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In a standard Quantum Sensing (QS) task one aims at estimating an unknown parameter θ,
encoded into an n-qubit probe state, via measurements of the system. The success of this task
hinges on the ability to correlate changes in the parameter to changes in the system response R(θ)
(i.e., changes in the measurement outcomes). For simple cases the form of R(θ) is known, but the
same cannot be said for realistic scenarios, as no general closed-form expression exists. In this work
we present an inference-based scheme for QS. We show that, for a general class of unitary families
of encoding, R(θ) can be fully characterized by only measuring the system response at 2n + 1
parameters. In turn, this allows us to infer the value of an unknown parameter given the measured
response, as well as to determine the sensitivity of the sensing scheme, which characterizes its overall
performance. We show that inference error is, with high probability, smaller than δ, if one measures
the system response with a number of shots that scales only as Ω(log3 (n)/δ 2 ). Furthermore, the
framework presented can be broadly applied as it remains valid for arbitrary probe states and
measurement schemes, and, even holds in the presence of quantum noise. We also discuss how to
extend our results beyond unitary families. Finally, to showcase our method we implement it for a
QS task on real quantum hardware, and in numerical simulations.

Introduction.
Quantum Sensing (QS) is one of
the most promising applications for quantum technologies [1]. In QS experiments one uses a quantum system
as a probe to interact with an environment. Then, by
measuring the system, one aims at learning some relevant property of the environment (usually some characteristic parameter) with a precision and sensitivity that
are higher than those achievable by any classical system [2]. QS has applications in a wide range of fields
such as quantum magnetometry [3–6], thermometry [7–
10], dark matter detection [11], and gravitational wave
detection [12, 13].
The key ingredients for a QS experiment are as follows. First, one prepares an n-qubit probe state ρ that
is as sensitive as possible to an external parameter θ of
interest. This ensures that upon encoding two parameters θ and θ0 on the system, the respective states ρθ
and ρθ0 will be sufficiently distinguishable. Second, one
obtains the system response R(θ) to the external interaction by measuring some observable over ρθ . Third, if
the functional form of R(θ) is known and invertible, one
can infer the value of θ from measurement outcomes, as
well as estimate the sensitivity of the QS scheme.
In simple cases all these ingredients are well characterized. For instance, in an idealized magnetometry experiment it is known that the optimal probe state is the nqubit Greenberg-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state, while the
optimal measurement is a parity measurement [14, 15].
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In this case, R(θ) = cos(nθ) which allows one to obtain the magnetic field as θ = cos−1 (R(θ))/n (assuming θ ∈ (−π/n, π/n)), and the state’s sensitivity as
(∆θ)2 = 1/n2 , which corresponds to the Heisenberg
limit [2]. However, the situation becomes more involved
in realistic scenarios where the system dynamics are not
known, and hence where the explicit functional form of
R(θ) may not be accessible. For instance, when noise
in the magnetometry setting is taken into account, the
GHZ state is no longer optimal [16, 17]. In this case the
true response R(θ) will inevitably deviate from the idealized cosine formula, limiting the extent to which θ can be
accurately estimated. While recent works have focused
on maximizing the sensitivity of QS protocols in noisy
situations, by means of variational approaches [17–23],
methods to recover the true R(θ) in-situ are still lacking.
In this work we introduce a data-driven inference
method which allows us to efficiently characterize the exact functional form of R(θ) for a general class of unitary
families (i.e., when the parameter θ is encoded by a unitary evolution). We show that R(θ) can be expressed as a
trigonometric polynomial of degree n, such that it can be
fully determined by only measuring the system response
at a set of 2n+1 known parameters. We then discuss how
the inferred function can be used to estimate the value of
any unknown parameter, as well as the sensitivity of the
scheme, two crucial aspects of QS. Moreover, we rigorously analyze the inference error. Finally, we show that
our method can be extended to cases where the system
response is no longer exactly a trigonometric polynomial,
but can still be approximated by one. The potential applications of the inference scheme are demonstrated in
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both numerical simulations as well as real implementations on a quantum computer.
Results. Throughout this work we consider a singleparameter QS setting employing an n-qubit probe state
ρ to estimate a parameter θ. As shown in Fig. 1, ρ is
prepared by sending a fiduciary state ρin through a state
preparation channel E such that E(ρin ) = ρ. We focus on
the case of unitary families where the parameter encoding
mechanism is of the form
Sθ (ρ) = e−iθH/2 ρ eiθH/2 = ρθ .

(1)
P

Here, H is a Hermitian operator such that H = j hj
with h2j = 11, and [hj , hj 0 ] = 0, ∀j, j 0 . As shown below, the Hamiltonian in a magnetometry task is precisely
of this form. We allow for the possibility of sending ρθ
through a second pre-measurement channel D which outputs an m-qubit state D(ρθ ) (with m 6 n), over which
we measure the expectation value of an observable O,
with ||O||∞ 6 1. The system response is thus defined as
R(θ) = Tr[D ◦ Sθ ◦ E(ρin )O] .

(2)

This setting encompasses cases where E or D are noisy
channels, as well as cases of imperfect parameter encoding where a θ-independent noise channel acts after Sθ , as
is further discussed in the Supplemental Material.
Leveraging tools from the quantum machine learning
literature [24] we prove the following theorem.
Theorem 1. Let R(θ) be the response function in Eq. (2)
for a unitary family as in Eq. (1). Then, for any E, D and
measurement operator O, R(θ) can be exactly expressed
as a trigonometric polynomial of degree n. That is,
R(θ) =
with

{as , bs }ns=1

n
X

[as cos(sθ) + bs sin(sθ)] + c ,

(3)

s=1

and c being real valued coefficients.

Notably, Theorem 1 determines the exact functional
relation between the encoded parameter θ and the system
response. Furthermore, the 2n+1 coefficients {as , bs }ns=1
and c, that are not known a priori, can be efficiently estimated by means of a trigonometric interpolation [25].
This is readily achieved by measuring the system responses at a set of predefined parameters P = {θk }2n+1
k=1
(see Fig. 1), as this leads to a system of 2n + 1 equations
with 2n + 1 unknown variables. Hence, one needs to
solve a linear system problem of the form A · x = d.
Here, x = (a1 , . . . an , b1 , . . . bn , c) is the vector of unknown coefficients, d = (R(θ1 ), . . . , R(θ2n+1 )) is a vector of measured system responses across P and A is a
(2n + 1) × (2n + 1) matrix with elements Akj = cos (jθk )
for j = 1, . . . n, Akj = sin (jθk ) for j = n + 1, . . . 2n
and Ak(2n+1) = 1. Thus, solving x = A−1 · d allows us to
fully characterize R(θ). In the Supplemental Material we
provide additional details on this linear system problem.
Here, it is important to make several remarks. First,
we note that A can be singular (for instance if θk =

FIG. 1. Inference-based QS scheme. An input state ρin
is sent through the following channels: state preparation E,
parameter encoding Sθ , pre-measurement D. We then measure the expectation value of O. By measuring the system
response at 2n + 1 parameters, we can recover the exact form
of R(θ) in Eq. (3). From the functional form of R(θ) we can
infer the value of a parameter given the system response, and
compute the sensitivity of the sensing scheme.

θk0 + 2π for any two θk , θk0 ∈ P ), and hence care must be
taken when determining the 2n+1 parameters. As shown
in the Supplemental Material, the optimal strategy is to
uniformly sample the parameters as
θk =

2π(k − 1)
,
2n + 1

with k = 1, . . . , 2n + 1 ,

(4)

since this choice reduces the matrix inversion error. Second, in practice one cannot exactly evaluate the responses
R(θk ), but rather can only estimate them up to some statistical uncertainty resulting from finite sampling. We
e
define R(θk ) as the N -shot estimate of R(θk ), and R(θ)
as the inferred response, a trigonometric polynomial of
the form in Eq. (3), obtained by solving the linear system of equations with the estimates R(θk ). The effect
of the estimation errors on the accuracy of the inferred
response can be rigorously quantified as follows.
Theorem 2. Let R(θ) be the exact response function,
e
and let R(θ)
be its approximation obtained from the N shot estimates R(θk ) with θk given by Eq. (4). Defining
the maximum estimation error ε = maxθk ∈P |R(θk ) −
R(θk )|, then we have that for all θ
e
|R(θ) − R(θ)|
∈ O (ε log(n)) .

(5)

Since the maximum estimation error ε is fundamentally related to the number of shots N , we can derive the
following corollary.

3

e
FIG. 2. Magnetometry task on IBM hardware. a) We show the inferred response R(θ)
for system sizes of n = 8 and 16
qubits. The fields used to train (red point) and test (blue star) the inference scheme, were estimated on the IBM_Montreal
e
quantum computer using 3.2 × 104 shots per expectation value. We depict the inferred response R(θ)
(red solid curve) as well
as the cosine fit g(θ) (black dotted curve). b) We show statistics of the relative response error versus n, that were obtained
over 74 test fields and 7 experiment repetitions. The relative error is defined as the difference between the fit or inferred value
e
and the measurement response, normalized by the average test expectation value. The red (black) points correspond to R(θ)
(g(θ)), while solid (dashed) lines represent the median (upper quartile) error. c) We show the parameter prediction error versus
n.

Corollary 1. The number of shots N , necessary to ensure that with a (constant) high probability, and for all θ,
e
the error |R(θ) −
 R(θ)| 6 δ, for an inference error δ, is
3
2
in Ω log (n)/δ .
Notably, it follows from Corollary 1 that, for fixed δ, a
poly-logarithmic number of shots N ∈ Ω(log3 (n)) suffices
e
to guarantee that R(θ)
will be a good approximation for
the true response R(θ). Once the inferred response is obtained, it can be further employed for tasks of parameter
estimation and to characterize the sensitivity of a sensing apparatus – two aspects of central importance when
devising a QS protocol (see Fig. 1).
When inferring the value of an unknown parameter θ0 ,
we assume that one is given an estimate of the system
response R(θ0 ), and the promise that θ0 is sampled from
some (potentially unknown) distribution over a known
domain Θ. In such a case, one would estimate the une
known parameter as θ∗ = arg minθ∈Θ |R(θ)
− R(θ0 )|. In
many cases of interest, such as high-precision estimation
of small magnetic fields, Θ will be small enough such that
e
R(θ)
is bijective, ensuring that the solution θ∗ is unique.
The resulting error in the estimate of the parameter θ0
can be analyzed via the following corollary.
Corollary 2. Let 0 be the estimation error in R(θ0 ) for
some θ0 in a known domain Θ where the system response
is bijective. Let χ be the error introduced when estimating
e
θ0 via R(θ)
relative to the case when the exact response
R(θ) is used. The number of shots, N , necessary to ensure that with a (constant) high probability χ is no greater
than δ 0 is Ω(log3 (n)/(δ 0 + ε0 )2 ).
e
Corollary 2 certifies that R(θ)
can be used to infer an unknown parameter from a measured system response without incurring additional uncertainties as long

as enough shots are used. In fact, for fixed δ 0 and ε0 , one
only needs a poly-logarithmic number of shots.
Our inference-based method also allows for estimating
the sensitivity of QS schemes. Knowing the functional
form of the response enables one to directly compute the
sensitivity using the error propagation formula (∆θ)2 =
(∆R(θ))2 /|∂θ R(θ)|2 [26]. For the case of O2 = 11 (i.e.,
measuring a Pauli operator), the sensitivity is
Pn
2
1 − ( s=1 [as cos(sθ) + bs sin(sθ)] + c)
2
Pn
(∆θ) =
. (6)
s=1 s (−as sin(sθ) + bs cos(sθ))
e
A similar expression will hold when using R(θ)
in
˜ 2 =
place of R(θ), i.e., for the inferred sensitivity (∆θ)
2
2
e
e
(∆R(θ))
/|∂θ R(θ)|
.
The previous results showcase the significance of Theorem 1, as knowing the exact form of the system response
allows us to fully characterize QS protocols, in terms of
parameter estimation and achieved sensitivity. One can
further ask whether Eq. (3) can still be used in scenarios
where the system response is no longer a trigonometric polynomial. Such a case will arise, for instance, if
Sθ is not of the form in Eq. (1). Still, we can leverage tools from trigonometric interpolation to accurately
approximate the system response. Here, the following
theorem holds for periodic responses and for parameters
close enough to the θk values in P (regions of great interest for several QS tasks such as small magnetic field
estimation).
Theorem 3. Let f (θ) be a 2π-periodic function with
e
|f (θ)| 6 1 ∀θ, and let R(θ)
be its trigonometric polynomial approximation obtained from the N -shot estimates
of f (θk ), with θk given by Eq. (4). Defining the maximum estimation error ε0 = maxθk ∈P |f (θk ) − f (θk )|, and
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assuming that |θ − θk | ∈ O(1/ poly(n)), then



M
0
e
, ε log(n)
, (7)
|f (θ) − R(θ)| ∈ O max
poly(n)
where M is the Lipschitz constant of f (θ).
Theorem 3 shows that if M ∈ O(n), which can occur for a wide range of parameter encoding schemes [27],
then, we can derive a result similar to that in Corollary 1.
Namely, using a poly-logarithmic number of shots to ese
timate the quantities f (θk ) leads to R(θ)
being a good
approximation of f (θ).
Experimental results. We demonstrate the performance of the inference method for a magnetometry task
performed on the IBM_Montreal quantum computer.
This consists in preparing the GHZ state,
Pn encoding a
magnetic field via Eq. (1) with H =
Z /2, and
Nn j=1 j
measuring the parity operator O = j=1 Xj . Here, Zj
and Xj are the Pauli z and x operators acting on the j-th
qubit, respectively. Since one can efficiently measure O,
we set D to be the identity channel. We perform the QS
task for systems of up to n = 22 qubits.
We first measure the system response at 2n+1 training
fields θk ∈ P , sampled according to Eq. (4). These estie
mates are then used to infer the response R(θ)
of Eq. (3),
as well as to fit a function g(θ) = α cos(βθ + γ) + ζ. The
latter corresponds to a naive approach where a cosine
response is assumed, with correction coefficients α, β, γ
and ζ, to account for the effects of noise. To evaluate the
ability of these two functions to recover the true response
of the system, we compare their predictions against the
measured system response at a set of random test fields.
In Fig. 2(a) we display inference results for n = 8 and
n = 16 qubits, indicating that our method (red solid
curve) is clearly able to fit the training and test fields better than the cosine response (black dotted curve). More
quantitatively, in Fig. 2(b), we show the scaling of the error as a function of the system size. One can see that for
all problem sizes considered our method leads to smaller
response prediction error. We note that for larger n the
effect of noise becomes more prominent, as the hardware
noise suppresses the measured expectation values [28–30].
Hence, in this regime both methods are equally limited
by finite sampling noise which becomes of the same order
as the magnitude of the response. Still, even for system
sizes as large as n = 22 qubits, the inference method reduces the relative error by a factor larger than two when
compared to that of the cosine fit. Finally, we also use
e
R(θ)
and g(θ) for parameter estimation, i.e., to determine an unknown magnetic field encoded in the quantum
state. As shown in Fig. 2(c), our inference method can
outperform the cosine fit by up to one order of magnitude.
Numerical simulations. Assessment of the methodology based on experimental data is limited by lack of access to the true response with which to compare. Therefore, we complement the previous study with numerical results from a density matrix simulator that includes

FIG. 3. Numerical results for QS tasks on a simulated
noisy trapped ion device. a) We show the system response
versus θ for n = 8 qubits in all three QS setups described in
the main text. The exact response R(θ) (black curve), and its
value at the training fields R(θk ) (black points), were obtained
with no finite sampling. In contrast, the response estimated
at the training fields R(θk ) (red crosses), and the resulting
e
inferred function R(θ)
(red curve), were obtained with a polylogarithmic number of shots. b) We show the median (solid)
e
and maximum (dashed) of the error |R(θ) − R(θ)|
(red) and
the bound of Theorem 2 (blue) for 104 test fields uniformly
sampled over (0, 2π). The statistics were obtained over 30
repetitions of the experimental setups. c) Curves depict the
inferred sensitivity versus θ. The exact (inferred) sensitivities
are shown as a black (red) curves.

hardware noise, but where finite sampling can be omitted. We evaluate our inference method by emulating several magnetometry tasks as they would have been performed on a trapped-ion quantum computer (see [31, 32]
for the noise model employed). To this end, we consider
three different sensing setups. First, we study the same
standard GHZ magnetometry setting as implemented on
the IBM device. Second, we characterize the squeezing
in a systemPwhere the probe state is a spin coherent
state, H = j<k Xj Xk /2 is the one-axis twisting Hamiltonian, and O = Zn . Finally, we study a general scenario
where the probe state is constructed by a random unitary composed of 4 layers of a hardware
efficient ansatz
Pn−1
with random parameters [33, 34], H = j=1 Zj Zj+1 and
Pn
O = n1 i=1 Xi . In all cases D is the identity channel.
We present further details of these settings in the Supplemental Material, including the circuits employed.
e
As motivated by Corollary 1, R(θ)
is inferred with
N = d5 × 102 log(n)2 log(2 × 102 (2n + 1))e shots per θk .
Figure 3(a) shows that in all three QS settings considered the inferred response closely matches the exact one
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e
(i.e, the red curve for R(θ)
and the black curve for R(θ)
are overlaid). In Fig. 3(b) we further show the scaling of
e
the error |R(θ) − R(θ)|
with respect to the system size.
This analysis reveals that our method always performs
significantly better than the upper bound given by Theorem 2. Indeed, we can see that allocating a number of
shots N that increases poly-logarithmically with n allows
the error to decrease with increasing system size.
e
Finally, we use R(θ)
to estimate the sensitivity of the
three experimental setups. As shown in Fig. 3(c), our
method (red curves) recovers the behavior of the exact
sensitivity (black curves). The sensitivity diverges in parameter regions where the experimental setup is insensitive to the field, or equivalently when the response function has a gradient which is zero. In the Supplemental
Information we further analyze the scaling of the error
in the estimated sensitivity, as well as the scaling of the
error of inferring an unknown parameter given a system
response.
Conclusions. We have introduced a inference-based
scheme for QS which fully characterizes the response
R(θ) for a general class of unitary families by only measuring the system response at 2n + 1 known parameters. This framework leverages techniques from variational quantum algorithms, quantum machine learning
and polynomial interpolation [24, 35, 36] for quantum
sensing, leading to new insights and methodology for the
characterization, implementation and benchmarking of
sensing protocols. This was complemented with rigorous
error bounds, showing that a poly-logarithmic number of
shots suffices to ensure good performance of the method.
Furthermore, we have explicitly shown two potential
applications of this approach: accurate parameter estimation, and the ability to determine the sensitivity of a
given sensing scheme. These applications were showcased
in a proof-of-concept experiment on real quantum hardware, highlighting the applicability of our approach to
explore the performance of sensing protocols in currently

available devices.
One of the main advantages of our inference method
is that it can be readily combined with existing sensing
protocols (even when the response is not a trigonometric polynomial, but can be approximated by one). For
instance, further research could explore the use of the inferred response function in a variational setting, involving
an optimization of the experimental setup to maximize
the sensitivity and parameter prediction accuracy. This
paves the way for a new approach in data-driven quantum machine learning for quantum metrology where the
optimization procedure does not require knowledge of the
classical or quantum Fisher information [17, 19–23, 37].
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Supplemental Material for “Inference-Based Quantum Sensing”

In this Supplemental Material, we provide additional details for the manuscript “Inference-Based Quantum Sensing”.
In Section A, we present a proof for Theorem 1. In Section B, we discuss the linear system problem that one needs to
solve to determine the coefficients of the inferred system response. Therein we derive an optimal parameter sampling
strategy that minimizes errors due to matrix inversion. We then present proofs of Theorem 2, Corollary 1, Corollary
2 and Theorem 3, in Sections C, D, E and F respectively. This is followed by numerical results further exploring
the scaling of the errors arising in tasks of parameter estimation (see Section G) and when inferring the sensitivity
(see Section H). Finally, in Section I, we provide examples of the circuits used for the experiments and numerical
simulations performed.

A.

Proof of Theorem 1

Here we present a proof for Theorem 1. This leverages the tools for optimizing quantum machine learning architectures presented in Ref. [24].
Theorem 1. Let R(θ) be the response function in Eq. (2) for a unitary family as in Eq. (1). Then, for any E, D
and measurement operator O, R(θ) can be exactly expressed as a trigonometric polynomial of degree n. That is,
R(θ) =

n
X

[as cos(sθ) + bs sin(sθ)] + c ,

s=1

with {as , bs }ns=1 , and c being real valued coefficients.
Proof. We aim at deriving a closed-form expression for the true system response R(θ) for a unitary family Sθ . Recall
that, for an operator hj satisfying h2j = 11, we have
e−iθhj /2 = cos

 
 
θ
θ
11j − i sin
hj .
2
2

(A1)

Hence, the state obtained after encoding by the unitary channel defined in Eq. (1) can be rewritten as
ρθ =

X



2
0 2
0
cl,l0 (θ) (−i)||l|| (i)||l || hl ρhl ,

(A2)

l,l0

with
 ||l||2 +||l0 ||2
 2n−||l||2 −||l0 ||2
θ
θ
sin
cl,l0 (θ) = cos
2
2
n
n
X
X
=
al,l0 ,s cos(sθ) +
bl,l0 ,s sin(sθ) + c ,
s=1

(A3)

s=1

where, l = (l1 , l2 , . . . , ln ), with lj ∈ {0, 1}, is a bitstring of length n, and where hl is a Hermitian operator defined as
hl := hl11 ⊗ hl22 ⊗ · · · ⊗ hlnn .

(A4)

Here, we have used the notation h0j = 11j and recall that ||l||, ||l0 || ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n}. It can be further verified that the
coefficients cl,l0 (θ) are real-valued and symmetric with respect to swapping l and l0 .
Finally, we can recast the system response R(θ) = Tr[D ◦ Sθ ◦ E(ρin )O] as the trigonometric polynomial
R(θ) =

n
X
s=1

[as cos(sθ) + bs sin(sθ)] + c ,

(A5)
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where we have defined the coefficients
as =

X

al,l0 ,s dl,l0 ,

l,l0

bs =

X

bl,l0 ,s dl,l0 ,

l,l0

c=c

X

dl,l0 .

l,l0

h


 i
2
0 2
0
dl,l0 = Tr D ◦ Sθ (−i)||l|| (i)||l || hl ρhl
O .

(A6)

One of the striking implications of this theorem is that it holds even in the presence of quantum noise. If we assume
that the quantum hardware employed is prone to noise, then such noise will affect the probe state preparation process
resulting in a noisy channel Ẽ acting on ρin . The result is a noisy state ρe = Ẽ(ρin ). As such, we can see that the
effect of a noisy state preparation channel is to replace ρ by ρe in Eq. (A2), which does not ultimately change the
functional form of the system’s response Eq. (A5) (it only changes the value of the coefficients in Eq. (A6)). One can
further assume that there is a θ-independent noise channel acting after the Sθ as well as consider the case where the
pre-measurement channel is noisy. Similarly to the previous case, this does not change the form of R(θ) in Eq. (A5).
Hence, we can see that the action of the noise channels can be ultimately absorbed into the coefficients of Eq. (A6),
and thus, we can still use the tools from the main text to fully characterize the system response by measuring 2n + 1.

B.

Linear system problem
1.

Matrix A

As outlined in the main text, 2n + 1 evaluations of the response function, in Eq. (3), yield a system of 2n + 1
equations with 2n + 1 unknown variables. That is, we obtain a Linear System Problem (LSP) of the form A · x = d,
where, x = (a1 , . . . an , b1 , . . . bn , c) is the vector of coefficients that characterize the physical process at hand, d =
(R(θ1 ), R(θ2 ), . . . R(θ2n+1 )) is the vector of system responses for all the θk ∈ P , and A is a (2n + 1) × (2n + 1) matrix
defined as


cos(θ1 ) . . . cos(nθ1 )
sin(θ1 ) . . . sin(nθ1 ) 1
 cos(θ2 ) . . . cos(nθ2 )
sin(θ2 ) . . . sin(nθ2 ) 1


A=
.
.
.


.
...
cos(θ2n+1 ) . . . cos(nθ2n+1 ) sin(θ2n+1 ) . . . sin(nθ2n+1 ) 1
The solution x = A−1 · d of the LSP provides a full characterization of R(θ). In practice, the entries of the vector
d are noisy estimates with errors resulting from finite sampling. We denote by d0 the vector of estimated system
responses and by δ the vector of errors associated, such that
d0 = d + δ .

(B1)

When solving the LSP, the error in the coefficients obtained is given by
 = ||x − x0 || = ||A−1 · δ|| ,
which can be bounded as
 6 ||A−1 || · ||δ|| .

(B2)

Using the 2-norm leads to ||A−1 ||2 = 1/σmin , where σmin is the smallest singular value of A. Furthermore, we can
bound the smallest singular value of an M × M square real-valued matrix [38], which for the matrix A yields

σmin >

M −1
M

(M −1)/2

rmin (A)
| det(A)| · Q2n+1
,
j=1 rj (A)

(B3)
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where rj (A) is the 2-norm of the jth row of A, and rmin (A) = min{r1 (A), r2 (A), · · · , r2n+1 (A)}. Using the fact that


M −1
M

(M −1)/2

1
>√ ,
e

(B4)

we find
ε6

√

2n+1
Y
e||δ||
rj (A) .
rmin (A)| det(A)| j=1

(B5)

For the error in Eq. (B5) to be minimized, one needs to pick the 2n + 1 field values such that det(A) is maximized.
Using the fact that the matrix A can be related to a Vandermonde matrix [39] via element permutation,
| det(A)| =

2.

1 Y iθi
e − eiθj .
2n i<j

(B6)

Optimal sampling strategy

In order to reduce the error induced when solving the LSP, one needs to maximize the determinant of A in Eq. (B6)
by choosing the parameters θk ∈ P accordingly. Taking the logarithm of both sides in Eq. (B6), one can see that
maximizing | det(A)| is equivalent to maximizing the quantity:
X
F =
log(|zi − zj |) ,
(B7)
i<j

where zi = eiθi . Then, our optimization problem is equivalent to the task of placing 2N + 1 points over the unit circle
such that they maximize the sum of the log of their distances. Since there are different ways to define a distance, we
P
can replace F by a proxy quantity Fe = i<j Di,j , where Di,j is taken to be a faithful distance between points over
2
a circle. For convenience, let us pick the arc-length squared, i.e., Di,j = (θi − θj )2 = ∆θi,j
such that, we now need to
maximize the function
X
2
Fe =
∆θi,j
,
(B8)
i<j

subject to the condition
G=

X
i

∆θi,i+1 − 2π = 0 .

(B9)

This can be turned into the Lagrange multiplier problem
L = F − λG ,

(B10)

with partial derivatives
∂L
= 2∆θi,j − λδj,i+1 ,
∂∆θi,j
∂L X
=
∆θi,i+1 − 2π ,
∂λ
i

(B11)
(B12)

with δj,i+1 representing Kronecker’s delta function. The maximum will arise when the partial derivatives are zero,
leading to
∆θi,i+1 =

2π
,
2n + 1

resulting in values of θi evenly distributed between 0 and 2π.

(B13)
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C.

Proof of Theorem 2

e
Theorem 2. Let R(θ) be the exact response function, and let R(θ)
be its approximation obtained from the N -shot
estimates R(θk ) with θk given by Eq. (4). Defining the maximum estimation error ε = maxθk ∈P |R(θk ) − R(θk )|, then
we have that for all θ
e
|R(θ) − R(θ)|
∈ O (ε log(n)) .
Before proving Theorem 2, we recall the following lemma that upper bounds trigonometric interpolation errors [40].
Lemma 1. Let f (θ) be a periodic function of θ with period 2π. Then, one can approximate f (θ) by a trigonometric
function of order n
Sn (θ) =

n
X

[as cos(sθ) + bs sin(sθ)] + c

s=1

where c =

a0
2 ,

as =

2n+1
X
2
f (θk ) cos(sθk ),
2n + 1

and

bs =

k=1

2n+1
X
2
f (θk ) sin(sθk ),
2n + 1
k=1

such that if |f (θk )| 6 fmax ∀θk then,
|Sn (θ)| 6 5fmax log(n).
A proof for Lemma 1 can be found in Ref. [40], and we note that the coefficients as , bs defined above exactly match
those recovered when solving the LSP previously formulated. We now provide a proof for Theorem 2.
e
Proof. Let R(θ) be the true response function, and let R(θ)
be the inferred response obtained from the estimates
R(θk ) of the system response at 2n + 1 fields θk defined according to Eq. (4). Then, the difference between two
trigonometric functions is another trigonometric function which is also 2π periodic, namely,
e
R∗ (θ) = R(θ) − R(θ)
n
X
[a∗s cos(sθ) + b∗s sin(sθ)] + c∗
=

(C1)

s=1

with a∗s , b∗s , and c∗ real-valued coefficients such that
a∗s =

2n+1
X

2
R(θk ) − R(θk ) cos(sθk ),
2n + 1
k=1

and

b∗s =

2n+1
X

2
R(θk ) − R(θk ) sin(sθk ).
2n + 1
k=1

Hence, defining ε = maxθk ∈P |R(θk ) − R(θk )|, and using Lemma 1, shows that
e
|R∗ (θ)| = |R(θ) − R(θ)|
6 5ε log(n).

(C2)

e
The previous shows that for all θ, we have |R(θ) − R(θ)|
∈ O(ε log(n)).
D.

Proof of Corollary 1

Corollary 1. The number of shots N , necessary to ensure that with a (constant) high probability, and for all θ, the

e
error |R(θ) − R(θ)|
6 δ, for an inference error δ, is in Ω log3 (n)/δ 2 .
Proof. Let ζk = |R(θk ) − R(θk )| be the estimation error in the system response for a parameter θk . We start this
proof by bounding the probability of such error to be higher than a threshold . Recall that an estimate R(θk ) is
obtained as an average over N measurements of an observable O. We denote by Xki (with i = 1, . . . , N ) the random
variable associated with each measurement. Given that we consider observables O with norm ||O||∞ 6 1, the outcomes
of such a measurement take values in the range [aik , bik ] who’s amplitude can always be bounded as bik − aik 6 2 .
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Using this notation, R(θk ) is defined as the average
E[R(θk )] = R(θk ). It can be shown that:

PN

i
i=1 (Xk /N ),

which is an unbiased estimate of the response, i.e.,


Pr(ζk = |R(θk ) − R(θk )| > ) 6 2 exp − PN

22

i
i=1 [(bk

2

6 2 exp[−N  /2] ,

− aik )/N ]2



(D1)

where we have made use of Hoeffding’s inequality to derive the first inequality, and of the fact that bik − aik 6 2 to
obtain the second one.
As we are interested in the maximum estimation error  appearing in Theorem 2, we now aim to bound the
2n+1
probability that any of the 2n + 1 estimation errors ζk exceed . That is, we wish to bound Pr(∪k=1
Ek ), where Ek
is defined as the event when ζk is greater than . This is readily achieved by means of Boole’s inequality which states
that the probability of at least one event (over a set of events) to occur is no greater than the sum of the probabilities
of each individual event in the set. Hence we have
X
 2n+1
2n+1
Pr ∪k=1
Ek 6
Pr(Ek )
k=1

6

2n+1
X

2 exp[−N 2 /2]

k=1

= (4n + 2) exp[−N 2 /2]

(D2)

where in the first inequality we usedBoole’s inequality, while in the second one we have used Eq. (D1).
Thus, to ensure that Pr ∪2n+1
k=1 Ek 6 a (for a some small positive a), we require a number of shots N , such that
N>

2 log[(4n + 2)/a]
.
2

(D3)

Finally, we can relate estimation errors to inference errors according to Theorem 2. In particular it follows from
e
e
Eq. (C2) that Pr(|R(θ) − R(θ)|
> 5 log(n)) 6 a for N given in (D3). Accordingly, to ensure that Pr(|R(θ) − R(θ)|
>
δ) 6 a, with δ = 5 log(n), we require that
N>

50 log2 (n) log[(4n + 2)/a]
.
δ2

(D4)

e
Therefore, with a number of shots N ∈ Ω(log3 (n)/δ 2 ) we can ensure that |R(θ) − R(θ)|
< δ with constant probability
1 − a.
E.

Proof of Corollary 2

Corollary 2. Let 0 be the estimation error in R(θ0 ) for some θ0 in a known domain Θ where the system response is
e
bijective. Let χ be the error introduced when estimating θ0 via R(θ)
relative to the case when the exact response R(θ)
is used. The number of shots, N , necessary to ensure that with a (constant) high probability χ is no greater than δ 0
is Ω(log3 (n)/(δ 0 + ε0 )2 ).
Proof. Let us here consider the problem of estimating an unknown parameter θ0 ∈ Θ given a measured system response
R(θ0 ) with estimation error ε0 . Ideally, one would like to use the exact system response R(θ) for such task. However,
e
in practice, one does not have access to R(θ) but only to the inferred response R(θ),
and we now aim at bounding
the effect introduced by such approximation.
As sketched in Fig. 1, the error propagation formula allows us to relate the measured system response uncertainty
∆R(θ) to the uncertainty ∆θ in the estimated parameter as (∆θ)2 = (∆R(θ))2 /|∂θ R(θ)|2 . From Theorem 2, we know
e
that using R(θ)
for determining θ0 introduces an error that is upper bounded by 5ε log(n) (where ε is the maximum
e
estimation error over the 2n + 1 parameters θk used to construct R(θ)).
A simple geometric argument shows that the
uncertainty in the error propagation formula now becomes ∆R(θ) 6 5ε log(n) + ε0 .
e
To ensure that the error introduced by the use of R(θ)
instead of R(θ) does not dominate, we require that 5ε log(n)−
0
ε > δ, with δ a positive value, should occur with low probability. In other words, we wish that ε > (δ 0 + ε0 )/5 log(n)
only occurs with a low probability. From the proof of Corollary 1, we know that
Pr(ε > η) 6 (4n + 2) exp[−N η 2 /2].

(E1)
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Setting η = (δ 0 + ε0 )/5 log(n) leads to


N (δ 0 + ε0 )2
Pr(ε > η) 6 (4n + 2) exp −
50 log2 (n)

(E2)

Therefore to ensure that Pr(5ε log(n) − ε0 > δ 0 ) 6 b we require the number of shots to satisfy
N>

50 log2 (n) log[(4n + 2)/b]
,
(δ 0 + ε0 )2

(E3)

i.e., such that N ∈ Ω(log3 (n)/(δ 0 + ε0 )2 ).

F.

Proof of Theorem 3

e
Theorem 3. Let f (θ) be a 2π-periodic function with |f (θ)| 6 1 ∀θ, and let R(θ)
be its trigonometric polynomial
approximation obtained from the N -shot estimates of f (θk ) with θk given by Eq. (4). Defining the maximum estimation
error ε0 = maxθk ∈P |f (θk ) − f (θk )|, then we have that if |θ − θk | ∈ O(1/ poly(n)), then



M
e
, ε0 log(n)
|f (θ) − R(θ)|
∈ O max
,
(F1)
poly(n)
where M is the Lipschitz constant of f (θ).
Before providing a proof for Theorem 3, we introduce the following lemma that bounds the error of using a
trigonometric polynomial to approximate a periodic function [41].
Lemma 2. Let f (θ) be a 2π-periodic function with Lipschitz-constant M and let Sn represent the trigonometric
2kπ
interpolation polynomial of order n used to approximate f via the values f (θk ) at 2n + 1 equidistant nodes, θk = 2n+1
,
k = 0, 1, . . . , 2n. The trigonometric approximation error is such that for all θ



log(n)
.
sin (n + 1/2) θ
|f (θ) − Sn (θ)| ∈ O M
n
A proof for Lemma 2 can be found on Ref. [41]. We now provide a proof for Theorem 3.
Proof. Let f (θ) be the response function of the system, and let R(θ) be a trigonometric polynomial of order n used
to estimate f (θ). It follows from Lemma 2 that when f is 2π-periodic with Lipschitz constant M , we have



log(n)
|f (θ) − R(θ)| ∈ O M
sin (n + 1/2) θ
.
(F2)
n
Furthermore, when |θ − θk | 6 O (1/ poly(n)) for any θk =
that

2πk
2n+1 ,

sin (n + 1/2) θ

we can verify using the small angle approximation



∈ O(1/n).



M log(n)
n2

Hence, Eq. (F2) can be rewritten as
|f (θ) − R(θ)| 6 O


.

(F3)

So far, we have only considered the error of approximating f (θ) by a trigonometric polynomial R(θ) obtained from
the set of system responses f (θk ), with k = 0, . . . , 2n. However, in practice we can only estimate such responses via
measurements on a quantum device. Defining f (θk ) as the N -shot estimates of the system response, and defining
e
R(θ)
as the trigonometric polynomial obtained from the measured values f (θk ), we now aim at bounding the error
e
|f (θ) − R(θ)|.
To do so, one can use the following chain of inequalities
e
e
|f (θ) − R(θ)|
= |f (θ) − R(θ) + R(θ) − R(θ)|
e
6 |f (θ) − R(θ)| + |R(θ) − R(θ)|
n
o
e
6 2 max |f (θ) − R(θ)|, |R(θ) − R(θ)|
.
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Defining the maximum estimation error ε0 = maxθk ∈P |f (θk ) − f (θk )| and leveraging results from Theorem 2 and
Lemma 2, and assuming that |θ − θk | ∈ O(1/ poly(n)), leads to



M
e
|f (θ) − R(θ)|
∈ O max
, ε0 log(n)
.
(F4)
poly(n)

G.

Inverting the inferred function

e
Once the inferred form R(θ)
of the response obtained, it can be used to estimate the value of a unknown field θ0 in
a given range. Given a measurement R(θ0 ) of the response for this field, and provided that the response is bijective
in the range considered, we define the estimated field value θ∗ as follows:
e
θ∗ = arg min |R(θ)
− R(θ0 )|.

(G1)

Θ

In Fig. 4, we report a study of the relative error in such predictions for a GHZ setting numerically simulated over
system sizes of up to n = 12 qubits. The errors resulting from the use of the inferred response function (red curve)
are compared to the errors resulting from the use of a cosine fit given by g(θ) = α cos(βθ + γ) + ζ (black curve). We
find that the inferred function significantly outperforms the performance of the naive fit given by g(θ).

FIG. 4. Scaling of the field prediction errors. On the left hand side, we show the scaling of the median (solid) and
maximal (dashed) relative errors in the θ∗ values predicted by inverting either the inferred response function (red curve) or a
cosine fit (black curve). These are obtained for a magnetometry setting with a probe GHZ state, over 30 repeats per system
sizes n ∈ [2, 12], and with 30 randomly selected θ0 angles in the range (−π/3n, π/3n) per repeat. The response functions were
estimated using N = d5 × 103 log(n)2 log(2 × 102 (2n + 1))e shots to evaluate each observable at every θ. On the right hand side
we show the scaling of the errors as a function of the number of shots for a system size n = 12.

H.

Error in the sensitivity

In Fig.5, we report a study of the scaling of the errors resulting from the estimation of the sensitivity of two
magnetometry setups: the GHZ state with a parity measurement, and the spin squeezed state with a single qubit
Z-measurement. Errors are assessed across a range where no divergences in the sensitivities are observed. For the
GHZ state and the spin squeezed state, this occurs at the ranges given by θ ∈ (−π/3n, π/3n), and θ ∈ (π/3n, π/n),
respectively. No plot for the setup involving random unitary preparation (discussed in the main text) is shown here
as the inherent randomness in the preparation of the probe state makes it difficult to systematically identify a region
where the sensitivity is well-behaved over varied system sizes.

I.

Circuits

In this section, we display the circuit constructions used in each sensing protocol presented in the experimental and
numerical results as described in the main text. For illustrative purposes, we present the circuits for n = 4 qubits,
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FIG. 5. Scaling of the sensitivity prediction errors. We show the scaling of the median (solid) and maximal (dashed)
relative errors in the sensitivity estimates for the GHZ (left panel) and spin squeezed (right panel) experimental setups. The
inferred response functions, used to predict the sensitivities, were estimated using N = d5 × 102 log(n)2 log(2 × 102 (2n + 1))e.
The relative error is defined as the absolute error normalised by the range of sensitivity values.

which readily generalize to larger problem sizes. Vertical lines are used to separate the probe state preparation from
the mechanism that encodes the parameter of interest.
In Fig. 6, we present two different circuit decompositions for the GHZ magnetometry problem. It is important to
mention that even though they look different, both constructions are equivalent. The circuit shown in Fig. 6(a) favors
the connectivity and native gates of the IBM_Montreal quantum computer, while the circuit shown in Fig. 6(b) is
used for the ion-trap numerical simulations. In the latter, we assume that an ion-trap computer with full connectivity,
enabling a GHZ state preparation in O(log(n)) depth. Once the GHZ is prepared, a global Z rotation with angle θ
mimicking the effect of a magnetic field is applied to the probe state, and is followed by a parity measurement.
(a)
|0⟩
|0⟩

Z(θ)
H

|0⟩

•

•

Z(θ)
•

|0⟩

Z(θ)
Z(θ)

(b)
|0⟩
|0⟩
|0⟩
|0⟩

H

Z(θ)

H

Z(θ)

H

Z(θ)

H

Z(θ)

XX(π/4)
Z(π/2)

XX(π/4)
Z(π/2)

XX(π/4)
Z(π/2)

FIG. 6. Four-qubit circuit decomposition used for the GHZ magnetometry problem for (a) IBM and (b) ion-trap architectures.

For the spin squeezing setup, no step of state preparation is necessary as the coherent spin probe state |0i⊗n is
the default initialization in current quantum computers. In Fig. 7, we show the gate decomposition corresponding to
the one-axis twisting Hamiltonian mechanism used to characterize squeezing. In this particular setting we only need
to measure one qubit, which is chosen to be the last one, but measurements on any other qubit whould produce the
same result.
Finally, in Fig. 8 we show the circuit decomposition for the preparation of a random probe state obtained by
application of a random unitary composed of 4 layers of hardware efficient ansatz. The parameter values of {αj , βi , δi }
are randomly drawn. After encoding of the parameter θ, each qubit is measured individually.
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|0⟩
|0⟩
|0⟩
|0⟩

XX(θ)
XX(θ)

XX(θ)

XX(θ)

FIG. 7. Four-qubit circuit decomposition used for the spin squeezed state setup.

|0⟩

Y (α1 )

|0⟩

Y (α2 )

|0⟩
|0⟩

Z(β1 )

Y (α5 )

Z(β5 )

Z(β2 )

Y (α6 )

Z(β6 )

Y (α3 )

Z(β3 )

Y (α7 )

Z(β7 )

Y (α4 )

Z(β4 )

Y (α8 )

Z(β8 )

XX(δ1 )

ZZ(θ)
XX(δ3 )

ZZ(θ)

XX(δ2 )

ZZ(θ)
×2

FIG. 8. Four-qubit circuit decomposition used for the Random Unitary.

