution,

ϕeff =
4δωtR
π

+ δω(τ − 2tR), (S7)

see dashed curve in Fig. 2. The corresponding transition probability is

p =
1

2
+

2δωtR
π

+
δω(τ − 2tR)

2
. (S8)

II. OPTIMAL CHOICE OF CONTROL ROTATIONS OF THE BIPARTITE CONTROL

SEQUENCE

This section aims to show that for a two-partite pulse, the choice of equal timeshare and a phase

jump of 90°is the optimal choice. By optimal choice, we mean that the sensitivity

η =
∂[δp]

∂[δω]

∣∣∣∣
δω→0

(S9)

is maximal in its magnitude. We fix the pulse length and allow the Rabi frequency to vary to

achieve a given timing resolution. The choice remains optimal if the Rabi frequency is limited (and

therefore the maximal achievable flip angle α).

For this, we calculate the propagator under a bipartite Hamtilonian

Ĥ1 = ΩŜy + δωŜz (S10)

Ĥ2 = Ω
(
Ŝy cos θ + Ŝx sin θ

)
+ δωŜz (S11)

We let the system evolve for the time kτ under Ĥ1 and afterwards for (1 − k)τ under Ĥ2. From

this, we compute the transition probability

1− p =
∣∣∣
〈
0
∣∣∣e−iĤ2(1−k)τe−iĤ1kτ

∣∣∣ 0
〉∣∣∣

2
(S12)

This allows us to find an analytical expression for the sensitivity

η = sin θ
sin((k − 1)Ωτ)− sin(kΩτ) + sin(Ωτ)

2Ω
(S13)

With regard to the angle θ, we see that the sensitivity is maximized for θ = π/2, thus for doing

the second pulse segment along an orthogonal axis. For the optimal choice of k, we find the root

of the derivative ∂S/∂k yielding

cos ((1− k) Ωτ) = cos (kΩτ) (S14)

and thus an optimal choice of k = 1/2.
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III. EXTENDED SERIES OF BLOCH SPHERE REPRESENTATIONS OF THE

QUBIT EVOLUTION

α=90° α=85° α=80°

α=70° α=60° α=45°

FIG. S1. Series of qubit trajectories for decreasing angles α = 90◦ to α = 45◦, complementing

Fig. 1(f,g) in the main text. Dots are the projection on the Z axis. Trajectories are shown for

ϕ = 0◦ (light blue), 10◦, 20◦ and 30◦ (dark blue). Black curves on all spheres show the trajectory

endpoints for ϕ = 0 as a function of α = 0...90◦.
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IV. DEFINITION OF TIME RESOLUTION AND BANDWIDTH

In this section, we give alternative definitions for time resolution and bandwidth of the bi-partite

control sequence.

A. Time resolution

Full width at half maximum – A common choice used in the main text is quantifying the time

resolution by the full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the kernel function. This definition

yields

tmin = τ − 2

Ω
arcsin

sin
(

τ
2Ω

)

2
= τ

(
1− arcsin sinα

2

α

)
, (S15)

where α = Ωτ/2. For α = π/2, this is

t
(π/2)
min =

2

3
τ ≈ 0.667τ. (S16)

Rise time – Another definition is through the 10-90% or 20-80% rise time, i.e., the time required

for the kernel function to rise from low to high amplitude. These definitions yield

t20−80 = τ − 2

Ω
arccos

(
2

5
cos

(
Ωτ

2

)
+

3

5

)
, (S17)

t10−90 = τ − 2

Ω
arccos

(
1

5
cos

(
Ωτ

2

)
+

4

5

)
, (S18)

respectively. For α = π/2c, these become

t
(π/2)
20−80 = τ

(
1− 1

π
arccos

1

5

)
≈ 0.564τ , (S19)

t
(π/2)
10−90 = τ

(
1− 1

π
arccos

3

5

)
≈ 0.704τ. (S20)

Equivalent duration – Another common choice is the equivalent duration of a square kernel with

the same height as the peak height of the kernel and an equivalent area. The corresponding time

resolution is

t□ =
1

k(0)

∫ τ/2

−τ/2
k(t)dt =

1

sin(Ωτ/2)

4 sin2(Ωτ/4)

Ω
=

2

Ω
tan

(
Ωτ

4

)
= τ

tan α
2

α
(S21)

For α = π/2, this is

t
(π/2)
□ =

2

π
τ ≈ 0.637τ (S22)
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B. Bandwidth

Another important figure of merit is the instantaneous bandwidth, roughly given by the inversely

of the time resolution.

First root of the kernel spectrum – A standard definition is by the first root of the kernel transfer

function K(ω), which reflects the maximum spectral component that the sequence can keep pace

with. Applying this definition,

ΩBW = Ω

(
2π

α
− 1

)
(S23)

For α = π/2, this is

Ω
(π/2)
BW = 3Ω. (S24)

3-dB point – Another common definition is via the 3-dB point, defined by K3dB(ω) :=
1√
2
K(0).

Taking Eq. (12), the following transcendental equation has to be numerically solved for y:

y2 − 1√
2

(1− cosα) = |cosα− cos yα| (S25)

Then, the bandwidth is given by

Ω3 dB = yΩ. (S26)

For α = π/2, the solution is

Ω
(π/2)
3 dB ≈ 1.19Ω. (S27)

V. SPIN SIMULATIONS

To investigate the limit of an NV probe qutrit, we perform laboratory frame simulations with

an explicitly time-dependent Hamiltonian.

Ĥ = DŜ2
z + γeB0Ŝz + γeB1m(t)Ŝx + γeBstim(t)Sz (S28)

where γe = 28.0345GHz/T denotes the gyromagnetic ratio of the NV center and D = 2π ·2.87GHz

the zero-field splitting. B1 denotes the magnitude of the driving RF field that performs the qutrit

rotations, whereas m(t) denotes the modulation at the driven resonance frequency; thus, it is

a sinusoidal wave at frequency ω [c.f. Fig. 4(a)]. The Rabi frequency is Ω = γeB1/
√
2. This is

because the Rabi frequency of a spin-1 system is
√
2 times larger than for a spin-1/2. The transient

to sense is in general the time-dependent field Bstim(t).

To investigate the limits to time resolution, we need to shorten the control pulses and, therefore,

increase B1. In the simulation, we keep the flip angle fixed at 90°. Stronger and stronger control

pulses will eventually lead to strong driving effects due to the breakdown of the rotating wave

approximation (RWA). This can be avoided by increasing B0, ensuring the RWA is fulfilled. It

is vital to notice that this does not mitigate the saturation of the detuning of the two transition

frequencies ω and ω′ as shown in Fig. 4(c). To obtain the Fig. 4(d), we selected a bias field of

B0 = 40T. The stimulus is a constant offset where we reverse the direction in a second simulation

run to obtain the upper and the lower line in Fig. 4(d). The stimulus signal is increased to ensure

a constant phase pickup and selected to be Bstim = B1/(10
√
2). This yields an effective phase

pickup of ϕeff = 1/5 constant for all pulse durations.
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VI. OFF-AXIS EFFECTS

To simulate off-axis effects, we perform laboratory frame simulations using the framework of

Section V. We modify the Hamiltonian in Eq. (S28) to allow for stimuli along an arbitrary axis.

For this purpose, we introduce the angle χ, which describes the tilting of the field with respect to

the qubit quantization axis (by convention, the Z axis):

Ĥ = DŜ2
z + γeB0Ŝz + γeB1m(t)Ŝx + γeBstim(t) (cos(χ)Sz + sin(χ)Sx) (S29)

To obtain the sensing kernel, we propagate numerically a Gaussian with an FWHM that is

approximately ten times smaller than the expected kernel width. To obtain the Bode plot, we

numerically apply a sinusoidal RF tone as Bstim(t) at increasing frequencies. We then fit the

amplitude of the propagated sine wave to obtain the Bode plot. This allows examining the

frequency behavior more carefully. We observe that for RF frequencies ≲ 2.5Ω, we do not observe

any significant difference to the fully aligned case.

Furthermore, we show for a χ = 45° angle the entire plot up to the Larmor frequency. We

see that when approaching the Larmor frequency, the role of the off-axis component becomes

increasingly important.
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FIG. S2. Effect of off-axis transients. a Numerically estimated sensing kernel for various off-axis

angles χ. b Corresponding Bode plots for the frequency range shown in the main text. c Bode

plot for χ = 45°for a larger frequency range.
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