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Summary. —
Small solid state qubits, most prominently single spins in solids, can be remarkable
sensors for various physical quantities ranging from magnetic fields to tempera-
ture. They package the performance of their bulk semiconductor counterparts into
a nanoscale device, sometimes as small as a single atom. This review is a minimal-
ist introduction into this concept. It gives a brief summary of quantum coherence,
Ramsey spectroscopy and a derivation of the ”standard quantum limit” of the sen-
sitivity that a single-qubit sensor can reach. It goes on to discuss the surprising
improvement that dynamical decoupling has brought about and concludes with an
outlook to the major frontiers of the field.

The history of quantum mechanics is a history of repeated underestimation. When it
emerged in the early 20th century, its strange consequences were discovered only in the-
ory, and illustrated by a series of speculative ”Gedankenexperiment”s. Observing them
in reality - on single photons, single atoms and single spins - seemed like an impossible
mission.
When it became reality half a century later, the experimental effort of these low-energy
experiments rivaled their early counterparts in high-energy physics. Operating a set of
even few qubits involved a lab densely packed with electronics, optics and vacuum setups,
and a team of skilled students that would spend their days aligning dye lasers and chasing
leaks - an effort comparable to a lab-scale accelerator in the 1930s. Skepticism remained
whether these setups would ever make the way out of the lab into the real world.
Today, this is a realistic prospect, which is largely owing to some decisive progress of the
2000s and 2010s: the discovery of several qubits that can be implemented in the solid
state, in real devices interfaced with the classical world, partly even at room temperature
and ambient conditions. With this tool at hand, the attention of the scientific world is
increasingly shifting to a very different question: ”what to do with it?” rather than ”how
to do it?”.

The situation is remarkably similar to the early days of the laser, which was admired as
”a solution looking for a problem”. This problem, at least a major one, turned out to be
sensing. The perfectly monochromatic light of a laser lent itself to measurements of tiny
displacements in interferometers, precise spectroscopy of molecules and, since it enabled
diffraction-limited focusing, readout of compact discs. It is a tempting idea that perfectly
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2 FRIEDEMANN REINHARD

Fig. 1. – Single spins as scanning probes. a) an optically readable electron spin at the tip
of a scanning probe microscope provides a sensor to image single electron and nuclear spins
in samples, as well as magnetic fields. b+c) magnetic field sensing by resonant spectroscopy.
b) the energy levels of an electron spin are shifted in a magnetic field by the Zeeman effect.
c) measurement of the Zeeman shift by optically detected magnetic resonance (ODMR) spec-
troscopy. Laser illumination pumps the spin into a specific state |0〉. A tuneable microwave
switches the spin into another state |1〉 with less fluorescence intensity if it is resonant with the
Zeeman-shifted spin transition.

monochromatic matter - which qubits essentially are - will find similar applications. Their
narrow spectral lines could respond to tiny shifts imprinted by external fields, making
them attractive sensors for various quantities. In those applications where size and effort
do not matter, this development has already taken place. Atomic clocks - which can be
regarded a quantum sensor for frequency and phase - have become the state of the art
for timekeeping and have transformed our life by enabling satellite navigation. Finding
similar applications for the younger solid state qubits remains an exciting challenge. One
obvious window of opportunity is sensing at the nanoscale. Solid state qubits are the
smallest sensors that have ever been conceived - as small as a single atom. Since such a
tool has not existed until a decade ago, the mere smallness of nanoscale sensors will open
unchartered territory for applications, even in the case that their sensitivity cannot be
pushed beyond competing large-scale technology.

1. – Single molecules and spins as scanning probes

When scanning probe microscopy was invented in the 1980s, it quickly became clear
that it would become a generic tool, not limited to tunneling microscopy on conductive
surfaces. This insight sparked the development of the atomic force microscope [11], and
subsequent proposals to use it as a novel detector for magnetic fields [64, 47] and mag-
netic resonance microscopy on small ensembles of spins [78]. At roughly the same time,
optical detection of single fluorescent molecules became widely available. This catalyzed
the development of numerous novel techniques in biology, ranging from fast DNA se-
quencing [60] to superresolution microscopy [33, 9, 57], and led to a strong interest in
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nanoscale optics. Scanning near-field microscopy was developed, a technique to image
optical properties with 10nm-scale resolution by a subwavelength aperture formed by
the tip of a pulled glas fiber [8]. Using a single fluorescent molecule or color center as a
scanning probe in this technique became both a realistic vision and an attractive goal. It
would push near-field microscopy to its ultimate resolution limit, enabling the study of
energy transfer between single molecules, single plasmons and other nano-emitters. This
technique has been proposed [59] and demonstrated [49], but failed to find widespread
adoption because molecules would photobleach too fast to enable reliable imaging and
color centers would reside too deep in their host crystal for photonic coupling.
Some visionaries were not scared away by these problems and proposed an even more
ambitious extension: to use a fluorophore with a stable electron spin, whose state could
be optically ”read out” by fluorescence [15]. Some fluorophores of this kind were known
to exist, most prominently organic molecules with a metastable triplet state. Optically
detected magnetic resonance had already been demonstrated in these systems on the
level of single stationary molecules in pioneering work in the 1990s [74, 42]. If successful,
a scanning probe microscope with such a sensor promised to transform near-field mi-
croscopy into a magnetic resonance microscopy technique. Spins in the sample coupling
to the sensor spin would cause spin flips that could be read out by fluorescence. The
whole arsenal of multidimensional magnetic resonance could be used to infer the location
of spins in the sample, potentially with atomic resolution. On a lower technical level,
shifts of the sensor spin resonance could be used to measure and image electric fields (via
a Stark shift) and magnetic fields (via a Zeeman shift).

It was around 2008 that this idea suddenly became a realistic prospect, when several
groups put forward proposals and demonstrations indicating that NV (Nitrogen-Vacancy)
defects in nanodiamonds could provide a photostable fluorescent nanoprobe with an opti-
cally readable electron spin [65, 21, 5, 48]. These properties had already been established
in the 80s [50] and, on the level of single spins, in the 90s [31]. We will not present them
in detail here, since this review will focus on spin sensing and is agnostic with respect
to the exact spin employed an the way its readout is implemented. Suffice it to say
that spin readout of the NV center is possible, because its fluorescence is slightly spin
dependent (Fig. 1b). It is roughly 30% more intense if the center is prepared in its
lowest spin state |0〉, because fluorescence competes with a strong non-radiative pathway
when the center is prepared in a higher spin state |1〉. Due to some lucky incidents, this
nonradiative path has a preference to decay into the lower spin state |0〉, so that optical
excitation not only reads out the spin, but also initializes it into a known state (|0〉).
Finally, the energies of these spins states are shifted by magnetic fields, experiencing a
field-dependent Zeeman-shift ∆ω = γB, where γ/2π ≈ 30 MHz/mT= 3 MHz/G denotes
the gyromagnetic ratio. Similar shifts exist for other physical quantities, but we will,
without loss of generality, focus on magnetic field sensing in the following.

These properties are the basis for the simplest sensing experiment - measuring mag-
netic fields by spectroscopy of the Zeeman shift (Fig. 1c). Here, the sensor spin state is
continuously probed by a continous-wave laser and excited by a microwave at a tuneable
frequency ω. For most frequencies, the microwave will not be resonant with the spin
transition, so that the laser pumps the spin state into the bright state |0〉, causing a high
level of fluorescence. When the microwave is tuned into resonance (so that ω = ω0 +γB),
it will excite the center into the dark state |1〉, which becomes visible as a dip in flu-
orescence. By this combined microwave-optical spectroscopy, the Zeeman shift can be
measured with reasonable precision, from which the magnetic field at the center can be
infered. These experiments reach a typical precision in the µT range, roughly 1% of the
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Fig. 2. – Quantum phase as a sensor for level shifts. The phase φ of a coherent superposition
(|0〉 + eiφ |1〉) grows as φ = ∆t under a spectral shift ∆.

earth’s magnetic field. While this is inferior to most existing semiconductor sensors, it is
measured by the smallest sensor that can possibly be conceived, consisting of little more
than a single atom.

Single NV centers can be attached to the tip of a scanning probe microscope, either
by packaging them in nanodiamonds that can be glued to a commercial tip [5], or by
sculpting all-diamond AFM tips with a single center embedded at their apex [45]. Re-
peating the Zeeman spectroscopy experiment at every pixel of a scan, magnetic fields
can be imaged with higher resolution than the 10nm-scale state of the art achieved by
magnetic force microscopy. As an additional benefit, the stray field of the NV spin does
not exert backaction on soft-magnetic samples. These advantages have made spin-based
scanning probe magnetometry a fertile field of research, and highlight results include
images of moving domain walls [66, 67], antiferromagnets [30], Skyrmions [22, 75], hard
disk write heads [36] and superconducting vortices [68, 51].

2. – Sensing by quantum coherence - reaching the fundamental limit of sensitivity

2
.
1. Quantum coherence as a sensor . – The continous-wave protocol of Fig. 1 has a

number of technical problems. Laser and microwave power need to be carefully tuned
to ensure that the microwave excitation performs exactly one full spin-flip between two
fluorescence events. Furthermore, the spectral resolution depends on microwave power,
since a high-power pulse can excite spins even if its frequency is slightly off-resonant.
It is for these reasons that most experiments today are performed using pulsed protocols,
inspired by atomic clocks [53] and quantum logic. The key idea, presented in Fig. 2, is to
employ the quantum-mechanical phase φ of a coherent superposition (|0〉 + eiφ |1〉)/

√
2

as a sensor. To see why this phase is sensitive to a small spectral shift ∆ = γB, we
consider a qubit evolving under the Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
~
2

(ω0 −∆)σ̂z
rot. frame

= −~
2

∆σ̂z.
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Here we have applied a transformation into a rotating frame, essentially a renormalization
of the qubit energy, to remove the static energy ω0. The time evolution under this
Hamiltonian is

|ψ(t)〉 = exp

[
− it
~
Ĥ

]
|ψ(t = 0)〉(2)

= exp

[
i
∆t

2
σ̂z

]
|ψ(t = 0)〉(3)

|ψ(t=0)〉=(|0〉+|1〉)/
√

2
= (|0〉+ ei∆t |1〉)/

√
2.(4)

up to an insignificant global phase e−i∆t/2. For a nonzero detuning ∆, the phase φ grows
over time. Since this evolution occurs in absence of any manipulation and readout pulses,
it is insensitive to experimental fluctuations in laser and microwave power.

It is instructive to consider this evolution on the ”Bloch sphere” (Fig. 2
.
1). This

sphere is a map from SU(2) (spin states) to the unit sphere in R3. |0〉 and |1〉 are mapped
to its south and nord poles respectively. Coherent superpositions (|0〉+eiφ |1〉)/

√
2 reside

on the equator, with φ translating into their geographical longitude. In this picture the
time evolution of eq. (2) is a rotation of the spin along the equator. Since this rotation
revolves with angular velocity ∆, it is very much reminiscent of the movement of the
needle in a classical instrument.

2
.
2. Creating and reading out quantum coherence - the Ramsey protocol . – In contrast

to a classical needle, the quantum-mechanical phase φ is invisible. Therefore, the protocol
of Fig. 2 needs to be supplemented by two additional steps, one to prepare a coherent
superposition and one to convert the phase into a measurable quantity such as the spin
state itself (Fig. 4). Both steps are implemented by microwave pulses, specifically ”π/2”
pulses of carefully tuned length.

The key idea behind these pulses can be understood by considering the evolution of
a spin that is driven by a resonant microwave (Fig. 3). A spin starting in state |0〉 will
absorb a photon from the microwave, flipping from |0〉 to |1〉. Somewhat counterintu-
itively, a spin starting from |1〉 will flip back from |1〉 to |0〉, emitting a microwave photon
by stimulated emission. Under continuous driving, these processes will alternate, so that
the spin rotates back and forth between |0〉 and |1〉, a process known as Rabi oscillation.
This rotation revolves at an angular frequency Ω, refered to as Rabi frequency, which is
set by the power of the microwave drive. The effect of a microwave pulse depends on its
duration. It can be set to perform half of an oscillation, flipping the spin from |0〉 to |1〉.
Such a pulse is refered to as a π pulse, since its duration τ is chosen such that Ωτ = π.
Crucially however, the Rabi oscillation can also be stopped ”half-way” between |0〉 and
|1〉, leaving the spin in the coherent superposition (|0〉+ |1〉)/

√
2. Since the duration of

such a pulse is twice shorter (such that Ωτ = π/2), it is refered to as a π/2 pulse.
In a more rigorous manner, these effects can be derived from the Hamiltonian of

atom-light interaction

Ĥ =
~
2

(ω0 −∆)σ̂z + ~Ω cos(ω0t)σ̂y

rot. frame
= −~

2
∆σ̂z +

~Ω

2
(1 + e−2iω0t)σ̂y

rot. wave approx.
≈ −~

2
∆σ̂z +

~Ω

2
σ̂y
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Fig. 3. – Rabi oscillations. A spin driven by a resonant microwave oscillates between states |0〉
and |1〉 by alternating phases of absorption and stimulated emission. A pulsed microwave drive
can be applied for a full spin flip (”π-pulse”) or can be stopped half-way (”π/2-pulse”), leaving
the spin in a coherent superposition (|0〉 + |1〉)/

√
2.

Here the transformation into a rotating frame with frequency ω0 (step 1) not only renor-
malizes the qubit energy, it also introduces an oscillatory factor e−iω0t to all terms cou-
pling states |0〉 and |1〉, in particular σ̂y = i |0〉 〈1| + H.C.. In this process the two
components cos(ω0t) = (eiω0t + e−iω0t)/2 of the cosine are transformed into a constant
term (1) and a rapidly oscillating term (e2iω0t). This latter term can be neglected in a
”rotating frame approximation” as long as Ω,∆� ω0.

In this description, a microwave drive is equivalent to a rotation of the spin around

Fig. 4. – The Ramsey protocol. a) An initial π/2-pulse prepares a coherent superposition, which
undergoes free evolution to pick up a phase φ = ∆τ . This phase is converted into spin population
by a second π/2-pulse. b) Sensitivity of Ramsey spectroscopy. For a fixed evolution time τ , the
spin state is an oscillatory function of the shift ∆. Its state can be measured with uncertainty
σp, which translates into an uncertainty σ∆ on the measurement of ∆.
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axis y of the Bloch sphere, induced by the term proportional to σ̂y. Typically, the drive
is so strong that Ω � ∆, so that the term in σ̂z can be neglected whenever the drive is
applied. In these conditions, π and π/2 pulses correspond to the propagators

π̂ = exp

[
−iΩτπ

2
σ̂y

]
π̂

2
= exp

[
−i

Ωτπ/2

2
σ̂y

]
with

π̂ |0〉 =
π̂

2
· π̂

2
· |0〉 =

π̂

2
· (|0〉+ |1〉)/

√
2 = |1〉 .

With these ingredients we can understand the most fundamental quantum sensing pro-
tocol, the Ramsey sequence (Fig. 4). An initial π/2 pulse prepares the spin into the
coherent superposition (|0〉+ |1〉)/

√
2. It is subsequently subjected to free evolution un-

der a spectral shift ∆ for some waiting time τ , picking up a phase φ = ∆t. A second
π/2 pulse converts this phase to a population inversion of the spin state by transforming
the state from (|0〉 + eiφ |1〉)/

√
2 to i sin φ

2 |0〉 + cos φ2 |1〉. This population inversion is

measurable, since it affects the probability |〈1|ψ〉|2 of finding the spin in state |1〉 at the
end of the sequence. This probability is an oscillatory function of φ

|〈1|ψ〉|2 = cos2

(
φ

2

)
=

1

2
(1 + cosφ).

If there is no precession during the free evolution τ , the two π/2 pulses will add up to a
π pulse, leaving the spin in state |1〉 at the end of the sequence. Precession during τ will
be translated into a rotation between states |0〉 and |1〉.

Experimentally, φ can be varied both by varying τ and by varying ∆. In both cases,
the measurement result will trace an oscillatory function, refered to as Ramsey fringes
in the time and frequency domain, respectively. For sensing applications, the latter
implementation is more relevant. Here, the oscillating spin signal at the end of the
experiment provides a ruler for spectral shifts ∆, similar to the fringes of an optical
interferometer providing a ruler for displacement.

Since quantum sensing experiments typically aim at detecting very small signals, the
fringes are hardly ever recorded in their entirety. Instead, the sensor is operated at a
fixed detuning ∆0, chosen such that the spin signal p = |〈1|ψ〉|2 is maximally sensitive to
small fluctuations in ∆. This is typically the slope of a Ramsey fringe, and operation at
this point can be ensured by applying a fixed detuning of ∆0 = π/(2τ) to the microwave
drive.

The precision of such a sensing experiment is limited by the precision of spin readout.
The measurement of p = |〈1|ψ〉|2 will always have some experimental uncertainty σp,
which translates into an uncertainty σ∆ on the measurement of ∆ by Gauss’ law of error
propagation.

σ∆ = −σp ·
d∆

dp
|steepest slope = σp ·

2

τ
.

If all technical fluctuations are eliminated, the fundamental limit of σp is set by quantum
projection noise. A single measurement of p cannot access a floating point value between
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0 and 1. Instead, spin readout will project the spin into either |0〉 or |1〉, providing one
quantized bit of information (pmeasured = 0 or pmeasured = 1). Since we are operating at
the slope, where p ≈ 0.5, this measurement is always wrong, with an error of

σp =
√
〈p2

measured〉 − 〈pmeasured〉2 =
√

1/2− 1/4 = 1/2,

〈·〉 denoting the expectation value. As we average the results of M repeated measure-
ments on N sensors operating in parallel, this error diminishes according to

σp =
1

2
√
MN

so that the sensor achieves a precision of

σ∆ =
1

τ
√
MN

.

This result could have been obtained by common sense: a single measurement of duration
τ is able to measure a frequency with a Fourier-limited resolution 1/τ , and averaging the
result over M ·N uncorrelated measurements will boost precision by a factor of 1/

√
MN .

For simplicity, we have assumed single-shot readout, i.e. that the spin state can be
measured in a single experimental repetition. In experiments, this is frequently impos-
sible, for instance because of low detection efficiency of photodetectors or because the
readout signal differs by less than 100% between states |0〉 and |1〉. In this case, the
number of repetitions M has to be replaced by M/M0, where M0 denotes the number of
measurements required to measure the spin state once.

2
.
3. Decoherence and the fundamental limit to sensitivity . – The above expression for

σ∆ is not yet a useful figure of merit for sensor performance, because σ∆ can always be
boosted to infinite precision by averaging over a larger number of measurements N or by
increasing the slope of the fringes by increasing τ . Obviously, there are practical limits
to both of these tricks that need to be taken into account by a reasonable figure of merit.
In practice this is achieved by comparing sensor performance in terms of ”sensitivity”, a
corrected figure of merit which we will derive in the following paragraphs.

Regarding averaging, it is important to note that this concept can be applied to any
sensor. A statement like ”an NV qubit can measure fields with nT precision” is useless
(although we have made it above), since even a simple compass could in principle be
pushed to this level by averaging its signal over a long time. To discount for this effect,
sensor sensitivity is normalized to acquisition time. Since M measurements will take a
time of T = M · τ , spectral resolution scales as σ∆ = 1/(

√
τNT ), and the precision in

sensing a magnetic field is

(5) σB =
σ∆

γ
=

1

γ
√
τNT

= ηB
1√
T

Here, the sensitivity ηB = 1/(γ
√
τN) provides a figure of merit that discounts for

averaging. A sensor that can reach a higher precision in a given amount of averaging
time is rated a better sensor, quantified by a lower value of sensitivity. Similar formulas
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can be established for other quantities (E, T, . . . ) that can be measured by spectroscopy
of some suitable spectral shift. The units of these figures are

[ηB ] =
T√
Hz

, [ηE ] =
V/cm√

Hz
, [ηT ] =

K√
Hz

, . . .

The slightly un-intuitive unit 1/
√

Hz is omnipresent whenever sensitivities are involved.
It is best understood as ”sensor precision obtained after 1 second of averaging”.

Still, sensitivity as defined in eq. 5 is not a meaningful figure of merit, since it can be
pushed to arbitrary limits by increasing τ . The fundamental limit to this parameter is
set by a quantum-mechanical effect known as decoherence, which limits τ to values less
than the qubit’s ”coherence time” T ∗2 . Decoherence refers to the fact that a quantum
superposition (|0〉+eiφ |1〉)/

√
2 does not persist forever. It is a fragile state, which decays

into a ”classical mixture”, where the qubit is in state |0〉 or |1〉 with 50/50 probability.
This state is different from the coherent superposition that the qubit started from, where
the spin in a way lives simultaneously in both |0〉 and |1〉. The difference can be quantified
by the density matrix

ρ̂ =
∑
i

pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|

where pi denotes the (classical) probability of the qubit to be prepared in a quantum
state ψi chosen from some set of states indexed by i. The density matrix ρ̂ can capture
the difference between ”simultaneously |0〉 and |1〉” and ”either |0〉 or |1〉 with 50/50
probability”, since

ρ̂
[
(|0〉+ eiφ |1〉)/

√
2
]

=
1

2

(
1 eiφ

e−iφ 1

)
ρ̂50/50 =

1

2
(|0〉 〈0|+ |1〉 〈1|) =

1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
We see that quantum coherence is quantified by the off-diagonal elements of ρ̂. To

see why quantum states have a tendency to decay from a coherent state into classical
mixtures, we consider a qubit that has some intrinsic uncertainty σ∆ on its transition
frequency ∆ (Fig. 5 b). This uncertainty could arise from a fluctuating magnetic back-
ground field, for instance the stray field from nuclear spins in the carbon lattice in the
case of an NV center. We assume the background field to take a random value in each ex-
perimental repetition, so that the detuning ∆ is normally distributed with a probability
density

p(∆) =
1√

2πσ2
∆

e
− (∆−∆0)2

2σ2
∆

Each random value of ∆ will lead to a different state (|0〉+ei∆τ |1〉) at the end of the free
evolution, so that the spin state before the second π/2 pulse is described as the statistical
mixture

ρ̂ =

∫
d∆ p(∆)

(
1 ei∆τ

e−i∆τ 1

)
Gaussian integral

=

(
1 e−

1
2σ

2
∆τ

2

ei∆0τ

e−
1
2σ

2
∆τ

2

e−i∆0τ 1

)
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Fig. 5. – Decoherence. A random static background shift σ∆ blurs the Ramsey fringes, inducing
a decay of spin contrast over a timescale T ∗

2 = 1/σ∆.

The off-diagonal elements of this state decay as e−
1
2σ

2
∆τ

2

for increasing evolution time τ ,
with a time constant of

1/σ∆ := T ∗2 .

Since it is the off-diagonal terms that are converted into spin population by the second
π/2 pulse, this decay manifests itself as a decay of the time-domain Ramsey fringes over
a timescale of T ∗2 (Fig. 5 c). This result can also be derived from a more classical
argument: a randomly varying detuning ∆ will lead to randomly varying frequencies
of the time-domain Ramsey oscillations (Fig. 5 b). For small evolution times τ , this
does not have a visible effect, since the spin will roughly end in the same peak or valley
in any experimental repetition. For large evolution times, the measurement result is
increasingly randomized, with the spin ending randomly in a peak or a valley depending
on the exact value of ∆ in a specific experimental repetition. Averaging over all these
results can only lead to one result: p = 0.5, zero spin contrast, no fringes.

Once decoherence is considered, the choice of τ in a sensing experiment is subject to a
compromise. Too short values will lower sensitivity, because the frequency-domain fringes
become less steep. Too long values will lower sensitivity, because decoherence reduces
fringe contrast and, concomittantly, their slope. An educated guess suggests that the
optimum choice is τ ≈ T ∗2 , long enough to build up a steep slope, but sufficiently short
to avoid death from decoherence. This guess is correct, as can be verified by an explicit
minimization of the sensitivity as a function of τ . With this choice, the sensitivity of a
quantum sensor reads

(1) ηB =
1

γ
√
NT ∗2

which is known as the ”standard quantum limit”. This relation is so fundamental that
it is refered to as ”equation (1)” by some researchers in the field [13] and in this review.
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Fig. 6. – Hahn echo. a) A π-pulse in the middle of the free evolution time mirrors the spin to
the back side of the equator, so that a phase acquired from a static shift ∆ is exactly rewound
in the second half of the sequence. b) Coherence persists for a longer time T2 under the Hahn
echo sequence.

We conclude this chapter by a discussion of some of its more subtle implications

• It is a frequent misconception that a stronger coupling to the environment γ will
automatically yield a sensor with a better sensitivity, suggested by the fact that γ
appears in the denominator of eq. (1). The fallacy is that a stronger coupling to
the environment also impacts T ∗2 = σ−1

∆ by increasing the frequency noise σ∆. A
famous example of this subtlety is the use of entangled states of multiple qubits
such as (|00〉 + eiφ |11〉)/

√
2. These have long been believed to result in better

sensitivity than a sensor built from independent qubits. Since their total magnetic
moment grows linearly with N , an entangled sensor employing a single effective spin
of N entangled qubits would at first sight achieve a sensitivity of 1/(γN

√
T ∗2 ), a

factor of
√
N better than eq. (1) [72, 71, 27]. Unfortunately, stronger coupling also

increases the impact of background noise, so that increased decoherence shrinks T ∗2
by a factor of N , spoiling the improvement [34, 28].

• While we frequently speak of T ∗2 as an intrinsic constant of a specific qubit, we
should think of it just as much as a constant of a qubit’s environment, quantifying
the level of intrinsic background noise. As a specific example, NV centers have
orders of magnitude higher coherence times than quantum dots, and we might easily
think of them as ”better” qubits. Yet, both are based on the same quantum entity,
a single electron spin, and the difference merely results from the fact that nuclear
spins are a lot less abundant in diamond than in typical quantum dot materials
like GaAs. As a consequence, the relation might turn upside down if quantum dots
could be engineered in diamond, and the search for new spin qubits could result
in disappointment if it is focused on the wrong materials. Most importantly, both
qubits could become equally bad sensors when they have to be operated close to a
sample with high intrinsic noise.
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Fig. 7. – Dynamical decoupling. a) a train of π-pulses acts as a lock-in grating, effectively
inverting the sign of the signal in the flipping reference frame of the sensor spin. b) The spectral
sensitivity of a spin under dynamical decoupling is modeled by a ”filter function”, the Fourier
transform of a time-domain sensitivity function g(t). For a τ -periodic grating (right), the filter
function is peaked at a frequency 1/(2τ), so that the spin coherence decay traces an inverted
copy of the noise spectrum, turning the spin into a spectrum analyzer.

3. – Sensing by dynamical decoupling - the hidden revolution

Despite its fundamental nature, equation (1) can be broken. The key idea here is that
T ∗2 can be extended to longer timescales if a tool is found to suppress buildup of a random
phase σ∆τ in presence of a random spectral shift σ∆. Such a tool is provided by quantum
control protocols, more complicated manipulations of the spin than a mere creation and
detection of coherence. The first protocol of this kind, known as ”spin echo” or ”Hahn
echo”, was developed by Erwin Hahn in 1950 [32]. It is presented in Fig. 6. It differs
from standard Ramsey spectroscopy by an additional π-pulse, introduced in the middle
of the free evolution time. This pulse mirrors the spin state to the other side of the
equator, so that a phase built up by a constant detuning ∆ in the first half of evolution
is exactly rewound in the second half. By this mechanism, the effect of a constant ∆ is
canceled and decoherence is suppressed, so that τ can be chosen much longer than T ∗2 .
In practice there is a new limit to τ , refered to as T2, arising from the fact that ∆ is
never purely static and that the spin phase remains sensitive to fluctuations that vary
over the timescale of the Hahn echo sequence. This timescale is situated between T ∗2 and
T1, the spin-flip lifetime of an incoherent spin state like |1〉.

At first sight the Hahn echo protocol appears to be useless for sensing, since it cancels a
constant detuning ∆. While this mitigates decoherence, it comes at the price of canceling
a static signal, too. It turns out, however, that a qubit subjected to a Hahn echo sequence
remains sensitive to signals oscillating at a nonzero frequency and that this sensitivity
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can actually be tuned to specific signal frequencies in a very selective manner [79, 18, 40,
19, 23, 10, 70, 69]. The key idea, refered to as ”quantum lock-in detection” or ”dynamical
decoupling” is presented in 7 a. We consider a qubit that is exposed to an oscillating
signal at a frequency ν. This signal could not be detected in a Ramsey sequence, since
positive and negative half-cycles would imprint opposite phases on the spin and cancel
over the free evolution time. We can, however, effectively rectify the signal by applying
periodic π pulses to the spin, whose spacing τ is synchronized to the signal by the choice
2τ = ν−1. Since each pulse induces a flip of the sensor spin, it effectively inverts the sign
of the signal in the flipping reference frame of the sensor. The effect of this scheme is
similar to classical lock-in-detection, where the signal would be inverted by a mixer or a
similar device. Signals at a frequency 1/(2τ) are rectified to DC (zero frequency) while
static shifts will be converted to some nonzero frequency so that their effect cancels over
time.

To employ this scheme in a sensing sequence, the lock-in grating of periodic π-pulses
is embedded into two π/2-pulses to create and read a quantum phase (7 b). The π-
pulse grating tunes sensitivity to a specific frequency, which simultaneously suppresses
decoherence from static shifts and sensitizes the quantum phase to specific AC signals.
With dynamical decoupling, a qubit becomes a quantum spectrum analyzer. Ramsey
spectroscopy and Hahn echo can be regarded the two simplest incarnations of this con-
cept, tuning sensitivity to DC and 1/(2τ) respectively, but a whole multitude of novel
experiments can be conceived by playing with the placement of π pulses.

The spectral sensitivity of an arbitrary decoupling sequence can be computed by
a formalism known as the ”sensitivity function” or ”filter function” [17, 79]. In this
formalism the phase that a qubit picks up over a dynamical decoupling sequence is
written as

φ =

∫
dt g(t)∆(t)

where g(t) is a sensitivity function, modeling the effective inversion of the signal by the
π pulses. It can be constructed from a few simple rules. The initial π/2 pulse initializes
g with g(t) = 1, since it creates a coherent superposition whose phase is sensitive to
∆. g changes sign with every π-pulse to model the effective inversion of the signal in
the flipping frame of the spin. Finally, g(t) = 0 before and after the initial and final
π/2-pulses, since there is no quantum coherence beyond these points. In an alternative
interpretation, g can be understood as the ”Platonic ideal” of a signal that will impart
a maximum phase φ on the qubit.

In the most general case, a signal does not have a constant intensity and phase, so
that the quantum phase φ is a random variable with a variance 〈φ2〉. The spin signal
| 〈ψ| 1〉|2 at the end of the sequence can be computed from eq. (2

.
3)

| 〈ψ| 1〉|2 =
1

2

(
1 + e−〈φ

2〉/2
)
.

In absence of a signal (〈φ2〉 = 0) coherence will be preserved, so that the final π/2-pulse
flips the spin into |1〉. A nonzero signal will induce decoherence (〈φ2〉 > 0), reducing the
spin signal. We now rewrite eq. (3), expressing the g and ∆ involved by their Fourier
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coefficients gn,∆n

φ =

∫ T

0

dt g(t)∆(t)

f(t)= 1
T

∑∞
−∞ fne

i2πnt/T

=
1

T 2

∑
n,n′

gn∆n′

∫ T

0

dt ei2πnt/T ei2πn
′t/T

∫
···=Tδn

′
n=

1

T

∑
n

gn∆−n

Here, T denotes the full length of the free evolution from the initial to the final π/2 pulse.
The variance 〈φ2〉 becomes thus

〈φ2〉 =
1

T 2

〈∑
n,n′

g∗n∆∗−ngn′∆−n′

〉
〈∆n∆∗

n′ 〉=0
=

1

T 2

∑
n

|gn|2 |∆n|2

=
∑
n

Sg(νn)S∆(νn)

Here, the relation 〈∆n∆∗n′〉 = 0 holds, since different Fourier components of noise are
uncorrelated. Sf (νn) = |fn|2/T denotes the power spectral density of a quantity f .
This final relation underlines the above statement that a dynamical decoupling sequence
sensitizes a qubit to noise at specific frequencies, described by the Fourier transform
Sg(νn) of the sensitivity function g(t).

Some practical examples of this concept are presented in Fig. 7 b. Ramsey spec-
troscopy (left) has a constantly positive sensitivity function in the time domain, resulting
in a filter function with DC sensitivity in the frequency domain. It is insensitive to signals
with a frequency ν � τ−1, which average to zero over the free evolution. Accordingly,
the frequency-domain filter function is a lowpass filter with bandwidth 1/τ . Since noise
is mostly stronger at low frequencies, the spin signal decays on a fast timescale T ∗2 under
Ramsey spectroscopy.
Under dynamical decoupling (specifically: the Carr-Purcell-Meiboom-Gill sequence, right),
the time-domain sensitivity function periodically alternates between +1 and −1. The
Fourier transform of this signal is peaked at a frequency 1/(2τ), and vanishes at DC,
modeling the fact that some AC signals are rectified while DC signals are suppressed as
discussed above. The sequence can be used as a quantum spectrum analyzer by varying
τ . This will displace the peak of maximum sensitivity across a wide range of frequencies.
The spin signal traces an inverted copy of the noise spectrum, with strong decoherence
occuring whenever the sensitivity peak coincides with a peak of noise. Since the sequence
equally supresses decoherence from DC background fields, coherence time under CPMG
rises to T2. By virtue of this second aspect, sensitivity for detection of AC signals is
higher than the sensitivity obtained in a Ramsey sequence, and equation (1) is modified
to

ηB =
1

γ
√
T2N

.
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Table I. – Sensitivity of magnetic field sensors. Grey shaded numbers denote extrapolations from
published values. Numbers differ from the shot noise limit of eq. (1) because the efficiency of
spin readout is not unity in most experiments. SQUID: Superconducting Quantum Inferference
Device.

single
NV

single
NV
(12C)

NV
ensemble

NV
ensemble
theory

Smartphone
Hall
sensor

SQUID

N 1 1 1011

(100µm)3
1016

(1cm3)
T ∗

2 1µs 228µs 30µs -
T2 300µs 2ms 50µs 300µs

ηDC 1µT/
√

Hz 20nT/
√

Hz 1pT/
√

Hz - 30nT/
√

Hz 1fT/
√

Hz

ηAC 20nT/
√

Hz 4nT/
√

Hz 1pT/
√

Hz 250aT/
√

Hz 20aT/
√

Hz
Refs. [65] [77, 6] [73, 7, 16] [65] [1] [39, 62]

The effect of dynamical decoupling can be profound. For NV centers, T2 can be
four orders of magnitude longer than T ∗2 (10ms [25] rather than 1µs), so that sensitivity
improves by two orders of magnitude whenever dynamical decoupling can be employed.
Moreover, the ability to perform spectroscopy of a time-dependent magnetic signal is a
powerful benefit.

Arguably the most prominent example for the power of dynamical decoupling is the
detection of magnetic resonance signals from nanoscale samples, first achieved in 2013 [46,
63]. Here, a single stationary NV center, embedded few nanometers beneath the surface
of a bulk diamond, is employed as a quantum spectrometer to detect magnetic noise
from samples on the diamond surface. This magnetic noise is mostly dominated by
stochastic fluctuations of nuclear spins, peaked at the characteristic Larmor frequency
of the molecules on the surface. Dynamical decoupling has pushed the sensitivity of a
single NV center into a range where detection of this spin noise is possible. Both nuclear
spins [44] and electron spin signals [61] have been detected from single biomolecules.
The door seems open to transform magnetic resonance spectroscopy, previously limited
to mm-scale samples or complicated low-temperature setups [20], into a single-molecule
technique.

4. – Outlook - prospects and hopes after one decade

Despite the impressive progress over the past decade, the achievements of nanoscale
sensing by spin qubits have covered only a fraction of its full potential. Several important
goals remain open and great further breakthroughs are likely to emerge:

• Scanning probe magnetometry is still mostly based on measurements of strong
DC fields, using the Ramsey sequence or resonant spectroscopy. Dynamical decou-
pling is hardly ever employed, so that orders of magnitude in sensitivity remain to
be harvested. The reason for this surprising fact is that spin coherence is strongly
degraded in nanodiamonds and nanofabricated diamond tips. Clearly, this problem
is not fundamental, and will be overcome by improved fabrication, more robust
color centers or novel concepts for scanning probe positioning [24]. With better
sensitivity, novel samples will shift into reach. Likely targets are scanning-probe
imaging of nuclear spins - so far limited to some proof-of-principle experiments
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in ”best-case” conditions [56, 35], imaging of current patterns in solid-state sam-
ples [14], or spectroscopy of magnetic fluctuations as a tabletop complement to
neutron scattering experiments in materials science [38, 4].

• Single-molecule magnetic resonance is so far limited to a mere spectroscopy
technique and suffers from very slow data acquisition. Much of the power of its bulk
counterpart derives from imaging, most evident in the beautiful images provided by
clinical scanners. Translating this technique to a three-dimensional imaging method
for single molecules is technically challenging, but seems to be doable in the years to
come. Improved strategies for signal acquisition like Fourier processing [12, 58, 3]
and single-shot readout will be crucial to keep acquisition times at a manageable
level.

• Sensing using spins in nanoparticles has led to proof-of-principle measure-
ments of temperature inside living cells [41, 2]. Progress is being made towards
monitoring of chemical reactions [54]. Also, fluorescent defect centers in nanoparti-
cles have been used for superresolution microscopy [55, 52]. This application does
not make use of any spin properties and merely exploits the fact that the fluo-
rescence of color centers is photostable. All of these techniques have not found
widespread adoptance yet, presumably because directed attachment to specific
parts of a cell is difficult, owing to the complex surface chemistry of nanoparti-
cles.

• While much work has been done using single spins as detectors for nanoscale signals,
all techniques discussed in this review can be scaled to sensing on the micron-
scale, using ensembles of spins as slightly larger detectors with better sensitivity.
This line of research has led to magnetic microscopy of inclusions in meteorites [26]
and bacteria [43] and, very recently, to NMR spectroscopy on µm-scale samples [29].
We might soon see commercial magnetic microscopes and microfluidic NMR detec-
tors. With these detectors, magnetic resonance microscopy could ultimately bridge
all length scales between atomic resolution and the mm-scale resolution of clinical
scanners.

• Finally, the progress of the past decades can be seen as a success of quantum
control. In a first wave, manipulation of quantum states has been achieved in very
clean artificial systems like trapped ions or ultracold atoms in vacuum. In a second
wave, these achievements were extended to some selected solid state systems. A
logical third challenge could be control of arbitrary spins in arbitrary samples.
Indeed, many streams of work are directed towards this goal. NV centers can not
only be used to detect nuclear spins, but also to prepare them in a specific state by
polarisation exchange. This could lead to a novel way for nuclear hyperpolarisation
of arbitrary samples, a direction of research that is even starting to be pursued by
industry. If nanoscale magnetic resonance could be pushed down to the level of
single nuclei, solid state phases could be studied in real materials with atomic
resolution, providing a third way between top-down studies on bulk samples and
bottom-up replication of matter in ultracold atoms. Dynamical decoupling as a
generic tool to tailor the spectral properties of materials could become the key to
translate quantum effects like slow light to a much wider range of materials [37].



NANOSCALE SENSING AND QUANTUM COHERENCE 17

REFERENCES

[1] AKM8975 Datasheet, 2010.
[2] Masfer Alkahtani, Linkun Jiang, Robert Brick, Philip Hemmer, and Marlan Scully.

Nanometer-scale luminescent thermometry in bovine embryos. Optics Letters, 42(23):4812–
4815, December 2017.

[3] K. Arai, C. Belthangady, H. Zhang, N. Bar-Gill, S. J. DeVience, P. Cappellaro, A. Yacoby,
and R. L. Walsworth. Fourier magnetic imaging with nanoscale resolution and compressed
sensing speed-up using electronic spins in diamond. Nature Nanotechnology, 10(10):859–
864, October 2015.

[4] Amila Ariyaratne, Dolev Bluvstein, Bryan A. Myers, and Ania C. Bleszynski Jayich.
Nanoscale electrical conductivity imaging using a nitrogen-vacancy center in diamond.
Nature Communications, 9(1):2406, June 2018.

[5] Gopalakrishnan Balasubramanian, I. Y. Chan, Roman Kolesov, Mohannad Al-Hmoud,
Julia Tisler, Chang Shin, Changdong Kim, Aleksander Wojcik, Philip R. Hemmer, Anke
Krueger, Tobias Hanke, Alfred Leitenstorfer, Rudolf Bratschitsch, Fedor Jelezko, and
Jorg Wrachtrup. Nanoscale imaging magnetometry with diamond spins under ambient
conditions. Nature, 455(7213):648–651, 2008.

[6] Gopalakrishnan Balasubramanian, Philipp Neumann, Daniel Twitchen, Matthew
Markham, Roman Kolesov, Norikazu Mizuochi, Junichi Isoya, Jocelyn Achard, Johannes
Beck, Julia Tissler, Vincent Jacques, Philip R. Hemmer, Fedor Jelezko, and Jrg Wrachtrup.
Ultralong spin coherence time in isotopically engineered diamond. Nature Materials,
8(5):383–387, 2009.

[7] Erik Bauch, Connor A. Hart, Jennifer M. Schloss, Matthew J. Turner, John F. Barry,
Pauli Kehayias, Swati Singh, and Ronald L. Walsworth. Ultralong Dephasing Times in
Solid-State Spin Ensembles via Quantum Control. arXiv:1801.03793 [quant-ph], January
2018. arXiv: 1801.03793.

[8] Eric Betzig and Robert J. Chichester. Single Molecules Observed by Near-Field Scanning
Optical Microscopy. Science, 262(5138):1422–1425, November 1993.

[9] Eric Betzig, George H. Patterson, Rachid Sougrat, O. Wolf Lindwasser, Scott Olenych,
Juan S. Bonifacino, Michael W. Davidson, Jennifer Lippincott-Schwartz, and Harald F.
Hess. Imaging Intracellular Fluorescent Proteins at Nanometer Resolution. Science,
313(5793):1642–1645, September 2006.

[10] Michael J. Biercuk, Hermann Uys, Aaron P. VanDevender, Nobuyasu Shiga, Wayne M.
Itano, and John J. Bollinger. Optimized dynamical decoupling in a model quantum
memory. Nature, 458(7241):996–1000, April 2009.

[11] G. Binnig, C. F. Quate, and Ch. Gerber. Atomic Force Microscope. Physical Review Letters,
56(9):930–933, March 1986.

[12] J. M. Boss, K. S. Cujia, J. Zopes, and C. L. Degen. Quantum sensing with arbitrary
frequency resolution. Science, 356(6340):837–840, May 2017.

[13] Dmitry Budker and Michael Romalis. Optical magnetometry. Nature Physics, 3(4):227–
234, April 2007.

[14] K. Chang, A. Eichler, J. Rhensius, L. Lorenzelli, and C. L. Degen. Nanoscale Imaging of
Current Density with a Single-Spin Magnetometer. Nano Letters, 17(4):2367–2373, April
2017.

[15] Boris M. Chernobrod and Gennady P. Berman. Spin microscope based on optically detected
magnetic resonance. Journal of Applied Physics, 97(1):014903–014903, January 2005.

[16] Hannah Clevenson, Matthew E. Trusheim, Tim Schroder, Carson Teale, Danielle Braje,
and Dirk Englund. Broadband Magnetometry and Temperature Sensing with a Light
Trapping Diamond Waveguide. arXiv:1406.5235 [cond-mat, physics:physics, physics:quant-
ph], June 2014. arXiv: 1406.5235.

[17] Lukasz Cywinski, Roman M. Lutchyn, Cody P. Nave, and S. Das Sarma. How to enhance
dephasing time in superconducting qubits. Phys. Rev. B, 77(17):174509, May 2008.

[18] G. de Lange, D. Rist, V. V. Dobrovitski, and R. Hanson. Single-Spin Magnetometry with
Multipulse Sensing Sequences. Phys. Rev. Lett., 106(8):080802, February 2011.



18 FRIEDEMANN REINHARD

[19] G. de Lange, Z. H. Wang, D. Rist, V. V. Dobrovitski, and R. Hanson. Universal Dynamical
Decoupling of a Single Solid-State Spin from a Spin Bath. Science, 330:60–63, 2010.

[20] C. L. Degen, M. Poggio, H. J. Mamin, C. T. Rettner, and D. Rugar. Nanoscale magnetic
resonance imaging. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106(5):1313–1317,
March 2009.

[21] Christian Degen. Nanoscale magnetometry: Microscopy with single spins. Nat Nano,
3(11):643–644, November 2008.

[22] Y. Dovzhenko, F. Casola, S. Schlotter, T. X. Zhou, F. Bttner, R. L. Walsworth, G. S. D.
Beach, and A. Yacoby. Magnetostatic twists in room-temperature skyrmions explored by
nitrogen-vacancy center spin texture reconstruction. Nature Communications, 9(1):2712,
July 2018.

[23] Jiangfeng Du, Xing Rong, Nan Zhao, Ya Wang, Jiahui Yang, and R. B. Liu. Preserving
electron spin coherence in solids by optimal dynamical decoupling. Nature, 461(7268):1265–
1268, October 2009.

[24] Stefan Ernst, Dominik M. Irber, Andreas M. Waeber, Georg Braunbeck, and Friedemann
Reinhard. A Planar Scanning Probe Microscope. arXiv:1805.03199 [physics], May 2018.
arXiv: 1805.03199.

[25] Demitry Farfurnik, Andrey Jarmola, Linh M. Pham, Zhi-Hui Wang, Viatcheslav V.
Dobrovitski, Ronald L. Walsworth, Dmitry Budker, and Nir Bar-Gill. Optimizing a
Dynamical Decoupling Protocol for Solid-State Electronic Spin Ensembles in Diamond.
Physical Review B, 92(6), August 2015. arXiv: 1505.00636.

[26] Roger R. Fu, Benjamin P. Weiss, Eduardo A. Lima, Richard J. Harrison, Xue-Ning Bai,
Steven J. Desch, Denton S. Ebel, Clment Suavet, Huapei Wang, David Glenn, David Le
Sage, Takeshi Kasama, Ronald L. Walsworth, and Aaron T. Kuan. Solar nebula magnetic
fields recorded in the Semarkona meteorite. Science, 346(6213):1089–1092, November 2014.

[27] Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Quantum-Enhanced
Measurements: Beating the Standard Quantum Limit. Science, 306(5700):1330–1336,
November 2004.

[28] Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Advances in quantum metrology.
Nature Photonics, 5(4):222–229, April 2011.

[29] David R. Glenn, Dominik B. Bucher, Junghyun Lee, Mikhail D. Lukin, Hongkun Park, and
Ronald L. Walsworth. High-resolution magnetic resonance spectroscopy using a solid-state
spin sensor. Nature, 555(7696):351–354, March 2018.

[30] I. Gross, W. Akhtar, V. Garcia, L. J. Martnez, S. Chouaieb, K. Garcia, C. Carrtro,
A. Barthlmy, P. Appel, P. Maletinsky, J.-V. Kim, J. Y. Chauleau, N. Jaouen, M. Viret,
M. Bibes, S. Fusil, and V. Jacques. Real-space imaging of non-collinear antiferromagnetic
order with a single-spin magnetometer. Nature, 549(7671):252, September 2017.

[31] A. Gruber, A. Drbenstedt, C. Tietz, L. Fleury, J. Wrachtrup, and C. von Borczyskowski.
Scanning Confocal Optical Microscopy and Magnetic Resonance on Single Defect Centers.
Science, 276(5321):2012–2014, 1997.

[32] E. L. Hahn. Spin Echoes. Phys. Rev., 80(4):580–594, November 1950.

[33] Stefan W. Hell and Jan Wichmann. Breaking the diffraction resolution limit by
stimulated emission: stimulated-emission-depletion fluorescence microscopy. Optics
Letters, 19(11):780–782, June 1994.

[34] S. F. Huelga, C. Macchiavello, T. Pellizzari, A. K. Ekert, M. B. Plenio, and J. I.
Cirac. Improvement of Frequency Standards with Quantum Entanglement. Physical Review
Letters, 79(20):3865–3868, November 1997.

[35] T. Hberle, D. Schmid-Lorch, F. Reinhard, and J. Wrachtrup. Nanoscale nuclear magnetic
imaging with chemical contrast. Nature Nanotechnology, 10(2):125, February 2015.

[36] Ingmar Jakobi, Philipp Neumann, Ya Wang, Durga Bhaktavatsala Rao Dasari, Fadi El
Hallak, Muhammad Asif Bashir, Matthew Markham, Andrew Edmonds, Daniel Twitchen,
and Jrg Wrachtrup. Measuring broadband magnetic fields on the nanoscale using a hybrid
quantum register. Nature Nanotechnology, 12(1):67–72, January 2017.



NANOSCALE SENSING AND QUANTUM COHERENCE 19

[37] T. Joas, A. M. Waeber, G. Braunbeck, and F. Reinhard. Quantum sensing of weak radio-
frequency signals by pulsed Mollow absorption spectroscopy. Nature Communications,
8(1):964, October 2017.

[38] S. Kolkowitz, A. Safira, A. A. High, R. C. Devlin, S. Choi, Q. P. Unterreithmeier,
D. Patterson, A. S. Zibrov, V. E. Manucharyan, H. Park, and M. D. Lukin. Probing
Johnson noise and ballistic transport in normal metals with a single-spin qubit. Science,
347(6226):1129–1132, March 2015.

[39] I. K. Kominis, T. W. Kornack, J. C. Allred, and M. V. Romalis. A subfemtotesla
multichannel atomic magnetometer. Nature, 422(6932):596–599, April 2003.

[40] Shlomi Kotler, Nitzan Akerman, Yinnon Glickman, Anna Keselman, and Roee Ozeri.
Single-ion quantum lock-in amplifier. Nature, 473(7345):61–65, May 2011.

[41] G. Kucsko, P. C. Maurer, N. Y. Yao, M. Kubo, H. J. Noh, P. K. Lo, H. Park, and M. D.
Lukin. Nanometre-scale thermometry in a living cell. Nature, 500(7460):54–58, August
2013.

[42] J. Khler, J. a. J. M. Disselhorst, M. C. J. M. Donckers, E. J. J. Groenen, J. Schmidt, and
W. E. Moerner. Magnetic resonance of a single molecular spin. Nature, 363(6426):242–244,
May 1993.

[43] D. Le Sage, K. Arai, D. R. Glenn, S. J. DeVience, L. M. Pham, L. Rahn-Lee, M. D. Lukin,
A. Yacoby, A. Komeili, and R. L. Walsworth. Optical magnetic imaging of living cells.
Nature, 496(7446):486–489, April 2013.

[44] I. Lovchinsky, A. O. Sushkov, E. Urbach, N. P. de Leon, S. Choi, K. De Greve, R. Evans,
R. Gertner, E. Bersin, C. Mller, L. McGuinness, F. Jelezko, R. L. Walsworth, H. Park,
and M. D. Lukin. Nuclear magnetic resonance detection and spectroscopy of single proteins
using quantum logic. Science, 351(6275):836–841, 2016.

[45] Patrick Maletinsky, S. Hong, GrinoldsM. S., Birgit Hausmann, LukinM. D., WalsworthR.
L., LoncarM, and YacobyA. A robust scanning diamond sensor for nanoscale imaging with
single nitrogen-vacancy centres. Nat Nano, 7(5):320–324, May 2012.

[46] H. J. Mamin, M. Kim, M. H. Sherwood, C. T. Rettner, K. Ohno, D. D. Awschalom, and
D. Rugar. Nanoscale Nuclear Magnetic Resonance with a Nitrogen-Vacancy Spin Sensor.
Science, 339(6119):557–560, 2013.

[47] Y. Martin and H. K. Wickramasinghe. Magnetic imaging by force microscopy with 1000
resolution. Applied Physics Letters, 50(20):1455–1457, May 1987.

[48] J. R. Maze, P. L. Stanwix, J. S. Hodges, S. Hong, J. M. Taylor, P. Cappellaro, L. Jiang,
M. V. Gurudev, E. Togan, A. S. Zibrov, A. Yacoby, R. L. Walsworth, and M. D. Lukin.
Nanoscale magnetic sensing with an individual electronic spin in diamond. Nature, 455:644–
647, 2008.

[49] J. Michaelis, C. Hettich, J. Mlynek, and V. Sandoghdar. Optical microscopy using a single-
molecule light source. Nature, 405(6784):325–328, May 2000.

[50] E. van Oort, N. B. Manson, and M. Glasbeek. Optically detected spin coherence of the
diamond N-V centre in its triplet ground state. Journal of Physics C: Solid State Physics,
21(23):4385, 1988.

[51] Matthew Pelliccione, Alec Jenkins, Preeti Ovartchaiyapong, Christopher Reetz, Eve
Emmanuelidu, Ni Ni, and Ania C. Bleszynski Jayich. Scanned probe imaging of nanoscale
magnetism at cryogenic temperatures with a single-spin quantum sensor. arXiv:1510.02780
[cond-mat], October 2015. arXiv: 1510.02780.

[52] Matthias Pfender, Nabeel Aslam, Gerald Waldherr, Philipp Neumann, and Jrg Wrachtrup.
Single-spin stochastic optical reconstruction microscopy. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 111(41):14669–14674, October 2014.

[53] Norman F. Ramsey. A Molecular Beam Resonance Method with Separated Oscillating
Fields. Physical Review, 78(6):695–699, June 1950.

[54] Torsten Rendler, Jitka Neburkova, Ondrej Zemek, Jan Kotek, Andrea Zappe, Zhiqin
Chu, Petr Cigler, and Jrg Wrachtrup. Optical imaging of localized chemical events using
programmable diamond quantum nanosensors. Nature Communications, 8:14701, March
2017.



20 FRIEDEMANN REINHARD

[55] Eva Rittweger, Kyu Young Han, Scott E. Irvine, Christian Eggeling, and Stefan W.
Hell. STED microscopy reveals crystal colour centres with nanometric resolution. Nature
Photonics, 3(3):144–147, March 2009.

[56] D. Rugar, H. J. Mamin, M. H. Sherwood, M. Kim, C. T. Rettner, K. Ohno, and D. D.
Awschalom. Proton magnetic resonance imaging using a nitrogenvacancy spin sensor.
Nature Nanotechnology, 10(2):120–124, February 2015.

[57] Michael J. Rust, Mark Bates, and Xiaowei Zhuang. Sub-diffraction-limit imaging by
stochastic optical reconstruction microscopy (STORM). Nature Methods, 3(10):793–796,
October 2006.

[58] Simon Schmitt, Tuvia Gefen, Felix M. Strner, Thomas Unden, Gerhard Wolff, Christoph
Mller, Jochen Scheuer, Boris Naydenov, Matthew Markham, Sebastien Pezzagna, Jan
Meijer, Ilai Schwarz, Martin Plenio, Alex Retzker, Liam P. McGuinness, and Fedor Jelezko.
Submillihertz magnetic spectroscopy performed with a nanoscale quantum sensor. Science,
356(6340):832–837, May 2017.

[59] S. K. Sekatskii and V. S. Letokhov. Single fluorescence centers on the tips of crystal
needles: First observation and prospects for application in scanning one-atom fluorescence
microscopy. Applied Physics B, 63(5):525–530, November 1996.

[60] Jay Shendure and Hanlee Ji. Next-generation DNA sequencing. Nature Biotechnology,
26(10):1135–1145, October 2008.

[61] Fazhan Shi, Qi Zhang, Pengfei Wang, Hongbin Sun, Jiarong Wang, Xing Rong, Ming
Chen, Chenyong Ju, Friedemann Reinhard, Hongwei Chen, Jrg Wrachtrup, Junfeng Wang,
and Jiangfeng Du. Single-protein spin resonance spectroscopy under ambient conditions.
Science, 347(6226):1135–1138, March 2015.

[62] M.B. Simmonds, W. Fertig, and R. Giffard. Performance of a resonant input SQUID
amplifier system. IEEE Transactions on Magnetics, 15(1):478–481, January 1979.

[63] T. Staudacher, F. Shi, S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, J. Du, C. A. Meriles, F. Reinhard, and
J. Wrachtrup. Nuclear Magnetic Resonance Spectroscopy on a (5-Nanometer)3 Sample
Volume. Science, 339(6119):561–563, January 2013.

[64] J. J. Senz, N. Garca, P. Grtter, E. Meyer, H. Heinzelmann, R. Wiesendanger,
L. Rosenthaler, H. R. Hidber, and H.J. Gntherodt. Observation of magnetic forces by the
atomic force microscope. Journal of Applied Physics, 62(10):4293–4295, November 1987.

[65] J. M. Taylor, P. Cappellaro, L. Childress, L. Jiang, D. Budker, P. R. Hemmer, A. Yacoby,
R. Walsworth, and M. D. Lukin. High-sensitivity diamond magnetometer with nanoscale
resolution. Nature Physics, 4:810–816, 2008.

[66] J.-P. Tetienne, T. Hingant, J.-V. Kim, L. Herrera Diez, J.-P. Adam, K. Garcia, J.-F. Roch,
S. Rohart, A. Thiaville, D. Ravelosona, and V. Jacques. Nanoscale imaging and control of
domain-wall hopping with a nitrogen-vacancy center microscope. Science, 344(6190):1366–
1369, June 2014.

[67] J.-P. Tetienne, T. Hingant, L. J. Martnez, S. Rohart, A. Thiaville, L. Herrera Diez,
K. Garcia, J.-P. Adam, J.-V. Kim, J.-F. Roch, I. M. Miron, G. Gaudin, L. Vila, B. Ocker,
D. Ravelosona, and V. Jacques. The nature of domain walls in ultrathin ferromagnets
revealed by scanning nanomagnetometry. Nature Communications, 6:6733, April 2015.

[68] Lucas Thiel, Dominik Rohner, Marc Ganzhorn, Patrick Appel, Elke Neu, Benedikt Mller,
Reinhold Kleiner, Dieter Koelle, and Patrick Maletinsky. Quantitative nanoscale vortex-
imaging using a cryogenic quantum magnetometer. arXiv:1511.02873, November 2015.
arXiv: 1511.02873.

[69] Gtz S. Uhrig. Keeping a Quantum Bit Alive by Optimized π-Pulse Sequences. Phys. Rev.
Lett., 98(10):100504, March 2007.

[70] Lorenza Viola and Seth Lloyd. Dynamical suppression of decoherence in two-state quantum
systems. Phys. Rev. A, 58(4):2733–2744, October 1998.

[71] D. J. Wineland, J. J. Bollinger, W. M. Itano, and D. J. Heinzen. Squeezed atomic states
and projection noise in spectroscopy. Physical Review A, 50(1):67–88, July 1994.

[72] D. J. Wineland, J. J. Bollinger, W. M. Itano, F. L. Moore, and D. J. Heinzen. Spin
squeezing and reduced quantum noise in spectroscopy. Physical Review A, 46(11):R6797–
R6800, December 1992.



NANOSCALE SENSING AND QUANTUM COHERENCE 21

[73] Thomas Wolf, Philipp Neumann, Kazuo Nakamura, Hitoshi Sumiya, Takeshi Ohshima,
Junichi Isoya, and Jrg Wrachtrup. Subpicotesla Diamond Magnetometry. Physical Review
X, 5(4):041001, October 2015.

[74] J. Wrachtrup, C. von Borczyskowski, J. Bernard, M. Orritt, and R. Brown. Optical
detection of magnetic resonance in a single molecule. Nature, 363(6426):244–245, May
1993.

[75] Guoqiang Yu, Alec Jenkins, Xin Ma, Seyed Armin Razavi, Congli He, Gen Yin, Qiming
Shao, Qing lin He, Hao Wu, Wenjing Li, Wanjun Jiang, Xiufeng Han, Xiaoqin Li,
Ania Claire Bleszynski Jayich, Pedram Khalili Amiri, and Kang L. Wang. Room-
Temperature Skyrmions in an Antiferromagnet-Based Heterostructure. Nano Letters,
18(2):980–986, February 2018.

[76] Ting Zhang, Gang-Qin Liu, Weng-Hang Leong, Chu-Feng Liu, Man-Hin Kwok, To Ngai,
Ren-Bao Liu, and Quan Li. Hybrid nanodiamond quantum sensors enabled by volume
phase transitions of hydrogels. Nature Communications, 9(1):3188, August 2018.

[77] Nan Zhao, Jan Honert, Bernhard Schmid, Michael Klas, Junichi Isoya, Matthew Markham,
Daniel Twitchen, Fedor Jelezko, Ren-Bao Liu, Helmut Fedder, and Jrg Wrachtrup. Sensing
single remote nuclear spins. Nature Nanotechnology, 7(10):657–662, October 2012.

[78] O. Zger and D. Rugar. First images from a magnetic resonance force microscope. Applied
Physics Letters, 63(18):2496–2498, November 1993.

[79] Gonzalo A. lvarez and Dieter Suter. Measuring the Spectrum of Colored Noise by
Dynamical Decoupling. Phys. Rev. Lett., 107(23):230501, November 2011.


