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We propose a quantum-error-correction-inspired noise mitigation protocol for enhancing the sensitivity
of wavelike dark matter searches with quantum sensors. Our protocol uses multiple sensors to mitigate the
noise affecting each sensor individually, allowing for the suppression of excitation noise that is parallel to
the dark matter signal. We demonstrate that our protocol can improve the sensitivity to dark matter signals

by a factor of
ffiffiffiffi
N

p
, where N is the number of sensors used, for small N. Furthermore, for sufficiently large

N, we find that our protocol achieves the same performance as the standard quantum limit by the ideal
measurement, which nonentangled sensors with parallel noise cannot reach due to the unknown phase of
the dark matter field. Our Letter can be widely applied to various types of signals with unknown phases and
has the potential to enhance the sensitivity of quantum sensors such as arrays of resonant cavities.

DOI: 10.1103/yxld-zwpq

Introduction—The dark matter (DM) in the universe is
one of the most important mysteries in modern physics.
There are various candidates for DM, and one of the well-
motivated candidates is light bosonic particles such as
axions [1,2], which is called “wavelike DM” due to its
wave nature. Recently, with the development of quantum
technologies, growing attention has been paid to the use of
quantum sensors for searching for wavelike DM [3–17].
One of the important issues in using quantum sensors is

the effect of noise parallel to the DM signal, which we call
“excitation noise.”With such parallel noise, it is known that
we cannot outperform the standard quantum limit (SQL)
[18–24]. In the context of wavelike DM searches, even
achieving the SQL is impossible. The ideal measurement,
which saturates the quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB)
[25] and yields the SQL, reads out the DM-induced Rabi
oscillation to first order in the interaction; e.g., for a two-
level sensor with a signal Hamiltonian proportional to the
Pauli-X operator, one can start from a Pauli-Z eigenstate
and perform a projective measurement in the Pauli-Y
eigenbasis, as we explain later. However, the DM signal
has an unknown phase that changes randomly over time
scales longer than the coherence time of the DM field
[26,27]. Since the outcome of the ideal measurement

depends on this varying phase (e.g., proportional to its
sine or cosine), as we will explicitly see later, a simple
average over long operations results in zero signal. Thus,
excitation noises significantly degrade the sensitivity of
wavelike DM searches.
The excitation noise at each sensor is independent while

the DM signal is correlated. Therefore, it is natural to
ask whether we can suppress the excitation noise by
employingmultiple sensors and analyzing their correlations.
References [13,28,29] have proposed measuring sensors
with entangled states such as W states [30], the equal
superposition of single-excitation states across multiple
sensors, to achieve this goal. Nevertheless, as discussed in
Ref. [13], this procedure needs the presence of other noises,
such as de-excitation noises, and cannot achieve the SQL in
general. The underlying reason is that, when excitation noise
is dominant, it can lead to multiple sensors being excited
simultaneously—events that theW-state measurement can-
not distinguish.
In this Letter, we explore the possibility of processing

sensor states during measurements to avoid this restriction.
The crucial insight is that sensor states after noise effects
occupy a subspace nearly orthogonal to the “code space,”
the space spanned by the W state and the ground state. By
designing a sensing protocol inspired by quantum error
correction (QEC) techniques [20–24], which pulls erro-
neous states back into the original code space repeatedly,
we demonstrate that excitation noise can be mitigated even
in the absence of other noise. With N sensors, the
sensitivity to the DM signal is enhanced by a factor offfiffiffiffi
N

p
, the uncertainty scales as 1=N for small N, and the

sensitivity reaches the SQL by the ideal measurement,
which has been considered unachievable in practical
DM searches, for sufficiently large N. In previous studies
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[31–33], it has been considered that QEC-assisted metrol-
ogy is useless when the noise and the signal Hamiltonian
are parallel. However, we show that, when we have
unknown random parameters such as the phase of the
DM field, QEC-like protocols can be useful even in such
a case.
DM search with quantum sensors—Let us first summa-

rize our setup for DM searches with quantum sensors. We
consider N quantum sensors, each of which is modeled as a
two-level system with ground state j0ii and excited state
j1ii for the ith sensor; see Appendix A for definitions of
states used in this Letter. Note that multilevel systems such
as resonant cavities can be treated in the same framework
by focusing on two relevant energy levels [27]. The energy
difference between the two states is denoted as ω0, so the
Hamiltonian of the ith sensor is given by Hi ¼ −ðω0=2Þσzi,
where σai (a ¼ x, y, z) are the Pauli operators acting on the
ith sensor. On the other hand, the DM field is modeled as a
classical oscillating field with frequency m. The interaction
between the DM field and the sensors is described by the
Hamiltonian Hint ¼ ϵ cosðmtþ φÞPN

i¼1 σ
x
i , where ϵ is a

small coupling constant and φ is an unknown phase. DM
field is assumed to be coherent over a time scale
τDM ∼ 2π=ðmv2Þ, where v ∼ 10−3 is the typical velocity
of DM particles in our galaxy, so φ can be treated as a
constant during the time scale τDM but changes randomly
for longer time scales. The same conclusion holds if we
treat the DM field as a classical stochastic field [26,27].
To detect the DM signal, we start from the initial state

jψ initi ¼⊗N
i¼1 j0ii and let the system evolve under the total

Hamiltonian H ¼ P
N
i¼1Hi þHint for a time duration

τ ≲ 2π=ðmv2Þ. We move to the interaction picture with
respect to

P
N
i¼1 Hi assuming that jω0 −mjτ ≪ 1, so we

can apply the rotating wave approximation (RWA) and
neglect the rapidly oscillating terms. Then, the effective
Hamiltonian in the interaction picture is given by

HI ¼ ϵ
XN
i¼1

ðσxi cosφ − σyi sinφÞ: ð1Þ

Here, we assume that the displacement of each sensor is
much smaller than the de Broglie wavelength of the DM
field, so the phase of the DM field is common to all
sensors [27].
In addition to the DM signal, we take into account the

effect of environmental noise. For simplicity, we focus on
the Markovian noises described by the Lindblad master
equation [34,35]. In this Letter, instead of the excitation
noise, whose Lindblad operators are proportional to
σxi þ iσyi , we consider the bit-flip noise in the interaction
picture, whose Lindblad operators are Li ¼ σxi for
i ¼ 1; 2;…; N. This does not lose generality as explained
in Appendix B; other types of noise can be reduced to the
bit-flip noise by constructing logical qubits using the
Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state [36] from three

physical qubits and applying QEC-like operations [21–23]
to project noises to the bit-flip noise. The time evolution
of the density matrix ρ in the interaction picture is then
given by

dρ
dt

¼ L½ρ�≡ −i½HI; ρ� þ γ
XN
i¼1

Di½ρ�; ð2Þ

Di½ρ�≡ 1

2
ðσxi ρσxi − ρÞ; ð3Þ

where γ is the bit-flip rate and assumed to be the same for
all sensors. For DM signals that are on the verge of
detection, the noise is stronger than the signal. Also, for
the typical mass range of interest for wavelike DM
searches, 1=m≲ 0.1 ns and τ ≲ 0.1 ms [4]. Thus, we
assume γ ≫ jϵj and γτ ≲ 1 in this Letter.
QEC-like error mitigation protocol—Throughout this

Letter, we assume that we may apply quantum operations
such as unitary gates and measurements on the sensors in
an arbitrary short time without introducing any error. Under
these assumptions, we propose a QEC-like protocol to
mitigate the effect of the bit-flip noise. Our sensing protocol
consists of sequentially repeating adaptive steps, such as
Refs. [31–33,37].
A schematic diagram of our protocol is shown in Fig. 1.

We divide the sensing time τ into Nτ intervals of duration
Δt ¼ τ=Nτ. Δt is chosen such that NγΔt ≪ 1 and
mΔt ≫ 1, so the probability of having two or more bit-
flip errors during each interval is negligible and the RWA is
valid, respectively. In realistic situations, the energy relax-
ation time can be as long as 1=γ ∼ 1 ms for state-of-the-art
quantum sensors such as superconducting qubits [38].
Thus, a wide range of parameters, e.g., N ≳ 103, can
satisfy the above conditions. Future improvements in
quantum sensor technology may allow for even larger N.
Note that our protocol can be applied even if the RWA is
not valid by performing a similar analysis as Ref. [39].
Each unit interval, shown as the dashed box in Fig. 1,
consists of two steps; first, we let the system evolve under
the master equation for a time duration Δt, which is
denoted as the quantum channel EΔt in Fig. 1. Since the
time evolution is governed by the Lindblad equation, the
quantum channel E⊗N

Δt is given by

FIG. 1. Schematic quantum circuit of our QEC-like error
mitigation protocol.
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E⊗N
Δt ½ρðtÞ� ¼ ρðtþ ΔtÞ ≃ ρðtÞ þ L½ρðtÞ�Δt: ð4Þ

Here, we use the fact that NγΔt ≪ 1 to expand the time
evolution up to the first order in Δt. Next, we apply a
control operation Ec to mitigate the bit-flip errors that may
have occurred during the time interval Δt. As we claim, we
assume that this control operation takes negligible time and
does not introduce additional noise.
We now describe the construction of the control operation

Ec for mitigating bit-flip errors. The DM signal Hamiltonian
HI excites j0i ¼⊗N

i¼1 j0ii to jWi ¼ ð1= ffiffiffiffi
N

p ÞPi σ
x
i j0i,

motivating us to define the logical code space as
HL ¼ fj0iL ≡ j0i; j1iL ≡ jWig. We design Ec to (approx-
imately) detect and correct single bit-flip errors such that the
state afterEc lieswithin the code space.Then,what canbe the
syndrome measurement and the recovery operation? A bit-
flip error on the ith sensor transforms a code state aj0i þ
bjWi into ajii þ bj2; ii þOðN−1=2Þ, where jii and j2; ii
span the error subspaceHEi

. However, these error subspaces
are not orthogonal to the code space, reflecting the fact that
bit-flip errors cannot be perfectly distinguished from theDM
signal [13]. We also note that error subspaces are mutually
nonorthogonal, i.e., h2; ij2; ji ≠ 0 for i ≠ j.
Thus, instead of projective syndrome measurements, we

employ a positive operator-valued measure (POVM) with
the following measurement operators:

M0 ≡ j0ih0j þ jWihWj; ð5Þ

Mi ≡
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N − 1

N

r
ðjii⊥hij⊥ þ j2; ii⊥h2; ij⊥Þ; ð6Þ

MS ≡ jSihSj; ð7Þ

for i ¼ 1; 2;…; N, where

jii⊥ ≡
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N

N − 1

r
jii − 1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

N − 1
p jWi; ð8Þ

j2; ii⊥ ≡
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N

N − 2

r
j2; ii −

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2

N − 2

r
jSi: ð9Þ

Notice that jjii⊥j¼ jj2;ii⊥j¼1 and hWjii⊥¼hSj2;ii⊥¼0.
The corresponding POVM elements are Ea ¼ M†

aMa for
a ¼ 0; 1;…; N; S, and Ẽ ¼ I −

P
a Ea. As shown in

Appendix C, these operators form a POVM, and Tr½Ẽρðtþ
ΔtÞ� ¼ 0 up to OðΔt2Þ. Thus, the measurement outcomes
are restricted to f0; 1;…; N; Sg. The measurement outcome
i ¼ 1; 2;…; N corresponds to detecting a bit-flip error on
the ith sensor. The additional outcome S is required for the
completeness.
We next define the recovery operation based on

the measurement outcomes. Errors are detected when the
measurement outcome is a ¼ 1; 2;…; N; S. When the

outcome is a ¼ 1; 2;…; N, we apply such a unitary
operation Ui that maps jii⊥ to j0i and j2; ii⊥ to jWi,
which approximately corrects the bit-flip error on the ith
sensor. When the outcome is S, this is originated from a bit-
flip error on jWi, and we apply a unitary operation US that
maps jSi to jWi.
Combining the syndrome measurement and the recovery

operation, we can write the whole control operation as new
measurement operators; i.e., R0 ≡M0 and

Ri ≡UiMi ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N − 1

N

r
ðj0ihij⊥ þ jWih2; ij⊥Þ; ð10Þ

RS ≡USMS ¼ jWihSj: ð11Þ

Note that R†
aRa ¼ Ea for all a. The control operation Ec is

then defined as

Ec½ρ�≡
X
a

RaρR
†
a: ð12Þ

Obviously, states after the control operation lie in HL.
Throughout this control operation, we need to use
OðlogNÞ ancilla qubits for implementing the POVM
[40] as projection measurements. This is small enough
to be negligible when we discuss the scaling.
Let us now see the density matrix after a single unit

interval corresponding to time t to tþ Δt. Using Eqs. (4)
and (12), we have

Ec ∘ E⊗N
Δt ½ρðtÞ� ≃ ρðtÞ þ EcfL½ρðtÞ�gΔt; ð13Þ

up to OðΔt2Þ. Then,

EcfL½ρðtÞ�g ¼ −i½HIL; ρðtÞ�

−
Nγ

2
ρðtÞ þ γ

2

X
a

XN
i¼1

S x
a;iρðtÞS x†

a;i; ð14Þ

where

HIL ≡ R0HIR
†
0 ¼ ϵ

ffiffiffiffi
N

p
ðσxL cosφ − σyL sinφÞ; ð15Þ

S x
a;i ≡ Raσ

x
i R0: ð16Þ

Here, σaL (a ¼ x, y, z) are the Pauli operators acting on the
logical code space. A straightforward calculation yields

EcfL½ρðtÞ�g ¼ −i½HIL; ρðtÞ� þ
γ

2
½−ρðtÞ þ σxLρðtÞσxL�

þ cγ
4
½−ρðtÞ þ σzLρðtÞσzL�≡ LL½ρðtÞ�; ð17Þ

where we define c≡ f2ðN − 1Þ=½N þ ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NðN − 2Þp �g ¼

OðN0Þ and
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Ec ∘ E⊗N
Δt ½ρðtÞ� ≃ ρðtÞ þ LL½ρðtÞ�Δt; ð18Þ

up to OðΔt2Þ. LL describes the effective time evolution of
the density matrix within the code space and can be
interpreted as an effective Lindblad superoperator for the
logical qubit.
Uncertainty estimation—We now estimate the uncer-

tainty of the DM signal with our QEC-like protocol. Let the
total time that we use be T, during which we repeat multiple
measurements with time τ. For the moment, we assume that
the phase φ can be treated as a constant during T. As we
have seen, after a single unit interval, the density matrix
evolves in the code space according to the effective
Lindblad equation with LL up to OðΔt2Þ. As we take
the limit NγΔt → 0, the density matrix at time T is
arbitrarily close to the solution of the effective Lindblad
equation

dρL
dt

¼ LL½ρL�; ð19Þ

with the initial condition ρLð0Þ ¼ j0iLh0jL. To estimate the
DM signal ϵ, we perform a projective measurement PW ≡
j1iLh1jL (or, for the states in the logical code space,
equivalently,

P
i j1iih1ji on the physical qubits) on the

final state ρLðTÞ.
To discuss the performance of measurement protocols,

we use the standard deviation of the estimator of ϵ as a
measure of uncertainty. Using the linear approximation
[27], the standard deviation, δϵ, is given by

δϵ ≃
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
hO2i − hOi2

p
��� ∂hOi

∂ϵ

��� ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
Nrep

p ; ð20Þ

where O is the observable to estimate ϵ and Nrep is the
number of repetitions of measurements, given as T=τ. The
expectation values are calculated with respect to the final
state after each sensing time τ, which is determined so that
δϵ is minimized for each protocol.
First, let us estimate the uncertainty without our QEC-

like protocol to see how the excitation noise degrades the
sensitivity. Starting from the initial state ρ0ð0Þ ¼ j0ih0j, the
uncertainty, δϵ0, is calculated using the density matrix
ρ0ðtÞ, which is the solution of the original Lindblad
equation, Eq. (2). The minimal uncertainty is predicted
by the QCRB; as done in Appendix D, we find

δϵ0 ≳
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
γ

NT

r
: ð21Þ

The QCRB is indeed saturated by the Pauli-Y
measurements on each sensor, O¼ PY ≡P

N
i¼1

1
2
ð1þ σyi Þ.

hPYiρ0ðτÞ ≃ ðN=2Þð1 − ϵτ cosφÞ, and the uncertainty is

indeed δϵðYÞ0 ∼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
γ=NT

p
for τ ∼ 1=γ. However, the DM

phase is unknown and can be treated as a random variable
uniformly distributed in ½0; 2πÞ, which changes over time
scales longer than the DM coherence time. If we average
over φ, the expectation value of PY becomes independent of
ϵ, making it impossible to estimate the DM signal.
Therefore, we cannot repeat the ideal measurement over
long time scales in practice.
In this situation, the best we can dowithout our QEC-like

protocol is to count the total number of excited sensors, i.e.,
O ¼ PZ ≡P

N
i¼1

1
2
ð1 − σzi Þ [4]. As a result, the expectation

value is given by

hPZiρ0ðτÞ ≃ N
�
cðSÞ0 ϵ2τ2 þ cðNÞ

0 γτ
�
; ð22Þ

up to the leading order in ϵ2τ2 and γτ, where cðSÞ0 and cðNÞ
0

are constants of order unity. Using Eq. (20), we obtain

δϵ0 ∼
ffiffiffi
γ

p
ϵτ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NT

p ∼
γ3=2

ϵ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NT

p ; ð23Þ

where we chose τ ∼ 1=γ to minimize δϵ0. This uncertainty
is larger than the QCRB, Eq. (21), by a factor of γ=ϵ, which
can be significant as we are interested in the regime γ ≫ ϵ.
The reason that Pauli-Y measurements are better than Pauli-
Z measurements is as follows. Generally, Pauli-Y mea-
surements give larger signal effects, OðϵτÞ, compared to
Pauli-Z measurements, Oðϵ2τ2Þ, but without noise; this is
compensated by the larger variance, resulting in the same
uncertainty scaling. However, with the bit-flip noise, both
measurements result in the larger variance due to the noise,
but since the signal effect is larger for Pauli-Y measure-
ments, the uncertainty scaling is better.
We next estimate the uncertainty with our QEC-like

protocol, denoted as δϵL with O ¼ PW . The effective
Lindblad equation contains both bit-flip and dephasing
noises, limiting the sensing time to τ ≲ 1=γ as in the
previous case. To estimate δϵL, we need to compare the
signal rate, ϵ

ffiffiffiffi
N

p
, with the noise rate, OðN0Þ × γ. With

fixed ϵ and γ with ϵ ≪ γ, the signal rate is much smaller
than the noise rate for small N, N ≲ Nth ≡ ðγ=ϵÞ2. Then,
the expectation value is given by

hPWiðsmallNÞ
ρLðτÞ ≃ cðSÞL ϵ2Nτ2 þ cðNÞ

L γτ; ð24Þ

up to the leading order in ϵ2Nτ2 and γτ, where cðSÞL and cðNÞ
L

are constants of order unity. Using Eq. (20), we obtain

δϵðsmallNÞ
L ∼

γ3=2

ϵN
ffiffiffiffi
T

p ; ð25Þ

for small N, where we chose τ ∼ 1=γ to minimize the
uncertainty. Comparing this with Eq. (23), we find that our

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS 137, 021001 (2026)

021001-4



protocol improves the uncertainty by a factor of
ffiffiffiffi
N

p
for

small N.
For N ≳ Nth, the signal rate becomes larger than the

noise rate. In this case, we may ignore the noise contri-
bution, yielding

hPWiðlargeNÞ
ρLðτÞ ≃ sin2ϵ

ffiffiffiffi
N

p
τ ∼ ϵ2Nτ2: ð26Þ

The uncertainty is then given by

δϵ0ðlargeNÞ
L ∼

1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NτT

p ∼
ffiffiffi
ϵ

p

N1=4
ffiffiffiffi
T

p ; ð27Þ

where we chose τ ∼ 1=ϵ
ffiffiffiffi
N

p
. However, this is not optimal;

rather, if we divide N sensors into N=Nth groups of size Nth
and apply our protocol to each group independently, the
number of repetitions increases by N=Nth, and we obtain

δϵðlargeNÞ
L ∼

1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N=Nth

p ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NthτT

p ∼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
γ

NT

r
; ð28Þ

where we chose τ ∼ 1=γ. One can check δϵðlargeNÞ
L <

δϵ0ðlargeNÞ
L for N > Nth. Therefore, our protocol achieves

the same uncertainty as the ideal measurement without
error mitigation for large N, which is unachievable without
error mitigation as the DM phase is unknown.
In Fig. 2, we show the results of the numerical calcu-

lation of the uncertainty with our QEC-like protocol and
compare it with the uncertainty of measurements without
error mitigation and Pauli-Y measurements. Here, we take

φ ¼ 0, ϵ ¼ 10−2γ and T ¼ 104=γ and numerically optimize
the sensing time τ to minimize the uncertainty for each N.
Indeed, we can see that the uncertainty scales with 1=N for
small N. For large N, as we see in Eqs. (27) and (28), the
uncertainty scaling changes around Nth ≃ ðγ=ϵÞ2. We
numerically choose Nth ¼ Oððγ=ϵÞ2Þ such that the uncer-
tainty is minimized if we use the optimal strategy for
N > Nth. We see that our protocol achieves the same
scaling as the measurement with O ¼ PY .
Finally, we comment on the case where we have other

types of noise than the bit-flip noise. Suppose, for sim-
plicity, that we have both excitation and de-excitation
noises with the rate γEX and γDE, respectively. As explained
in Appendix B, we can reduce these noises to the bit-flip
noise with rate γeff ∼ γEX þ γDE by constructing logical
qubits from three physical qubits and applying control
operations. Assuming ϵ ≪ γEX, the uncertainty without
error mitigation is then given as [13]

δϵðEXþDEÞ
0 ∼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
γEX

p
γeff

ϵ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NT

p : ð29Þ

On the other hand, with our protocol, the uncertainty is
given by Eqs. (25) and (28) with γ → γeff . Therefore, our
protocol improves the uncertainty for this case as well.
Conclusions and discussion—In this Letter, we have

addressed a key challenge in quantum-enhanced searches
for wavelike dark matter: the presence of an unknown,
time-varying signal phase that prevents the repeated appli-
cation of ideal measurements over long observation times.
We proposed a QEC-like error mitigation protocol to
improve the sensitivity of quantum sensors for DM
searches under general Markovian noise acting on each
sensor independently. By constructing a logical qubit from
N sensors and applying adaptive control operations, our
protocol improves the uncertainty by a factor of

ffiffiffiffi
N

p
compared to the protocol without error mitigation for small
N. For large N, the uncertainty scaling saturates to the SQL
by the ideal measurement, without requiring knowledge of
the signal phase. To our knowledge, this is the first proposal
in which the ideal-measurement sensitivity can be recov-
ered in the practically relevant regime of unknown and
drifting phase, a scenario ubiquitous in DM searches or
other high-energy physics applications, such as high-
frequency gravitational wave detection, but often over-
looked in conventional quantum metrology.
In practice, we admit that our protocol is complicated

and challenging to implement with current technology for
large N. It is an important future work to simplify the
protocol possibly by using hardware-efficient recovery
operations and to analyze the performance under imperfect
quantum operations and finite operation time for practical
applications.

FIG. 2. Numerical calculation of the uncertainty with our QEC-
like protocol. The blue dashed line shows the uncertainty with our
protocol, calculated by numerically solving the effective Lind-
blad equation, Eq. (17). The blue solid line adopts the optimal
strategy for large N by dividing sensors into groups of size Nth.
The green and orange lines show the numerical uncertainty of
measurements without error mitigation with O ¼ PZ and
O ¼ PY , respectively. The gray vertical dashed line shows the
numerically optimized threshold N ¼ Nth.
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End Matter

Appendix A: Notation—In this appendix, we
summarize our notation for multiqubit states used in this
Letter. The ground state of N qubits is written as

j0i≡ ⊗
N

i¼1
j0ii: ðA1Þ

Single-excitation states are labeled by the position of the
excited qubit:

jii≡ σxi j0i; ðA2Þ

where i ¼ 1; 2;…; N. The W state is given by

jWi≡ 1ffiffiffiffi
N

p
XN
i¼1

jii: ðA3Þ

Double-excitation states, with excitations at qubits i and
j, are expressed as

ji; ji≡ σxi σ
x
j j0i; ðA4Þ

for i ≠ j and i; j ¼ 1; 2;…; N. The equal superposition
of double-excitation states with one excitation fixed at
qubit i is

j2; ii≡ 1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N − 1

p
XN
j¼1

j≠i

ji; ji; ðA5Þ

for i ¼ 1; 2;…; N. The symmetric superposition of all
double-excitation states is

jSi≡
ffiffiffi
2

p
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NðN − 1Þp X

1≤i<j≤N
ji; ji ¼ 1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

2N
p

XN
i¼1

j2; ii: ðA6Þ

All states above are normalized.

Appendix B: Reduction of various noises to bit-flip
noise—In this appendix, we explain how various types
of noise can be reduced to the bit-flip noise considered
in the main text. As mentioned, we first construct a
logical qubit by using three physical qubits to form the
GHZ state and then apply QEC operations. We divide
the total sensing time into small intervals, Δt3, let the
system evolve under the noise for a short time, and then
apply a control operation.
The logical code space is defined as

H3L ¼ fjþi3L ≡ j þ þþi; j−i3L ≡ j − −−ig; ðB1Þ

where j�i ¼ ðj0i � j1iÞ= ffiffiffi
2

p
. The initial state is

jψ3;initi ¼ j0i3L, where

j0i3L ≡ 1ffiffiffi
2

p ðjþi3L þ j−i3LÞ ðB2Þ

j1i3L ≡ 1ffiffiffi
2

p ðjþi3L − j−i3LÞ: ðB3Þ

For short enough Δt3, we may assume that at most one
noise event occurs during each interval. Therefore, depend-
ing on which sensor the noise acts on, three types of error
subspaces appear:

H3E;i ¼ fσzi jþi3L; σzi j−i3Lg; ðB4Þ

for i ¼ 1, 2, 3. Let Pi be the projection operator ontoH3E;i

and PL be the projection operator onto the code spaceH3L.
To detect errors, we perform the projective measurement
with the measurement operators fPL; P1; P2; P3g. If the
measurement outcome is Pi, we apply the recovery
operation σzi to correct the error. Let us denote this control
operation as E3c.
Now, we consider the effect of various types of noise, as

well as the DM signal, during the time interval Δt3. For
simplicity, we focus on de-excitation noise, excitation
noise, and the dephasing noise on individual sensors, but
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other types of noise can be treated similarly. Similar to
the main text, we start from the density matrix ρ3ðtÞ with
the three qubits at time t within the code space and let the
system evolve under the total Lindblad equation for a time
duration Δt3. Then, the density matrix at time tþ Δt3 is
given by

ρ3ðtþ Δt3Þ ≃ ρ3ðtÞ þ L3½ρ3ðtÞ�Δt3; ðB5Þ

up to first order in Δt3. The Lindblad superoperator L3 is
defined as

L3½ρ3�≡ −i½H3I; ρ3� þ
X3
i¼1

X
α

γαD
ðαÞ
i ½ρ3�; ðB6Þ

where H3I is the sum of the interaction Hamiltonian in the
interaction picture for the three qubits and the sum over α
runs over DE (de-excitation), EX (excitation), and DP
(dephasing) with γDE, γEX, and γDP being these noise rates,

respectively. The superoperators DðDEÞ
i , DðEXÞ

i , and DðDPÞ
i

are defined as

DðDEÞ
i ½ρ3�≡ 1

2

�
aiρ3a

†
i −

1

2
fa†i ai; ρ3g

�
; ðB7Þ

DðEXÞ
i ½ρ3�≡ 1

2

�
a†i ρ3ai −

1

2
faia†i ; ρ3g

�
; ðB8Þ

DðDPÞ
i ½ρ3�≡ 1

2
ðσziρ3σzi − ρ3Þ; ðB9Þ

respectively, where ai ≡ j0iih1ji is the annihilation oper-
ator for the ith sensor.
After applying the control operation E3c,

E3cfL3½ρ3ðtÞ�g ¼ −i½H3LI; ρ3ðtÞ�

þ
X3
i

X
α

γαE3cfDðαÞ
i ½ρ3ðtÞ�g; ðB10Þ

where

H3LI ≡ PLHIPL ¼ 3ϵσx3L cosφ; ðB11Þ
with σa3L (a ¼ x, y, z) being the Pauli operators acting on
the logical code space, fj0i3L; j1i3Lg. Although the oscil-
lation term proportional to σy3L vanishes, the effective
coupling strength is of the same order as the original
one. By a straightforward calculation, we obtain

E3;c

n
DðDEÞ

i ½ρ3ðtÞ�
o
¼ 1

4
½−ρ3ðtÞ þ σx3Lρ3ðtÞσx3L�; ðB12Þ

E3;c

n
DðEXÞ

i ½ρ3ðtÞ�
o
¼ 1

4
½−ρ3ðtÞ þ σx3Lρ3ðtÞσx3L�; ðB13Þ

E3;c

n
DðDPÞ

i ½ρ3ðtÞ�
o
¼ 0: ðB14Þ

Therefore, the effective noise after the control operation
is described by the bit-flip noise with the rate
3ðγDE þ γEXÞ=2. These procedures may change the signal
strength, the noise rate, and the number of sensors by
factors of order unity, but the scaling of the uncertainty
remains unchanged.

Appendix C: Positivity of our POVM elements—In
this appendix, we prove that our POVM elements, Ea

(a ¼ 0; 1;…; N; S) and Ẽ ¼ I −
P

a Ea, are positive
operators. It is obvious that Ea are positive operators
since they are defined as Ea ¼ M†

aMa. Therefore, we
only need to show that Ẽ is a positive operator.
To show this, we first separate the Hilbert space by the

total excitation numbers. Let Pk be the projection operator
onto the subspace with k excitations. By the definition, we
have EaPk ¼ PkEa ¼ 0 for k > 2 and any a. Therefore, we
need to prove that PkẼPk are positive semidefinite for
k ¼ 0, 1, 2. For k ¼ 0, we have P0ẼP0 ¼ P0 − j0ih0j ¼ 0.
For k ¼ 1,

P1ẼP1 ¼ P1 − jWihWj − N − 1

N

XN
i¼1

jii⊥hij⊥ ¼ 0; ðC1Þ

where we use P1 ¼
P

N
i¼1 jiihij.

Finally, we consider the k ¼ 2 case. Using the definition
of Ea, we obtain

P2ẼP2 ¼P2 −
N − 1

N − 2

XN
i¼1

j2; iih2; ij þ N
N − 2

jSihSj: ðC2Þ

Let a matrix G be defined as G≡P
N
i¼1 j2; iih2; ij. The

kernel of G in the double-excitation subspace is an
orthogonal complement of the space HG ≡ fj2; iigNi¼1.
Since jSi is in HG, we need to focus on HG to check
the positivity of P2ẼP2. Also, it is easy to see that jSi is an
eigenvector of G with the eigenvalue of 2.
To see the eigenvalues of G, we assume j2; ii as a matrix

with the row index being the index of the Hilbert space and
the column index being i. Let us denote this matrix as A.
Then, G can be written as G ¼ AA†. By the singular value
decomposition, we can write A ¼ UΣV†, where U and V
are unitary matrices and Σ is a diagonal matrix with non-
negative real numbers on the diagonal. Therefore, the
nonzero eigenvalues of G are given by the square of
the nonzero singular values of A, which are equal to the
nonzero eigenvalues of G̃≡A†A. The i, j component of G̃
is given by h2; ij2; ji, and therefore

G̃ ¼ N − 2

N − 1
I þ 1

N − 1
J; ðC3Þ

where J is the matrix with all components being 1. The
eigenvalues of J are 0 with the multiplicity of N − 1 and N
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with the multiplicity of 1. Therefore, the eigenvalues of G̃
are 2 and ½ðN − 2Þ=ðN − 1Þ� with the multiplicity of 1 and
N − 1, respectively. As a result, so are the eigenvalues ofG.
Since jSi is the eigenvector with the eigenvalue of 2, we
obtain

P2ẼP2jHG
¼ 0; ðC4Þ

which completes the proof. It is straightforward to see that
P2E

⊗N
Δt ½ρðtÞ�P2 is an operator in HG for any density matrix

ρðtÞ in the code space. Therefore, we may also see that
ẼE⊗N

Δt ½ρðtÞ� is vanishing.
Appendix D: Quantum Fisher information of the

original Lindblad equation—In this appendix, we
calculate the quantum Fisher information (QFI) of the
original Lindblad equation, Eq. (2), with the initial
state j0i.
Similar to the main text, we assume that the measure-

ment time τ is short enough so that we can expand the
density matrix up to the first order in ϵτ and γτ. The density
matrix at time τ is given by

ρ0ðτÞ ¼ ⊗
N

i¼1
ρiðτÞ; ðD1Þ

ρiðτÞ ≃ j0iih0ji − ϵτ
�
σyi cosφþ σxi sinφ

�
−
γτ

2
σzi : ðD2Þ

The eigenvectors of ρiðτÞ are given by j0ii and j1ii with the
eigenvalues 1 and 0, respectively, up to Oðϵτ; γτÞ. Using
these expressions, we can calculate the QFI for a single
sensor, F i, as

F i ∼ jh0j∂ϵρiðτÞj1ij2 ∼ τ2: ðD3Þ

Therefore, the total QFI for N sensors and the total
measurement time T is given by

F total ∼ N
T
τ
τ2 ¼ NτT: ðD4Þ

Using the QCRB, the standard deviation of the estimator of
ϵ is bounded as

δϵ ≥
1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
F total

p ∼
1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
NτT

p ∼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
γ

NT

r
; ðD5Þ

where we chose τ ∼ 1=γ.
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