arXiv:2311.16472v2 [quant-ph] 9 Feb 2024

Combining critical and quantum metrology

Christoph Hotter , Helmut Ritsch , and Karol Gietka^∗ Institut für Theoretische Physik, Universität Innsbruck, A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria (Dated: February 12, 2024)

Critical metrology relies on the precise preparation of a system in its ground state near a quantum phase transition point where quantum correlations get very strong. Typically this increases the quantum Fisher information with respect to changes in system parameters and thus improves the optimally possible measurement precision limited by the Cramér-Rao bound. Hence critical metrology involves encoding information about the unknown parameter in changes of the system’s ground state. Conversely, in conventional metrology methods like Ramsey interferometry, the eigenstates of the system remain unchanged, and information about the unknown parameter is encoded in the relative phases that excited system states accumulate during their time evolution. Here we introduce an approach combining these two methodologies into a unified protocol applicable to closed and driven-dissipative systems. We show that the quantum Fisher information in this case exhibits an additional interference term originating from the interplay between eigenstate and relative phase changes. We provide analytical expressions for the quantum and classical Fisher information in such a setup, elucidating as well a straightforward measurement approach that nearly attains the maximum precision permissible under the Cramér-Rao bound. We showcase these results by focusing on the squeezing Hamiltonian, which characterizes the thermodynamic limit of Dicke and Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick Hamiltonians.

Introduction.—Quantum metrology is a cornerstone of quantum technologies [1, 2] aimed at leveraging quantum phenomena for precision measurements, surpassing the limits imposed by classical physics [3, 4]. A key example involves exploiting quantum entanglement in systems composed of N particles to overcome the statisti- cal √ N enhancement (known as the standard quantum limit) and reaching the Heisenberg limit, where sensitivity scales linearly with the number of particles [5–7]. In the simplest case, quantum correlations are generated within a system subjected to an unknown perturbation to be precisely determined. In the generic case of Ramsey interferometry [8–13] the unknown perturbation (parameter) could be the magnetic field responsible for Zeeman splitting of the atomic levels (magnetometry) or the frequency detuning of a reference laser driving the atoms (atomic clocks). This external force introduces a change in the system’s state (phase) depending on the value of the unknown parameter. Therefore, performing an appropriate measurement allows one to detect the change and decode the information about the unknown parameter concealed in the measurement outcomes.

Unfortunately, creating and maintaining entanglement is technically very challenging owing to its inherent fragility [14]. Furthermore, highly entangled states often require extensive detection schemes involving measuring complex many-body correlations [15] to harness their measurement power. For these reasons, quantumenhanced measurements remain primarily in the domain of proof-of-principle experiments [16]. Nonetheless, significant theoretical and experimental efforts have emerged to overcome these challenges, leading to innovative methods and techniques. [17–23]. A novel and promising approach here is critical metrology [24–27], which relies on concurrently generating quantum corre-

FIG. 1. In conventional metrology (blue color), the information about the unknown parameter is stored in the accumulated phase δϕ. In critical metrology (red color), the information about the unknown parameter is stored in the squeezing parameter δξ (accumulated squeezing). By combining these two approaches (green color) it is possible to store the information in both the phase (position) and squeezing (shape) of the quantum state.

lations while exposing the system to the influence of a force of unknown strength [26, 28, 29]. This differs from the conventional sequential approach of first creating a critical state and then subjecting it to an unknown perturbation [30]. In critical metrology, the system typically remains in its instantaneous ground state as the control parameter is adiabatically adjusted close to a critical value. Consequently, critical metrology protocols exhibit resilience to decoherence, albeit at the cost of the time required to complete the adiabatic ramp, a phenomenon known as critical slowing down. Recent findings challenge, however, the need for adiabatic ramps in critical metrology. Instead, they propose that protocols can achieve significantly improved performance by opting for a sudden quench rather than an adiabatic one. This insight has opened new avenues for advances in critical metrology methods [31–34].

The conventional practice of adhering to the instantaneous ground state via adiabatic dynamics confines the storage of information regarding an unknown parameter solely to the fast changing properties of the ground state near a critical point. However, when the initial state is not the ground state or another eigenstate of the system, the adiabatic dynamics also results in the encoding of some information about the unknown parameter in the accumulated phase differences between the contributing eigenstates (refer to Fig. 1 for a schematic representation).

In the following, we will present the generalized approach to combine these two metrological approaches and apply it to the example of a harmonic oscillator coupled to an ensemble of two-level systems (Dicke model). Additionally, we show how a position or momentum (homodyne type) measurement nearly saturates the combined Cramér-Rao bound for the corresponding measurement accuracy.

Combining critical and quantum metrology.—The fusion of critical and conventional metrology becomes evident when examining the derivative of the wave function with respect to an unknown parameter, denoted as Ω

|∂_Ωψ(Ω)⟩ =∂_Ω (_∞ ∑ n=0 c_n(Ω)|n(Ω)⟩ ) = (1)

= ∞∑ n=0 [∂_Ωc_n(Ω)] |n(Ω)⟩ + ∞∑ n=0 c_n(Ω) [∂_Ω|n(Ω)⟩] ,

where ∑_∞ n=0 [∂_Ωc_n(Ω)] |n(Ω)⟩ represents the phase changes (conventional quantum metrology) and ∑_∞ n=0 c_n(Ω) [∂_Ω|n(Ω)⟩] represents the wavefunction’s shape changes (critical metrology). This derivative can be used to calculate the quantum Fisher information I_Ω = 4 [ ⟨∂_Ωψ|∂_Ωψ⟩ − |⟨ψ|∂_Ωψ⟩|^2 ] , which sets the minimal uncertainty to estimate an unknown parameter through the Cramér-Rao bound ΔΩ ≥ 1/ √ I_Ω [35]. Calculating the corresponding expression of the quantum Fisher information yields (for readability we drop the dependence on Ω)

I_Ω = 4 ∑ n |∂_Ωc_n|^2 − 4 | | | | ∑ n c^∗_n∂_Ωc_n | | | | 2 (2)

+ 4 ∑ n,m c_mc^∗_n⟨∂_Ωn|∂_Ωm⟩ − | | | | ∑ n,m c_mc^∗_n⟨n|∂_Ωm⟩ | | | | 2

(3) + 4 ∑ n,m c^∗_n∂_Ωc_m⟨∂_Ωn|m⟩ + c.c. − 4 ∑ n,m,k c^∗_nc_mc^∗_k∂_Ωc_k⟨∂_Ωn|m⟩ + c.c. (4)

where c.c. stands for the complex conjugate. The first line in the above equation is related to conventional metrology (I^ϕ), the second line to critical metrology (I^ξ ), and the last two lines describe the interference between critical and quantum metrology (I^I ). The total quantum Fisher information is the sum of the three parts I_Ω = I^ϕ + I^ξ + I^I .

The quantum Fisher information accurately defines the fundamental limit of uncertainty, assuming an optimal measurement has been executed to extract information regarding the unknown parameter. However, in some instances, conducting such measurements can be exceedingly intricate and may surpass the capabilities of current experimental techniques. Consequently, we have to consider the classical Fisher information, which factors in a well-defined measurement strategy under practical constraints. The classical Fisher information can be defined using the conditional probability p(χ|Ω) of observing an outcome labeled by χ given Ω in the following way

F_Ω = ∑ χ 1 p(χ|Ω) ( ∂p(χ|Ω) ∂Ω )_2

. (5)

Numerous relevant physical systems and quantum technologies hinge on the interplay among Gaussian states, Gaussian operations, and Gaussian measurements [36, 37]. This apparent limitation to the Gaussian realm, however, offers several advantages. It facilitates the utilization of straightforward analytical tools on the theoretical front and readily accessible components for implementing Gaussian processes in laboratory experiments. If the probability p(χ|Ω) is Gaussian (characterized by the first and the second moment only), the classical Fisher information can be simplified to [38]

F_Ω = ( ∂_Ω⟨Ô⟩ )_2

Δ^2Ô + 1 2 ( ∂_ΩΔ^2Ô

)_2 ( Δ^2Ô

)_2 , (6)

where ⟨Ô⟩ = ∑ χ χp(χ|Ω) is the mean of the distribution and Δ^2Ô is its variance. If Ô represents a quadrature or collective spin operator then the second term is nonzero only if the quantum state changes its shape. This means it only corresponds to the critical metrology contribution to the classical Fisher information. The first term, on the other hand, contains the conventional and interference term, which means it disappears for solely critical metrology protocols.

Dicke model.—The Dicke model describes the interaction between a quantized harmonic oscillator and a collection of two-level systems [39]. Notably, the Dicke model can be simulated using various physical platforms [40– 43]. Its Hamiltonian can be expressed as (ℏ = 1)

Ĥ = ωâ^†â + Ω 2 N∑ i=1 σ̂^i_z + g 2 √ N ( â^† + â )^N∑ i=1 σ̂^i_x, (7) where ω is the frequency of the harmonic mode created by â^† and annihilated by â, and Ω is the frequency of a single two-level system described by the set of Pauli matrices σ̂_i with i = x, y, z. The two sub-systems are coupled with strength g. For Ω ≫ ω, the dynamics of the spins can be eliminated [44], and provided the coupling is not greater than the critical coupling g_c ≡ √ Ωω, the effective Hamiltonian becomes [45, 46] Ĥ ≈ ωâ^†â − g^2 4Ω ( â^† + â

)_2

, (8)

which is a squeezing Hamiltonian typically studied in the context of critical metrology [25, 26, 28, 31, 33, 47– 50]. In the following, we assume that we always stay in regimes where the effective Hamiltonian (8) is valid. Note that the above Hamiltonian also describes the Lipkin- Meshkov-Glick model in the thermodynamic limit. The eigenspectrum of the Hamiltonian (8) is

|ψ_n⟩ = exp { 1 2 ( ξ^∗â^2 − ξâ^{†2} ) } |n⟩, (9) where ξ =^1_4 ln{1−g^2/g^2_c } is the squeezing parameter and |n⟩ are Fock states generated by â^† acting on the vacuum |0⟩. These states can be used to construct an arbitrary wave function and calculate the Fisher information.

In order to increase the dependence of the wave function on the unknown parameter, instead of using the ground state (critical metrology), we first displace the initial state creating a coherent state characterized by α ≡ |α|e^{i arg α}. Subsequently, we adiabatically increase the coupling (control) parameter from 0 towards the critical point g_c. According to the adiabatic theorem the final state is given by [51] |ψ(t)⟩ = e^{− |α|22} ∞∑ n=0 e^{−i ∫ t0 En(t′ )dt′} e^{iγn} α^n √ n! |n(t)⟩, (10)

where E_n(t) = nω √ 1 − g(t)^2/g^2_c is the n-th instantaneous eigenenergy of Hamiltonian (8) and γ_n = ∫_g 0 ⟨n(g^′)|∂_g′ |n(g^′)⟩dg^′ is the geometric (Berry) phase [52]. It can be shown that a ramp [26] g(t) = 2g_c √ γωt(γωt + 1) 2γωt + 1 , (11)

with γ ≪ 1 satisfies the adiabatic condition. Assuming g(T ) ≡ g_f ∼ g_c, the total time of the evolution becomes T = 1 2γω √ 1 − g^2_f /g^2_c

, (12)

where g_f is the final value of the coupling.

We can now proceed to calculate the quantum Fisher information. This can be done by using a derivative of the instantaneous wave function with respect to the unknown parameter |∂_Ωψ⟩ =e^{− |α|22} ∞∑ n=0 [ ∂_Ωe^{−i ∫ T0 En(t)dt} ] αn √ n! |n(T )⟩

+ e^{− |α|22} ∞∑ n=0 e^{−i ∫ T0 En(t)dt} α^n √ n! ∂_Ω|n(T )⟩. (13)

Note that the Berry phase is zero because the eigenstates |n(T )⟩ are real [53]. In order to calculate the quantum Fisher information, we simplify the above expression. Let us have a look at the first term containing ∂_Ωe^{−i ∫ T0 En(t)dt} = ∂_Ωe^{−in ∫ T0 E0 (t)dt}, (14) where E_0(t) is the instantaneous energy gap between two neighboring energy levels (this is only true for a harmonic oscillator). By plugging the adiabatic ramp and the expression for the final time, the accumulated phase becomes (assuming g_f ∼ g_c)

ϕ = ∫_T 0 E_0(t)dt = g_f log [ 1 √_{1−g2f /g2c} + 1 ]

2γ √ Ωω . (15)

This allows us to conveniently rewrite the final state as |ψ(T )⟩ = Ŝ(ξ)D̂(αe^{−iϕ})|0⟩. (16) By acting with the derivative operator on the above wave function, we get |∂_Ωψ(T )⟩ = ( â^2 − â^{†2} )^ S(ξ)D̂(αe^{−iϕ})|0⟩ 8Ω(g^2_c /g^2 − 1)

(17) + iϕαe^{−iϕ} 2Ω Ŝ(ξ)â^†D̂(αe^{−iϕ})|0⟩, (18) which we use to calculate the Fisher information. After some straightforward algebra, the contribution from the dynamical phase (conventional metrology) becomes

I^ϕ = ϕ^2 Ω^2

|α|^2, (19)

and the contribution from the adiabatic change of the eigenstates (critical metrology) becomes

I^ξ =

1 + 2|α|^2 8Ω^2 (1 − g^2_c /g^2)^2 = g^4 g^4_c

1 + 2|α|^2 8Ω^2e^{8ξ}

. (20)

Interestingly, the contribution from the critical metrology is amplified by the use of excitations represented by |α|^2. For the term originating from the interference between conventional and critical metrology, we obtain

I^I =

|α|^2ϕ sin[2(arg α − ϕ)] Ω^2 (1 − g^2_c /g^2)

, (21) which can be negative (destructive) or positive (constructive) depending on the final coupling g_f . The three components of the quantum Fisher information are shown in Fig. 2. Specifically, we choose the simulation parameters to highlight the moment when the contribution from critical metrology overcomes the contribution from conventional metrology.

It is worth noting that similar calculations can be performed treating ω or Ω as a control parameter and defining ω_c or Ω_c as critical frequencies. For instance, in spinorbit coupled quantum gases, Ω is typically the control parameter [54]. Then, treating ω as unknown and performing analogous calculations, it is straightforward to show the following relation I_ω I_Ω = Ω^2 ω^2

. (22)

Optimal measurements.—Since the state from Eq. (16) is Gaussian, we can expect that measuring an appropriate quadrature will yield a lot of information about the unknown parameter and nearly saturate the Cramér- Rao bound. The generalized quadrature is defined as Q̂ = X̂ cos θ + P̂ sin θ, where X̂ = (â + â^†)/2 and P̂ = (â−â†)/2i. For the final state, the X̂ and P̂ quadrature average values are ⟨X̂⟩ = |α| cos(ϕ − arg α) exp(−ξ), ⟨P̂ ⟩ = −|α| sin(ϕ − arg α) exp(ξ). (23)

The generalized quadrature variance is

Δ^2Q̂ = exp(−2ξ) 4 cos^2 θ + exp(2ξ) 4 sin^2 θ. (24)

Using the Fisher information formula (6), we can calculate the classical Fisher information for arbitrary parameters. For the sake of brevity, however, we only provide the expressions for the X̂ and P̂ quadratures. Assuming arg α = 0, we get

F^{X̂}_Ω =|α|^2 (_{g2} g^2_c cos(ϕ)e −4ξ − 2ϕ sin(ϕ) )_2

4Ω^2 + g^4 g^4_c 1 8Ω^2e^{8ξ} ,

F^{P̂}_Ω =|α|^2 (_{g2} g^2_c sin(ϕ)e −4ξ − 2ϕ cos(ϕ) )_2

4Ω^2 + g^4 g^4_c 1 8Ω^2e^{8ξ} . (25)

The above classical Fisher information saturates the Cramér-Rao bound whenever the state is aligned with the X̂ or P̂ quadrature, respectively. Although these two measurements saturate the Cramér-Rao bound, they saturate it only if the interference term in the quantum Fisher information is equal to 0. Unfortunately, numerical calculations indicate that once the interference term is maximal, the Cramér-Rao bound cannot be saturated by quadrature measurements as illustrated in Fig. 2b, where we compare the quantum Fisher information and the quadrature-optimized classical Fisher information. This means that different (non-commuting) quadrature measurements are required to extract the maximum amount of information about the unknown parameter from the average and the variance [see Eq. (6)] once the quantum state is not aligned with the X̂ or P̂ quadratures. Nevertheless, even when the interference term is maximal, a substantial amount of information can be still extracted from appropriate quadrature measurement nearly saturating the Carmér-Rao bound (see Fig. 2b).

FIG. 2. Quantum and classical Fisher information. (a) depicts a comparison among the contributions to the quantum Fisher information for an initial state with α = 0.5e^{−0.3i} as a function of g/gc. (b) depicts quantum (solid red line) and quadrature-optimized classical Fisher information (dashed blue line). For these simulations, we set Ω/ω = 200.

Driven-dissipative case.—A driven-dissipative system is a type of physical system that is subject to both external driving forces and dissipative processes. A primary example is a laser-pumped (driven) optical cavity that loses photons (dissipation) through imperfect mirrors. These systems are of particular interest because they can exhibit complex and fascinating behavior, including the emergence of non-equilibrium phenomena and non-equilibrium phase transitions [55, 56] which can also be harnessed in quantum metrology [57], in particular, for joint estimation of loss and nonlinearity in Kerr resonators [58].

Although the dissipation is typically considered a metrological disadvantage, in the driven-dissipative case, we can expect that the ramp can be much faster as the dissipation will eventually destroy non-adiabatic excitations. In order to account for the dissipation, we use the master equation in the Lindblad form L[ρ̂] = − i [ Ĥ + η(ĉe^{iω}d^t + ĉ^†e^{−iω}d^t), ρ̂ ]

+ κ ( ĉρ̂ĉ^† − 1 2 { ĉ^†ĉ, ρ̂ }) , (26)

where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian from Eq. (8), κ denotes excitation losses (dissipation), and η is the strength of the drive with frequency ω_d. Note that in the strong coupling regime close to the critical point â is no longer the correct jump or drive operator, and we have to use modified jump operators ĉ [51, 59–63]. After reaching the steady state solution (equilibrium state), the system is characterized by |ψ(t)⟩ = Ŝ(ξ)D̂(|α̃| exp[−i(ω_dt + φ)])|0⟩, (27) where ω̃ = ω √ 1 − g^2/g^2_c = ωe^{2ξ} is the resonance frequency, |α̃| = 2 √ η^2/ (κ^2 + 4(ω̃ − ω_d)^2) is a parameter dependent amplitude, and φ = arctan[^κ_{2(ω̃−ωd)} ] is the phase difference between the drive and the response of the system. Note that the state from Eq. (27) is pure which is a consequence of eliminating the spin degree of freedom from the equations. In a more general case when the spin degree of freedom cannot be eliminated from the description, the excitations of the spin will be entangled with the excitations of the harmonic oscillator. Consequently the driven-dissipative steady-state will be described by a density matrix for which an analytic description of different Fisher information contributions is usually nontrivial. Furthermore, for a driven-dissipative harmonic oscillator, the system will oscillate with the frequency of the driving force; therefore, the phase and thus the quantum Fisher information will not grow with time. We interpret this as a trade-off between reaching quickly the critical steady state and increasing the Fisher information.

Following a similar derivation to that one in the previous section, the quantum Fisher information components for the resonant driving ω_d ≈ ω̃ become

I^ϕ =

16g^4η^2 (1 − g^2/g^2_c )Ω^4κ^4

, (28)

I^ξ =

1 + 8^{η2}_{κ2} 8Ω^2 (1 − g^2_c /g^2)^2

, (29)

I^I =

8g^4η^2 sin [2(ω_dt + φ)] g^2_c κ^3(1 − g^2/g^2_c )^{3/2}Ω^3

, (30)

and are analogous to the quantum Fisher information components in the isolated system dynamics. The quantum Fisher information in the driven-dissipative case is shown in Fig. 3b, where we compare it with the classical Fisher information calculated for various measurements.

In analogy to closed system dynamics, we also consider measurement of quadratures for quantum estimation. For the steady state, it is straightforward to calculate the means

⟨X̂⟩ = |α̃| cos (ω_dt + φ) exp(−ξ), (31)

⟨P̂ ⟩ = −|α̃| sin (ω_dt + φ) exp(ξ), (32)

and the variance

Δ^2Q̂ = exp(−2ξ) 4 cos^2 θ + exp(2ξ) 4 sin^2 θ. (33)

FIG. 3. Quantum and classical Fisher information in the driven-dissipative case. (a) depicts the optimal quadrature angle as a function of time. (b) depicts quantum (solid red line) and classical Fisher information calculated using measurement of X̂ (dashed line), P̂ (dotted line), and optimal quadrature (dashed blue line). The parameters for these simulations are set to Ω/ω = 100.5, η/ω = 8, κ/ω = 1, g/gc = 0.999.

Using the classical Fisher information formula and assuming resonant condition ω̃ = ω_d, one gets

F^{X̂}_Ω =

[ηκ cos(ω_dt) − 4ηω̃ sin(ω_dt)]^2

κ^4Ω^2(1 − g^2_c /g^2)^2 + g^4 g^4_c 1 8Ω^2e^{8ξ} , F^{P̂}_Ω =

[ηκ sin(ω_dt) − 4ηω̃ cos(ω_dt)]^2

κ^4Ω^2(1 − g^2_c /g^2)^2 + g^4 g^4_c 1 8Ω^2e^{8ξ} , , (34)

which saturates the Cramér-Rao bound whenever the state is aligned with X̂ and P̂ quadrature, respectively. Similarly as in the close system case, the maximum of the quantum Fisher information occurs once the interference term is maximal which happens whenever ω_dt = π/4 + nπ (assuming resonance condition φ = 0), and the appropriate quadrature measurement nearly saturates the Cramér-Rao bound (see Fig. 3b). Additionally, in Fig. 3a, we show the angle of the optimal quadrature measurement. Note that in Fig. 3b, it seems as if the Cramér-Rao bound can be saturated for an arbitrary time. In fact, for the simulation parameters we nearly saturate the Cramér-Rao bound and the difference between classical and quantum Fisher information is negligible.

Conclusions.—In this manuscript, we proposed to combine critical and quantum metrology into one effective protocol. This can be intuitively understood as storing the information about an unknown parameter both in the position of the wave function in the phase space and its shape. As a consequence, the quantum Fisher information attains an extra term related to the interference between critical and quantum metrology. We considered the case of closed system dynamics where the quantum Fisher information grows in time at the expense of adiabatic time evolution, and the case of driven-dissipative (open) dynamics where the quantum Fisher information does not grow in time but the adiabatic time evolution is not required. We also found a relatively simple measurement scheme that relies on measuring average values of quadratures and nearly saturates the Cramér-Rao bound.

Ideal candidates for experimental realization of combining critical and conventional metrology are systems where at least one (control) parameter can be tuned over a wide range of values. Examples include non-interacting spin-orbit coupled Bose-Einstein condensates [50, 54] and spin-orbit coupled Fermi gases [64] where the motional degree of freedom represents a harmonic oscillator and the spin degree of freedom represent a two-level system; quantum simulators realizing quantum Rabi model where the phonon mode represents a harmonic oscillator [65]; and purely spin systems that can be mapped to the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick Hamiltonian [23, 66, 67]. In principle, light-matter systems [63] could also be tested for combining critical and conventional metrology protocols. This would require, however, an extra step of turning off the light-matter interactions converting thus virtual excitations into real ones [68, 69], which might constitute a serious obstruction.

Future plans include additional exploitation of the Berry Phase to store the information about the unknown parameter. In such a case, the quantum Fisher information could contain six terms. One related to conventional metrology, one related to critical metrology, one related to geometric metrology (Berry phase), and three interference terms. A promising candidate is an extension to the Dicke model which includes the term σ̂_y(â^† − â) realizing squeezing in the orthogonal direction to σ̂_x(â^† + â). Also using squeezed initial states might be an interesting direction for a future investigation.

K.G. is pleased to acknowledge Hai-Long Shi, Lewis Ruks, Rafał Demkowicz-Dobrzański, and Jan Kołodyński for fruitful discussions. Simulations were performed using the open-source QuantumOptics.jl [70] framework in Julia. This work was supported by the Lise-Meitner Fellowship M3304-N of the Austrian Science Fund (FWF).

∗ karol.gietka@uibk.ac.at [1] A. G. J. MacFarlane, J. P. Dowling, and G. J. Milburn, Quantum technology: the second quantum revolution, Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 361, 1655 (2003).

[2] A. Acín, I. Bloch, H. Buhrman, T. Calarco, C. Eichler, J. Eisert, D. Esteve, N. Gisin, S. J. Glaser, F. Jelezko, S. Kuhr, M. Lewenstein, M. F. Riedel, P. O. Schmidt, R. Thew, A. Wallraff, I. Walmsley, and F. K. Wilhelm, The quantum technologies roadmap: a European community view, New J. Phys. 20, 080201 (2018).

[3] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Quantum Metrology, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 010401 (2006).

[4] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Advances in quantum metrology, Nat. Photonics 5, 222 (2011).

[5] D. Braun, G. Adesso, F. Benatti, R. Floreanini, U. Marzolino, M. W. Mitchell, and S. Pirandola,

Quantum-enhanced measurements without entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 035006 (2018).

[6] L. Pezzè, A. Smerzi, M. K. Oberthaler, R. Schmied, and P. Treutlein, Quantum metrology with nonclassical states of atomic ensembles, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 035005 (2018).

[7] E. Polino, M. Valeri, N. Spagnolo, and F. Sciarrino, Photonic quantum metrology, AVS Quantum Science 2, 024703 (2020).

[8] D. Hu, L. Niu, S. Jin, X. Chen, G. Dong, J. Schmiedmayer, and X. Zhou, Ramsey interferometry with trapped motional quantum states, Commun. Phys. 1, 29 (2018).

[9] M. Schulte, V. J. Martínez-Lahuerta, M. S. Scharnagl, and K. Hammerer, Ramsey interferometry with generalized one-axis twisting echoes, Quantum 4, 268 (2020).

[10] R. Kaubruegger, D. V. Vasilyev, M. Schulte, K. Hammerer, and P. Zoller, Quantum Variational Optimization of Ramsey Interferometry and Atomic Clocks, Phys. Rev. X 11, 041045 (2021).

[11] E. Pedrozo-Peñafiel, S. Colombo, C. Shu, A. F.

Adiyatullin, Z. Li, E. Mendez, B. Braverman, A. Kawasaki, D. Akamatsu, Y. Xiao, and V. Vuletić, Entanglement on an optical atomic-clock transition, Nature 588, 414 (2020).

[12] C. Hotter, L. Ostermann, and H. Ritsch, Cavity sub- and superradiance for transversely driven atomic ensembles, Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 013056 (2023).

[13] E. Bohr, S. L. Kristensen, C. Hotter, S. A. Schäffer, J. Robinson-Tait, J. W. Thomsen, T. Zelevinsky, H. Ritsch, and J. H. Müller, Collectively enhanced Ramsey readout by cavity sub- to superradiant transition (2023), arXiv:2306.12544 [quant-ph].

[14] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).

[15] O. Gühne and G. Tóth, Entanglement detection, Phys. Rep. 474, 1 (2009).

[16] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzański, J. Kołodyński, and M. Guţă, The elusive Heisenberg limit in quantum-enhanced metrology, Nat. Commun 3, 1063 (2012).

[17] L. Ostermann, H. Ritsch, and C. Genes, Protected State Enhanced Quantum Metrology with Interacting Two- Level Ensembles, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 123601 (2013).

[18] E. Davis, G. Bentsen, and M. Schleier-Smith, Approaching the Heisenberg Limit without Single-Particle Detection, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 053601 (2016).

[19] F. Fröwis, P. Sekatski, and W. Dür, Detecting Large Quantum Fisher Information with Finite Measurement Precision, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 090801 (2016).

[20] S. P. Nolan, S. S. Szigeti, and S. A. Haine, Optimal and Robust Quantum Metrology Using Interaction- Based Readouts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 193601 (2017).

[21] S. Colombo, E. Pedrozo-Peñafiel, A. F. Adiyatullin, Z. Li, E. Mendez, C. Shu, and V. Vuletić, Time-reversal-based quantum metrology with many-body entangled states, Nat. Phys 18, 925 (2022).

[22] S. Colombo, E. Pedrozo-Peñafiel, and V. Vuletić, Entanglement-enhanced optical atomic clocks, Appl. Phys. Lett. 121 (2022).

[23] Z. Li, S. Colombo, C. Shu, G. Velez, S. Pilatowsky- Cameo, R. Schmied, S. Choi, M. Lukin, E. Pedrozo- Peñafiel, and V. Vuletić, Improving metrology with quantum scrambling, Science 380, 1381 (2023).

[24] P. Zanardi, M. G. A. Paris, and L. Campos Venuti, Quantum criticality as a resource for quantum estimation, Phys. Rev. A 78, 042105 (2008).

[25] G. Salvatori, A. Mandarino, and M. G. A. Paris, Quantum metrology in Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick critical systems, Phys. Rev. A 90, 022111 (2014).

[26] L. Garbe, M. Bina, A. Keller, M. G. A. Paris, and S. Felicetti, Critical Quantum Metrology with a Finite-Component Quantum Phase Transition, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 120504 (2020).

[27] G. Mihailescu, A. Bayat, S. Campbell, and A. K. Mitchell, Multiparameter critical quantum metrology with impurity probes (2023), arXiv:2311.16931 [quant-ph].

[28] K. Gietka, F. Metz, T. Keller, and J. Li, Adiabatic critical quantum metrology cannot reach the Heisenberg limit even when shortcuts to adiabaticity are applied, Quantum 5, 489 (2021).

[29] Z.-J. Ying, S. Felicetti, G. Liu, and D. Braak, Critical Quantum Metrology in the Non-Linear Quantum Rabi Model, Entropy 24, 10.3390/e24081015 (2022).

[30] I. Frérot and T. Roscilde, Quantum Critical Metrology, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 020402 (2018).

[31] Y. Chu, S. Zhang, B. Yu, and J. Cai, Dynamic Framework for Criticality-Enhanced Quantum Sensing, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 010502 (2021).

[32] K. Gietka and T. Busch, Inverted harmonic oscillator dynamics of the nonequilibrium phase transition in the Dicke model, Phys. Rev. E 104, 034132 (2021).

[33] K. Gietka, L. Ruks, and T. Busch, Understanding and Improving Critical Metrology. Quenching Superradiant Light-Matter Systems Beyond the Critical Point, Quantum 6, 700 (2022).

[34] L. Garbe, O. Abah, S. Felicetti, and R. Puebla, Critical quantum metrology with fully-connected models: from Heisenberg to Kibble–Zurek scaling, Quantum Sci. Technol. 7, 035010 (2022).

[35] S. L. Braunstein and C. M. Caves, Statistical distance and the geometry of quantum states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 3439 (1994).

[36] C. Weedbrook, S. Pirandola, R. García-Patrón, N. J.

Cerf, T. C. Ralph, J. H. Shapiro, and S. Lloyd, Gaussian quantum information, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 621 (2012).

[37] J. B. Brask, Gaussian states and operations – a quick reference (2022), arXiv:2102.05748 [quant-ph].

[38] S. M. Kay, Fundamentals of statistical signal processing:

estimation theory (Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1993).

[39] B. M. Garraway, The Dicke model in quantum optics: Dicke model revisited, Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A 369, 1137 (2011).

[40] A. Mezzacapo, U. Las Heras, J. S. Pedernales, L. Di- Carlo, E. Solano, and L. Lamata, Digital Quantum Rabi and Dicke Models in Superconducting Circuits, Scientific Reports 4, 7482 (2014).

[41] C. Hamner, C. Qu, Y. Zhang, J. Chang, M. Gong, C. Zhang, and P. Engels, Dicke-type phase transition in a spin-orbit-coupled Bose–Einstein condensate, Nat. Commun 5, 4023 (2014).

[42] A. Safavi-Naini, R. J. Lewis-Swan, J. G. Bohnet, M. Gärttner, K. A. Gilmore, J. E. Jordan, J. Cohn, J. K. Freericks, A. M. Rey, and J. J. Bollinger, Verification of a Many-Ion Simulator of the Dicke Model Through Slow Quenches across a Phase Transition, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 040503 (2018).

[43] I. Aedo and L. Lamata, Analog quantum simulation of generalized Dicke models in trapped ions, Phys. Rev. A 97, 042317 (2018).

[44] H. Ritsch, P. Domokos, F. Brennecke, and T. Esslinger, Cold atoms in cavity-generated dynamical optical potentials, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 553 (2013).

[45] L. Bakemeier, A. Alvermann, and H. Fehske, Quantum phase transition in the Dicke model with critical and noncritical entanglement, Phys. Rev. A 85, 043821 (2012).

[46] K. Kustura, C. Gonzalez-Ballestero, A. d. l. R. Sommer, N. Meyer, R. Quidant, and O. Romero-Isart, Mechanical Squeezing via Unstable Dynamics in a Microcavity, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 143601 (2022).

[47] A. Candeloro, S. Razavian, M. Piccolini, B. Teklu, S. Olivares, and M. G. A. Paris, Quantum Probes for the Characterization of Nonlinear Media, Entropy 23 (2021).

[48] T. Ilias, D. Yang, S. F. Huelga, and M. B. Plenio, Criticality-Enhanced Quantum Sensing via Continuous Measurement, PRX Quantum 3, 010354 (2022).

[49] K. Gietka, Squeezing by critical speeding up: Applications in quantum metrology, Phys. Rev. A 105, 042620 (2022).

[50] K. Gietka, Harnessing center-of-mass excitations in quantum metrology, Phys. Rev. Res. 4, 043074 (2022).

[51] K. Gietka, C. Hotter, and H. Ritsch, Unique Steady- State Squeezing in a Driven Quantum Rabi Model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 223604 (2023).

[52] M. V. Berry, Quantal phase factors accompanying adiabatic changes, Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 392, 45 (1984).

[53] L. Campos Venuti and P. Zanardi, Quantum Critical Scaling of the Geometric Tensors, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 095701 (2007).

[54] Y. Zhang, M. E. Mossman, T. Busch, P. Engels, and C. Zhang, Properties of spin–orbit-coupled Bose–Einstein condensates, Front. Phys. 11, 118103 (2016).

[55] L. M. Sieberer, S. D. Huber, E. Altman, and S. Diehl, Dynamical Critical Phenomena in Driven-Dissipative Systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 195301 (2013).

[56] F. Brennecke, R. Mottl, K. Baumann, R. Landig, T. Donner, and T. Esslinger, Real-time observation of fluctuations at the driven-dissipative Dicke phase transition, PNAS 110, 11763 (2013).

[57] V. P. Pavlov, D. Porras, and P. A. Ivanov, Quantum metrology with critical driven-dissipative collective spin system, Phys. Scr. 98, 095103 (2023).

[58] M. Asjad, B. Teklu, and M. G. A. Paris, Joint quantum estimation of loss and nonlinearity in driven-dissipative Kerr resonators, Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 013185 (2023).

[59] S. Ashhab and F. Nori, Qubit-oscillator systems in the ultrastrong-coupling regime and their potential for preparing nonclassical states, Phys. Rev. A 81, 042311 (2010).

[60] F. Beaudoin, J. M. Gambetta, and A. Blais, Dissipation and ultrastrong coupling in circuit QED, Phys. Rev. A 84, 043832 (2011).

[61] M.-J. Hwang, P. Rabl, and M. B. Plenio, Dissipative phase transition in the open quantum Rabi model, Phys. Rev. A 97, 013825 (2018).

[62] M. Cattaneo, G. L. Giorgi, S. Maniscalco, and R. Zambrini, Local versus global master equation with common and separate baths: superiority of the global approach in partial secular approximation, New J. Phys. 21, 113045 (2019).

[63] P. Forn-Díaz, L. Lamata, E. Rico, J. Kono, and

E. Solano, Ultrastrong coupling regimes of light-matter interaction, Rev. Mod. Phys. 91, 025005 (2019).

[64] K. Gietka and H. Ritsch, Squeezing and Overcoming the Heisenberg Scaling with Spin-Orbit Coupled Quantum Gases, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 090802 (2023).

[65] M. L. Cai, Z. D. Liu, W. D. Zhao, Y. K. Wu, Q. X.

Mei, Y. Jiang, L. He, X. Zhang, Z. C. Zhou, and L. M. Duan, Observation of a quantum phase transition in the quantum Rabi model with a single trapped ion, Nat. Commun 12, 1126 (2021).

[66] G. Chen, J. Q. Liang, and S. Jia, Interactioninduced Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model in a Bose- Einstein condensate inside an optical cavity, Opt. Express 17, 19682 (2009).

[67] Y. Zhou, S.-L. Ma, B. Li, X.-X. Li, F.-L. Li, and P.-B. Li,

Simulating the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model in a hybrid quantum system, Phys. Rev. A 96, 062333 (2017).

[68] L. Giannelli, E. Paladino, M. Grajcar, G. S. Paraoanu, and G. Falci, Detecting virtual photons in ultrastrongly coupled superconducting quantum circuits (2023), arXiv:2302.10973 [quant-ph].

[69] R. Stassi, M. Cirio, K. Funo, J. Puebla, N. Lambert, and F. Nori, Unveiling and veiling an entangled light-matter quantum state from the vacuum, Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 043095 (2023).

[70] S. Krämer, D. Plankensteiner, L. Ostermann, and H. Ritsch, Quantumoptics.jl: A Julia framework for simulating open quantum systems, Comput. Phys. Commun. 227, 109 (2018).