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Abstract

We study the role of probe dimension in determining the bounds of precision and the level of incom-
patibility in multi-parameter quantum estimation problems. In particular, we focus on the paradigmatic
case of unitary encoding generated by su(2) and compare precision and incompatibility in the estimation of
the same parameters across representations of different dimensions. For two- and three-parameter unitary
models, we prove that if the dimension of the probe is smaller than the number of parameters, then simul-
taneous estimation is not possible (the quantum Fisher matrix is singular). If the dimension is equal to the
number of parameters, estimation is possible but the model exhibits maximal (asymptotic) incompatibil-
ity. However, for larger dimensions, there is always a state for which the incompatibility vanishes, and the
symmetric Cramér-Rao bound is achievable. We also critically examine the performance of the so-called
asymptotic incompatibility (AI) in characterizing the difference between the Holevo-Cramér-Rao bound and
the Symmetric Logarithmic Derivative (SLD) one, showing that the Al measure alone may fail to adequately
quantify this gap. Assessing the determinant of the Quantum Fisher Information Matrix (QFIM) is crucial
for a precise characterization of the model’s nature. Nonetheless, the Al measure still plays a relevant role
since it encapsulates the non-classicality of the model in one scalar quantity rather than in a matrix form

(i.e., the Uhlmann curvature).
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology is a cornerstone of quantum technology, playing a crucial role in its advance-
ment. Precise characterization of quantum systems is paramount for developing future quantum
technologies, with numerous quantum sensors already finding applications in both academic re-
search and industry. Examples include gravitational-wave detectors [1], quantum clocks [2], and
quantum imaging systems [3, 4].

Quantum parameter estimation forms the theoretical foundation of quantum metrology, whose
goal is to achieve the highest possible precision in estimating a specific parameter of interest. One
of its main results is the Quantum Cramér-Rao bound [5-7], which serves as the lower bound
on the precision achievable by all possible measurement strategies [8]. In general, this bound
is attainable with adaptive strategies [9], and determining the optimal measurement remains a

standard challenge in quantum parameter estimation.

However, distinctive quantum features emerge primarily in multi-parameter scenarios, where
the role of incompatibility becomes fundamental [10]. In principle, the single-parameter Quantum
Cramér-Rao bound can be extended to a matrix inequality, known as the matrix Quantum Cramér-
Rao bound. However, this bound is generally unattainable due to the lack of compatibility between
optimal measurements for individual parameters [11]. A scalar bound, first derived by Holevo, is
instead attainable in multi-parameter scenarios and is known as the Holevo-Cramér-Rao bound
[6]. Unlike the single-parameter case, where local measurements are sufficient to attain the optimal
bound, the Holevo Cramér-Rao bound proves to be generally attainable only in the most general
scenarios that involves collective measurements on an asymptotically large number of copies of the

quantum state [12, 13].

A gap exists between the Holevo-Cramér-Rao bound and the scalar version of the quantum
Cramér-Rao bound, which can be interpreted as a measure of the asymptotic incompatibility within
the quantum statistical model under study [14, 15]. Recently, there has been interest in exploring
the property of this gap, and an upper bound R was proved which is relatively straightforward to
compute, relying solely on the symmetric logarithmic derivatives and the quantum state [16]: we
will refer to R as Asymptotic Incompatibility (AI) measure. The value of this upper bound has
been investigated for simple systems, such as qubits [17], for more complex problems like quantum
tomography of finite dimensional systems [18], and in case of a first order phase transition [19].
However, its features are still not fully explored, either in the context of other estimation scenarios

or in terms of its tightness with respect to the true gap. The aim of this paper is to jointly address



these two questions.

A significant set of estimation problems involves unitary transformations, where parameters
are encoded through the evolution of a specific parameter-dependent Hamiltonian operator [20—
23]. To enhance precision and develop improved estimation protocols, strategies have been devised
to encode parameters in systems exhibiting increasingly greater sensitivity. Examples include
systems that exploit quantum correlations [24-26] or involve quantum phase transitions [27-30],
demonstrating enhancement over the optimal classical scaling. However, the role of a quantum
system’s size—where ’size’ refers to the dimension of the probe’s Hilbert space—has received less
attention. Our goal is to explore this aspect, particularly whether the Hilbert space dimension
of the probe affects the incompatibility of the quantum statistical model, using the asymptotic
incompatibility as a witness.

In this paper, we focus on a particular unitary encoding: the one generated by su(2) algebra
[31]. This choice facilitates a fair comparison between probes of different dimension. Indeed, each
dimension corresponds to a distinct representation of the su(2) algebra, allowing us to assess and
compare their incompatibility in the estimation of the same parameter across different representa-
tions. This article is driven by two primary objectives. First, we explore how the AI measure is
influenced by the dimensionality of the probe, specifically examining the conditions under which
the AI measure equals zero, which denotes a fully compatible statistical model. Second, we assess
the effectiveness of the Al measure in accurately quantifying the gap between the Holevo-Cramér-
Rao bound and the SLD-based one. Our aim is to uncover potential limitations and weaknesses
of the Al measure in certain parameter regimes, highlighting instances where it fails to correctly
represent the gap’s behavior, thereby overestimating the incompatibility of quantum statistical
models. These objectives are complementary rather than contradictory; the AI measure acts as
an upper bound on the gap, a fundamentally positive quantity. Thus, a small Al measure, as
investigated in our first inquiry, should consistently and accurately mirror the gap’s dynamics.

The paper is structured as follows: in Sec. Il we provide a review of multiparameter metrology
in the quantum scenario, by introducing the key quantities that we investigate in the following
sections, namely the AI measure Ry and the gap Ay; in Sec. III we introduce the estimation
problem we are going to address and we derive some general formulae for the unitary estimation
problem being considered; in Sec. IV we study the unitarily su(2)-encoded estimation and we derive
general formula for the QFIM and Uhlmann for the the angle # and the strength B parameters;
we then address specifically qubit and qudit estimation respectively in Sec. IV A and Sec. 1V B;

we finally study the three parameter estimation problem encoded via su(2) algebra in Sec. V;



eventually, we summarize our results in Sec. VI.

II. INCOMPATIBILITY IN MULTI-PARAMETER METROLOGY

We consider a family of quantum state gy that depends on a set of d parameters A. The goal of
estimation theory is to devise the optimal procedure to estimate these parameters, and the most
general way to describe a measurement is given in terms of positive operator-valued measurements
(POVMs), a collection of positive semi-definite operator IT = {I;}; such that >, II; =I.

In this article, we study local estimation theory, in which the usual figure of merit to quantify
the precision of a given measurement IT is the covariance matrix V(X) of an estimator X. The

fundamental result of classical estimation theory is that V' (A) is lower bounded as
V(N =z FNP), (1)
where

[FAP) e =D [0;log p(i|A)] [0 log p(i|A)] p(ilA) (2)

)

is the classical Fisher Information matrix (FIM) of the probability distribution P = {p(i|\)};. One
can prove that the bound in Eq. (1) tight at least in the asymptotic limit [32].

Before analysing the concept of quantum incompatibility in parameter estimation, it is impor-
tant to note that a similar incompatibility notion is already present at the classical level. Specifi-
cally, it is possible for a set of parameters A to be not estimated simultaneously. Indeed, we have
the following theorem, that connects the size of a random variable with the number of estimable

parameters and the invertibility of the FIM.

Theorem II.1 (Invertibility of FIM). Given a random variable X with n outcomes described by
the probability distribution {p;(X)}!'_, that depends on d parameters X = {\i,...,\q}, than the

corresponding FIM is not invertible if n < d + 1.

The proof is reported in A. The theorem simply indicates that if the number of outcomes is not
large enough, i.e. less than the number of parameters plus 1, it is not possible to estimate all the
parameters simultaneously, but we can only estimate functions of them. In other words, we must
restrict ourselves to the estimation of d’ < n functions of the original parameters. This results in

a notion of of classical estimation incompatibility.
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When we move to the quantum realm, probability distributions naturally emerge from quantum

mechanics postulates. Indeed, the Born rule is
p(i|A) = Tr{oall}. (3)

We can generalize the FIM to the quantum case, introducing the Quantum Fisher information

matrix (QFIM) [8]

[@Aljr = %Tr {ox{Lx;, Lx,}} (4)

where the operator Ly, is the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) operator defined implicitly
as the solution of the Lyapunov equation 20y,0x = {Lj,, 0n}. This matrix yields to the SLD-
Cramer-Rao (SLD-CR) bound

V(M) > ot (5)

A scalar bound can also be introduced with respect to a certain weight matrix W of the parameters

using the cost function [10]
CIV(AMD), W] = tr {WV(SJM))} : (6)
and a scalar-SLD-CR bound can be straightforwardly derived
CIVAM), W] = tr {WQy'} = C5MP[ox, W] (7)

To avoid any confusion, we stress here that we use tr {} to denote the trace on matrix, while Tr {}
is used for the trace on density operators.

These bounds are in general not attainable, and this can be heuristically understood by the
following minimal argument: in the case of a single parameter parameter A\, the bound is naturally
a scalar bound and it is tight. The optimal measurement is given by the eigenprojectors of the SLD
operator Ly. Considering a pair of parameters {1, A2}, the two optimal POVMs, given by the
corresponding SLD operators, may not commute, and thus may not be performed simultaneously.
The sufficient and necessary condition to have a tight bound in Eq. (5) can not be directly derived
from the definition of the QFIM. As a matter of fact, one can define a tighter bound known as the
Holevo-Cramer-Rao (HCR) bound [6]. This is obtained by the following minimization [33]

Cllox, W] = vedin {tr {(WV}|V > Z[X]} (8)



where S is the set of real symmetric d-dimensional matrices. The d x d matrix Z [X] is defined as
Z[X|,; =Tr{X;Xjon} i,7=1,...d, (9)

while the collection of d operators X belongs to the set
X ={X = (X1,...,Xq)|Xi € L(H) & Tr{X;0), 05} =i} (10)

In quantum multi-parameter estimation, this bound is considered the most fundamental scalar
bound since it can be proved to be equivalent to the most informative bound on the asymptotic
model with collective measurements on a M — oo number of copies of the state Q?M [13]. General
analytic solution for the HCR bound are very rare. Nonetheless, it can be numerically evaluated
via semidefinite programming [14].

Analytic solutions can be found when the HCR and SLD-CR bound can be proven equal. A
simple condition for the saturation of the SLD-CR bound (both in the matrix and in the scalar

case) is given in terms of the Uhlmann matrix
1 T
D) = %Tr{g)\[L,L 1} (11)

The condition CH[py, W] = C%'P[gy, W] is obtained if the weak compatibility condition is satisfied
[11]

Dy = 0. (12)

The terms weak refers to the fact d that, rather the commutation of all the SLDs, it is sufficient
for the SLDs to commute on average only, i.e., on the support of px. In that case, the SLD-CR
bound is tight, but we still stress that it might be attainable only in the asymptotic limit. Hence,
the Uhlmann matrix has relevance only in the asymptotic limit, and in case Eq. (12) is satisfied,
the model is known as asymptotically classical [10].

In the opposite scenario, i.e. when Eq. (12) is not satisfied, one may wonder how much is the
gap between the SLD-CR bound and the tigh HCR bound. One can prove that the normalized

gap is upper bounded as [16]

CH[Q)\? W] - CSLD[Q)H W]

A=A W| = <R 13
A [Q)ﬂ ] CSLD[Q)\, W] = X ( )

where we have defined the asymptotic incompatibility (AI) measure
Ra = 125 Dl (14)



and ||A||« is the largest eigenvalue of A. A very important property of Al is that it is upper
bounded as Ry < 1, and model with Ry = 1 are known as maximally incompatible. From this
upper bound, we conclude that the gap between the HCR and SLD-CR bound is at most the
value of the SLD-CR bound. In other words, possible advantageous scaling in the HCR bound
can be tested directly from the scaling of the SLD-CR bound. A further property of the Al is its
monotonicity with respect to quantum estimation sub-model Rj, i.e. the AI corresponding to the
parametric model with the d < d parameters A = {\y, ..., Az} [18].

In the case of a pure model we have that the Holevo bound is exactly given as [34]
ClMox, W] = C%P[ox, W + | QX' VW DAQ VW |y (15)

and thus we can identify the gap as

Ay 195 DA I
A p—
CSLD[ox, W]

(16)

We will use this equation in the following to evaluate how much the AI measure is overestimating

the true gap in a pure state model.

III. QFIM AND UHLMANN MATRIX FOR UNITARY ENCODED PARAMETERS

Let us assume that the parameters are encoded via a unitary evolution Uy, i.e. [tx) = Ux|tbo).

In this case, the QFIM Qj and the Uhlmann matrix Dy are given as [22]
Qur = 2({Hs, Hur}o — 4{Hi)o(Hr)o (17)
Dy = —2i([Hy, Hel)o (18)

where we have defined the hermitian operator H; as
H, = i(QUNHU (19)

and where (o) denotes the expectation value with respect to the initial state of the probe |vy),
while 9, = 9/0\;.

The expression given in (17) and (18) relies on the operator H;. Despite a general closed formula
is not easy to derive for H;, we can re-express it in a more suitable way. The starting point is
the expression for the derivative of the exponential of an operator A, that depends on a certain

parameter « given as

1
Dpee :/ dseSAa(ﬁaAa)e(l_s)Ao‘
0
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In our case U = e "o we have that
+o0
Mo =1 fuH) (OaHa)" (20)
n=0

with f, = (it)"*1/(n + 1)!, and the superoperator A*(e) = [A, e]. If this last expression has some
recursive structure, then we might be able to write H; in a closed formula. We anticipate that this

is our case.

IV. TWO-PARAMETERS ESTIMATION OF AN su(2) UNITARY ENCODING

We consider the 2-parameter estimation problem
Hpp=H = B(cos0J, +sinbJ,) = BJy, (21)

where J;, J, and J, belongs to su(2) Lie algebra and satisfy the following identities

[Jm; Jy] = iJz (22)
[Jyv Jz] = ZJJJ (23)
., Jo] = iJ, (24)

In the following, we are going to use the following notation J,, = mny - J, where the vectors are
defined as ng = (cos6,0,sinf) and J = (J, Jy, J.) is the vector of the generator operators.

As a first step, we are going to evaluate the QFIM and Uhlmann matrix. We stress that we did
not specify the dimensionality of the Hilbert space yet, we have just considered that the generator
of the encoding parameter satisfy the su(2) Lie algebra. To evaluate H; for [ = 0, B, we need to

evaluate H;*(0;H;). We start considering the paramater 6. In this case
OoH = By, (25)

with 7, = (—sin(#),0, cos()). Then we notice that

H*(Jy) =[H,Jy| = iBJy, = i0gH (26)
From that it follows
H*(0pH) = H*(—iH*(J,)) = —iH**(J,) (27)
and recursively we obtain
HX"(0pH) = HX" (=il (J,)) = —iH " (J,) (28)



Eventually, the operator Hy can be written as

+oo +oo
Ho =iy ful"(OpH) = for H*"M(J,) = J, (29)
n=0 n=0

Since f,,—1 = it"/n!, we have that the series yield to the exponential operator
Ho = {exp itH™* — I[} Jy = {exp itBJp,, — ]I} Jy (30)

where we have used that H*(e) = BJ, (e). This expression can be further simplified using the
properties of the su(2) algebra, i.e.
J;Ifg(‘]y) = [Jnev Jy] = iJn’e
J;L(g(Jng) = [Jnev Jn’g] = _in

We see that the recursive application of the superoperator is closed, i.e. it remains in the subspace

defined by the last two equation. Hence, we have that

‘n Jy n even
Z'Jn(/9 n odd
which means that
. . Bt
Hy = Jy(cos Bt —1) — Jyy sin Bt = 2.Jp, sin 5 (32)
where we have defined the vector ny with unit norm
Bt Bt Bt
ny = (cos - sin #, — sin ) T €08 - Cos 0) (33)

Regarding the parameter B, the calculations are much easier and the result is easily obtained as
Hp = —tJn,. (34)

From the expression derived in the previous subsection, the QFIM and Uhlmann matrix for a pure

state model are straightforward. Indeed, we have that the QFIM elements are

Qpp = 4t ((J5,)0 — (Jng)d) (35)
Quo = 16510 (72, )o = (Jn,}3) (36)
Qps = —4t5in 2 ({Jnsny Do = 20T )o (o) (37)



Regarding the Uhlmann matrix, the anti-commutator can be explicitly evaluated as
My, Hyl = —2itsin%Jn2 (38)
where we used the fact that
[Ing> Iny] = iJn, (39)
with ne = ng X n1. From this, the Uhlmann matrix naturally follows as
Dyp = 4tsin @<Jn2)0 (40)

2

with ne that can be explicitly written as

Bt t Bt
Ng =MNg X N1 = <sin281n9,cos 2,—sin2c089> (41)

We have now all the ingredients to evaluate the AI measure that for two parameters has the

det D)y
Ra=4/ 49
A det Oy (42)

The determinant of the Uhlmann matrix is

following form

Bt
det Dy = 16t*sin? 7<Jn2)g (43)
while the determinant of the QFIM is

et @y = 166 i 1 (4800 80l ] = (Lo Il = 20 dolngd)* ) 40

where we have define the variance that Ag[Jn] = (J2)o — (Jn)3. The Al then becomes

2

2
4200y B0l ] — [<{Jm, TnoFo — 2<Jm>o<Jn9>o}

We stress that this formula is independent on the size of the Hilbert space. This makes it an
ideal candidate for investigating how the initial state and the dimensionality of the Hilbert space
influecence the incompatibility of the parametric model.

Before delving into study of this quantity in the general case, it is already interesting to evaluate

it for the case of N = 2, which already exhibits interesting features.
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A. Two parameter estimation for a qubit

The qubit case corresponds to the fundamental representation of the su(2) Lie algebra, for which

we have a closed expressions for both the anticommutator
1
{Jna7 Jng} = Ena ‘ng, (46)
This yields to
1
{J’n1> Jne} = 5"’9 il =0 (47)
since from direct calculation ng - ny = 0. Moreover, we have that
1 1
J2 = Z|n|2112 =k (48)

This means that the expectation values are (J2)o = 1/4 and (J,,)9 = n - 7¢/2 with arbitrary norm

one vector n. It follows that the QFIM elements are given as

Qpp =t [1 — (ng - 7o) (49)
Bt
Qg = 4sin® o5 [1 —(ng - 7”0)2] (50)
. Bt
Qpp = 2tsin 7(”1 -10) (M0 - o) (51)
while the IM is
B
D@B = 2tsin g ng - . (52)
The Al also simplifies as
(ng - 7p)?
Ry = 53
A \/1—(711'7°0)2—(n9'7°0)2 (53)

To study the compatibility condition, we define no-rg = cose. Then, the Uhlmann matrix is equal
to zero when ¢ = 7/2. However, in this limit, the QFIM is singular. Indeed, the decomposition of

79 in two component, one parallel and one parallel to nZL, leads us to
7o = COSE My + sineny (54)

Given that the vector lives in a 3D dimensional space, the perpendicular component can be ex-

panded as

ny = cos g ng + sin pmny (55)

11



with arbitrary ¢. Then, since n; - ny = ng - no = 0, we have that

ni-ro=sinen; -ny (56)
Ng-7ro =sineng - nzl (57)
from which we can evaluate
(n1 - 70)? + (ng - 70)? = sin’e (58)
It follows that
cosZ e
1 —sin

We conclude that the Al measure always equals the maximum value, independently of the pa-
rameters values and the initial pure state. It follows that, when the Uhlmann matrix is zero,
the determinant of the QFIM is also zero, and the limit yields to a maximal Al measure. Physi-
cally, a non-invertible QFIM implies that the two parameters are not independent, and this is why
their optimal estimation can not be achieved simultaneously. In other words, only a (non)-linear
combination of the parameter can be estimated.[35] We recall that we named this form of non-
simultaneous estimation as ”classical incompatibility”. This is to underline the following fact: that
a strictly positive Ry does not imply that Dy # 0. Insteda, two possibilities arise: 1) det Dy # 0,
and the quantum statistical model is not asymptotically classical; 2) det Dy = 0 and det Q) = 0
yet their ratio’s limit is finite. In this case, the model is asymptotically classical, but the simul-
taneous estimation of the parameter is not possible given their functional dependence. Therefore,
relying only on R may not conclusively determine the asymptotic compatibility of the quantum
statistical model.

Furthermore, as we observed in the introduction, the Holevo bound for pure state is given by
CH = C%1 + Ay) and we know that it is bounded by CH < CS(1 + Ry). We thus may ask
how much the AI measure is a good measure of the gap. Indeed, this can me by comparing the

following quantities
= Ax <R (60)

In Fig. 1 we report the positive function 7'(0, B) = R — Ax, representing the gap between the
upper-bound on Ay and its true value. When the function approaches 0, the AI measure represents
a good reliable bound for the gap. Conversely, when T'(8, B) approaches 1, then the Al measure

proves to be maximally overestimating the gap between C° and CH. Here we see that there is a
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FIG. 1: Contour plot of T'(, B) = Rx — Ay for two parameter and for a qubit. Left panel: ¢t = 5;
right panel: ¢ = 10. We have fixed the initial state as the superposition of the two eigenstate of
0., i.e. 1/v/2(]1) + |0). Notice that the two plot have different range for B. The reasons is that
the figure of merit 7'(0, B) is periodic in B, hence we have reported only the first period for the

two times considered.

range of parameter for which the AI measure Ry fails to capture the behaviour of Ay. We notice
that this specifically happens for values of the parameters close to the values that makes the QFIM
not invertible. Furthermore, we notice that as t increase, the region of the contour plot where
T(0, B) is small constantly shrinks, another indication that the AI Ry does not always succeed in

describing the gap between the HCR bound and the SLD-CR bound.

B. Two parameter estimation for a qudit

We now consider larger finite-dimensional representation of su(2). In particular, we consider
irreducible representation of spin s that corresponds to dimension N = 2s + 1. In this case, the
analytic-closed evaluation the QFIM and Uhlmann matrix for a general pure probe is not easy to
derive. For this reason we consider a specific initial state of the form

cosal|t)y+e?sinal|—J);

V2

where | & J); are the eigenvectors with the largest and smallest eigenvalues of J,. For single

[%0) =

(61)

parameter estimation, this state corresponds to the optimal probe in the unitary model e~
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whose generator’s eigenstates |J) and |—.J) corresponds to the maximum and minimum eigenvalues
respectively [36]. We conjecture that this state might have a similar role in the multi-parameter
setting, even though the generators for each parameter do not commute and thus a unique pair
of eigenstates can not be determined. For a discussion on optimal probe in the quantum multi-
parameter metrology, we refer the reader to [37].

For N > 3 (the expression for N = 3 are slightly different, but the results on the estimation are

the same) we have that the QFIM elements are

Qpp = (N —1)t* [cos® § + (N — 1) sin? 2« sin® 0]

Bt Bt
Qg = 4(N — 1) sin* 2{1 + cot? - [(N — 1) cos? O sin® 2a + sin® 0] }
/2
Qop = (N —1) N [N —3— (N —1)cos4q] sin Bt sin 26

while the Uhlmann matrix element is

Dyp = —2t (N — 1) cos 2a cos 6 sin’ % (62)

We easily see that the only conditions such that the AI Ry is zero is that a = w/4, independently
of ¢. Differently from the qubit case, it is straightforward to check that in this case the determinant
of the QFIM is not zero and thus Ry = 0. This means that we have found a initial probe |tg) that
yields to an asymptotic classical model where the two parameters can be simultaneously estimated.
A natural question arises at this point: is there a cost associated with reducing the quantum
noise, i.e., selecting the probe with the minimal R )7 To address this question, we need to compare
the optimal bound for different estimation strategies in different dimensions N. As discussed
earlier, for a = /4, the optimal bound is given by the QFIM. In order to compare two different

estimation in two different dimensions, say in dimension N and M we introduce the figure of merit
-1
riel™ o] = m [ggN’ o ] , (63)

in a similar fashion to the quantity introduced in [38]. In our case, for the optimal state o = 7/4

we have that
r[el, o o (N - 1)? (64)

from which we conclude that the for the optimal state o = 7/4, the scaling in the QFIM is
N2. We can also show that the same scaling is obtained for any values of «, meaning that the

particular choice that minimise the quantum noise is not detrimental for the optimal scaling in

14



1.0
12
1.0 0.8
0¢ 0.6
B
0.4
0.4
02 0.2
00k 0

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 20 25 30

0

FIG. 2: Contour plot of T(0,B) = Ry — Ay for N =4, and o = 7/2. Left panel: ¢t = 5; right
panel t = 10. Notice that the two plot have different range for B. The reasons is that the figure
of merit T'(6, B)is periodic in B, hence we have reported only the first period for the two times
considered. The more the function approaches 1, the more the Al measure is a good measure for

the difference between the Holevo and the scalar bound.

the QFIM. Hence, not only we found a probe that simultaneously reduce the quantum noise as
quantified by Ry, but we also obtain an N? scaling in the QFIM. We conclude that probe with
larger dimension not only help in reducing the quantum noise but also improve the attainable

bound in the asymptotic limit with a scaling proportional to the square of the dimension.

The last step in our analysis is again to evaluate whether the Al measure R is a faithful figure
in measuring the gap between the HCR bound and SLD-CR bound. Similarly to what we did for
the qubit, we can plot the same figure of merit 7'(0, B) for a # /4, since in this case everything
collapse to zero. The results are reported in Fig. 2, and comparing the figure with the qubit case,
we can observe a similar behaviour: there are regions where the Al measure is not a good estimate
of the gap; and as time increase, the region in which the Al is a good measure shrinks, denoting

that the Al is not always a good measure for the gap between the HCR bound and SLD-CR bound.
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V. THREE-PARAMETERS ESTIMATION OF AN su(2) UNITARY ENCODING

After having studied the two-parameter problem in the previous section, it is now time to
address the compatibility of the three-parameter problem for an su(2) unitary encoding. In this

case, the generator is given as
Hpg,=H = BJnég) (65)

where J, J, and J. belongs to su(2) satisfy (22)-(24). In the following, we are going to use the

following notation Jn<3> = nyg - J, where the vector is defined as
0

(3)

n,’ = (cosf cos p, cos b sin @, sin 0)

and J = (Jg, Jy, J2).
With the same line of reasoning of the previous section, we are going to evaluate the QFIM
and IM. Againg, we stress that we did not specify the dimensionality of the Hilbert space yet. We

start considering the paramater 6. In this case

OpH = B, (66)
with n((;,)’) = (—sinf cos p, — sin O sin @, cos #). Then, defining ng = (— sin ¢, cos , 0) and after some
algebra one also finds that

H" (Jng) = [H, Jng) = iBJ_¢ = i0pH (67)
9/

Then, with the exact same passages as in the case of two parameters we have that
. Bt

Ho = 2sin o> Jng'g,) (68)

where we have defined the vector n&g) with unit norm
(3) . Bt . Bt .
ny’ =| sin—-sing + cos - sin 6 cos ,
Bt Bt Bt
— sin — 08¢ + cos - sin f sin ¢, — cos — cos 9) (69)

We now move to the parameter . In this case

9,H = BcostJn (70)

with n, = (—sinp, cos ,0). We notice that

HX(Jn(3)) = B[Jnég),J @] = —iBJp , = —isec 00, H (71)

o/ o
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The algebra in the derivation of H, resembles the one for the parameter 6, but there are a few

different passages, that we report in B. The final result is simply given as

. Bt
H, = 2sin ?Jns’) (72)

(3)
2

where we have defined the vector ns’ with unit norm as

(3) Bt . . Bt .
n2 = COSTSIDQO—SIH?SIHGCOSQO,

Bt Bt Bt
— oS — cos ¢ — sin — sin # sin ¢, sin — cos ¢ (73)
2 2 2
Regarding the parameter B, the calculations are much easier, and we obtain that
Hp = —tJn(3) (74)
0

We can now evaluate the QFIM and Uhlmann matrix, derived in Eq. (17) and Eq. (18). The
resulting expressions of QFIM elements are not particularly insightful, and thus we do not report
them here. Instead, the Uhlmann matrix elements are given after some algebra and considering

the fact that ngg) = ngg) X nég). Eventually the IM elements are given by

Bt
DB,O = —4t sin 7<Jn(3)>0 (75)
2
Bt
'DB#, = 4tsin 7<Jn(3)>0 (76)
1
Bt
Dy, = 8sin® —(J_3))o (77)
2 ' my

It is not clear from these equations in which scenario we can satisfy the weak compatibility
condition. However, thanks to the property of the Al measure, it is sufficient to have Ry =
195 Dalloc = 0 and determinant of Q different from zero in order to have an asymptotic clas-
sical model. We are going to study this equation for different dimension N of the Hilbert space
and for different representation of the su(2).

We observe that in the case N = 2, which corresponds to a qubit, it is already known that the
Fisher Information Matrix (FIM) is not invertible. From a straightforward calculation, one can
also deduce that the Quantum Fisher Information Matrix (QFIM) is not invertible. Consequently,
the model is degenerate for all parameter values, implying that there are only two independent
parameters instead of three.

Looking at the scenario with NV > 3, a general expression for an arbitrary initial probe has
no easy and compact expression. For that reason and with the same aim of the previous section,

we consider the same initial probe given in Eq. (61) to study the value of the AI measure, its
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FIG. 3: Contour plot of (8, B) = Rx — Ay for t =5, N = 4 for the probe given by (61). Left
plot: a = 37/5; Right plot: o = 27/3.

faithfulness with respect to the true gap between the HCRb and the SLD-CRb, and finally a
possible scaling in the QFIM as a function of N.

For N = 3 it is not surprising to find a similar behaviour compared to the qubit case and two
parameters. In this case, the Al measure is Ry = 1 for all the values of a and ¢. However, as in
the previous case, the weak compatibility condition in Eq. (12) is satisfied for the same values that
make the QFIM not invertible. This is another indication that we need to use of the Al measure
with caution when having singular multiparameter estimation problems. Indeed, the asymptotic
compatibility must be assesse by studying both the AI measure and the determinant of Q. This
is still easier than looking at each matrix element of elements D,.

For N > 4, a straightforward calculation shows that the model asymptotic incompatibility

measure is simply given as
R = |cos2a| (78)

from which we conclude that
T

Ryx=0 < a:4

i
+ 5k (79)

with k& € Z. Furthermore, for these values the QFIM is invertible and hence there is no singularity
issue.
We then investigate the scaling of the QFIM for the optimal probe given by o = 7/4, in order

to check if there is a trade-off between incompatibility and the optimal scaling. We use the figure
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of merit defined in Eq. (63), and similarly to the previous case involving two parameters, we can

show that
riofY, of] « N? (80)

for all the values of «, including also the optimal case. We conclude that, by considering the probe
in Eq.(61) embedded in higher dimensional Hilbert space, we are able to reduce the quantum noise
coming from the measurement incompatibility, quantified by the gap Ax and the Al measure Ry,
without loosing the optimal scaling. Even more, probes in higher dimensional Hilbert space prove
to have a better metrological power, reflected in the quadratic scaling of F[Q()\N), Q()\Q)].

Finally, we evaluate the gap between the Al measure and the true gap to assess the faithfulness
of Rx. In Fig. 3, we plot T'(6, B) for the state given in (61) for different value of o. Again, there
are large regions in which the Al measure overestimate the true gap. As expected, we also notice
that the for values of a corresponding to smaller Ry, the region in which this happens is reduced.
This corresponds to the fact that when R is small, than deviation with respect to Ay can not be

too large.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have investigated the relationship between the dimensionality of probe, under-
stood as the dimension of Hilbert space, and quantum multiparameter estimation. Measurement
incompatibility emerges as a critical factor in achieving the ultimate precision bounds, making
strategies to overcome this challenge fundamentally important. We havw examined the potential
of an enlarged Hilbert space to mitigate the quantum noise arising from this incompatibility, with
a particular focus on two paradigmatic cases: the estimation problems involving two and three
parameters unitarily encoded via su(2) transformations. For these scenarios, we demonstrated
that initial states exist where quantum noise can be completely eliminated without sacrificing op-
timal precision and scaling. We conjecture that, at least for unitary models, if the Hilbert space
dimension is less than the number of parameters, simultaneous estimation becomes unfeasible.
Conversely, when the Hilbert space dimension matches the number of parameters, the model ex-
hibits the maximum AI measure. Finally, for larger Hilbert spaces, there may always be a state
for which the AI measure is zero, enabling the attainment of the SLD Cramér-Rao bound.

Additionally, we evaluated the AI measure’s effectiveness in assessing the quantumness of the

quantum statistical model, understood as the difference between the Holevo-Cramér-Rao bound
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and the SLD one. Our findings indicate that the Al measure alone may fail to adequately quantify
the gap between the two bounds, and that assessing the determinant of the QFIM is fundamental
to have a precise evaluation the model’s asymptotic compatibility. Nonetheless, this quantity still
plays a relevant role in such analysis, since it encapsulate the classicality of the model in one scalar
quantity rather than in a matrix quantity, i.e. the Uhlmann matrix.

In a broader perspective, our insights could facilitate the design of compatible quantum statis-
tical models by leveraging larger probes, thereby reducing the cost of achieving optimal precision.
Moreover, our analysis opens potential pathways for evaluating the resilience of these approaches

against classical noise.
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Appendix A: Proof of theorem 1

In this appendix we prove that the FIM is not invertible if the space of the outcomes is not
sufficiently large. Let us consider a random variable X with a finite set of outcomes of dimension

N. We write p;(A) = p; for the sake of brevity. The probability is normalized as

N
> pi=1. (A1)
i=1

To simplify the notation in the following discussion we define

Ajj = = O\;pj = Oip; (A2)

da
Ny

This form a d x N matrix A. The Fisher information matrix F is defined as the d x d matrix

N Y a‘pka'pk al JANT WA
Fij = Zpk 0Oilog py, O;log p i, = Z URTIER Z SikBAjk

k=1 =1 Pk =1 Pk
Now we exploit (A1) and write py =1 — Z;V: 11 pj, which implies
N-1 N-1
Aiy=0px == O0ipj=—>_ Ay (A3)
J=1 J=1
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In this way, the ijth element of the Fisher matrix can be expanded as

N1 N-1 N1 A \(_N-1 A
i—1 Pk PN = Px 1 Zk o
N-1
Nl A’Lk (Zm 1 Azm)
- "o N—1 ik
=1 Pk L= 01 Pk

Now, if we define

N-1
Ay (Zm=1 A
ik = —% + —( ) (Ad)
Pk 1-— Zk 1 Pk

we have that

N-1

k=1

where we denoted with Aijthe submatrix of the matrix AT where we have neglected the last
column. We have that A is a N — 1 x d matrix defined as A = Ay, while n is d x N — 1 matrix.

Hence we can write
F=mn-A (A6)

To evaluate the invertibility of F we have to evaluate the determinant. However, since 1 and
A are not square matrices, the determinant of F is not simply the product of the determinant.
However, the Cauchy-Binet theorem still applies [39]: if A and B are nj x ng and ng X ni, then

the product is a ny x ny matrix. Then

det F = Z det ng det Ag (A7)

S
where S is the set of subset of n; elements in the set of {1,...,n2} and Ag are some minors (more
precise on wiki). We have that if ny > nq, the set S is empty and the determinant is 0. Thus we

have that if d > N — 1 the Fisher Information matrix is not invertible. Instead, if d < N — 1, then

the Fisher Information matrix might be invertible.

Appendix B: Derivation of H,

In this appendix, we derive the H, given in Eq. (72). Indeed, from Eq. (71) it follows that

H*"(0pH) =icos 0 H™"(H™(J ()) =icos GHX("H)(J 3)) (B1)
0/

9/
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This means that the operator H, can be written as

Hy = —cos(f <Z fra HX) To) = Jn(3>> (B2)
G/
Since fp,—1 =it"/n!, we have that the series give the exponential operator
H, = — cos() {exp itBJ 5 — ]I} J @3 (B3)
TLB n9/

where we have used that H*(e) = BJ, (e). This expression can be further simplified using the

properties of the su(2) algebra, i.e.

>< _ _ .
Jn§3)(‘]n§,?)) = oo L) = —itn,, (B4)
JX(?’) (Jngp,) [J (3), Jn ,] — ZJ (BS)
?’Le 9/
The algebra is closed and the recursive application of the superoperator as well. Hence we have
that
y Jn(g) n even
Jn(?,)(Jn(?)) = o (B6)
o —iJn,, nodd

meaning that
+oo (itB)nJXg) (Jn(g))

exp{itBJ> , }J (3 = ) o —
P{ n§3)} n{(;) ngo !

+o00 (ZtB) J* )(J (3)) +o00 (’itB)nJXg)(J (3))

n Ty n Ty
= 2 | + 2 | -
n: n:

n even n odd
+ . .
_ N~ @B)" RS @B)" ,
- n! ne/ ¢ Z n! ’I’l(pl o
n even n odd
tB 2k+1

= BtJ
cos nés) ’LZ 2k +1 n(p/

. +oo i%“(tB)?kH

= COS BtJnS) —1 (2]{} i 1)' an
k=0
Since 752k = 2+ = (—1)k+1 = (—1)¥(—~1) we have that
exp{itBJ "5 }J (s = cos BtJ () + sin Bt.Jy_, (B7)
ne ’ne, 'ng, L2
from which we eventually Eq. (72)
H, = —cosf |(cos Bt — 1)Jnf§’) +sinBtJy , | = (B8)
Bt
= 2sin— J B9
S1n 5 nég) ( )

where the vector ng?’) is defined in Eq. (73)

22



[1]

[13]

[14]

[15]

REFERENCES

Roman Schnabel, Nergis Mavalvala, David E McClelland, and Ping K Lam. Quantum metrology for
gravitational wave astronomy. Nature communications, 1(1):121, 2010.

Andrew D. Ludlow, Martin M. Boyd, Jun Ye, E. Peik, and P. O. Schmidt. Optical atomic clocks. Reuv.
Mod. Phys., 87:637-701, Jun 2015.

G. Brida, M. Genovese, and I. Ruo Berchera. Experimental realization of sub-shot-noise quantum
imaging. Nature Photonics, 4(4):227-230, Apr 2010.

Emanuele Polino, Mauro Valeri, Nicolo Spagnolo, and Fabio Sciarrino. Photonic quantum metrology.
AVS Quantum Science, 2(2), 2020.

Carl W Helstrom. Quantum detection and estimation theory. Journal of Statistical Physics, 1:231-252,
1969.

Alexander S Holevo. Probabilistic and statistical aspects of quantum theory, volume 1. Springer Science
& Business Media, 2011.

Samuel L. Braunstein and Carlton M Caves. Statistical distance and the geometry of quantum states.
Physical Review Letters, 72(22):3439, 1994.

Matteo GA Paris. Quantum estimation for quantum technology. International Journal of Quantum
Information, 7(supp01):125-137, 2009.

Akio Fujiwara. Strong consistency and asymptotic efficiency for adaptive quantum estimation problems.
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 39(40):12489, sep 2006.

Francesco Albarelli, Marco Barbieri, Marco G Genoni, and Ilaria Gianani. A perspective on multi-
parameter quantum metrology: From theoretical tools to applications in quantum imaging. Physics
Letters A, 384(12):126311, 2020.

Sammy Ragy, Marcin Jarzyna, and Rafal Demkowicz-Dobrzanski. Compatibility in multiparameter
quantum metrology. Physical Review A, 94(5):052108, 2016.

Jonas Kahn and Madalin Guta. Local asymptotic normality for finite dimensional quantum systems.
Communications in Mathematical Physics, 289(2):597-652, 2009.

Yuxiang Yang, Giulio Chiribella, and Masahito Hayashi. Attaining the ultimate precision limit in
quantum state estimation. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 368:223-293, 2019.

Francesco Albarelli, Jamie F Friel, and Animesh Datta. Evaluating the holevo cramér-rao bound for
multiparameter quantum metrology. Physical review letters, 123(20):200503, 2019.

Lorcdan O Conlon, Jun Suzuki, Ping Koy Lam, and Syed M Assad. The gap persistence theorem for
quantum multiparameter estimation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.07386, 2022.

Angelo Carollo, Bernardo Spagnolo, Alexander A Dubkov, and Davide Valenti. On quantumness

in multi-parameter quantum estimation. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and FExperiment,

23



[17]

[18]

[20]

[21]

[27]

28]

[32]

2019(9):094010, 2019.

Sholeh Razavian, Matteo GA Paris, and Marco G Genoni. On the quantumness of multiparameter
estimation problems for qubit systems. Entropy, 22(11):1197, 2020.

Alessandro Candeloro, Matteo GA Paris, and Marco G Genoni. On the properties of the asymptotic
incompatibility measure in multiparameter quantum estimation. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical
and Theoretical, 54(48):485301, 2021.

Giovanni Di Fresco, Bernardo Spagnolo, Davide Valenti, and Angelo Carollo. Multiparameter quantum
critical metrology. SciPost Physics, 13(4):077, 2022.

Alessandro Bisio, Giulio Chiribella, Giacomo Mauro D’Ariano, Stefano Facchini, and Paolo Perinotti.
Optimal quantum learning of a unitary transformation. Physical Review A, 81(3):032324, 2010.
Charles H Baldwin, Amir Kalev, and Ivan H Deutsch. Quantum process tomography of unitary and
near-unitary maps. Physical Review A, 90(1):012110, 2014.

Jing Liu, Xiao-Xing Jing, and Xiaoguang Wang. Quantum metrology with unitary parametrization
processes. Scientific reports, 5(1):8565, 2015.

Nana Liu and Hugo Cable. Quantum-enhanced multi-parameter estimation for unitary photonic sys-
tems. Quantum Science and Technology, 2(2):025008, 2017.

Marco G. Genoni, Paolo Giorda, and Matteo G. A. Paris. Optimal estimation of entanglement. Phys.
Rev. A, 78:032303, Sep 2008.

Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Quantum metrology. Physical review letters,
96(1):010401, 2006.

Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Advances in quantum metrology. Nature
photonics, 5(4):222-229, 2011.

Paolo Zanardi, Matteo G. A. Paris, and Lorenzo Campos Venuti. Quantum criticality as a resource for
quantum estimation. Phys. Rev. A, 78:042105, Oct 2008.

Katarzyna Macieszczak, Madalin Guta, Igor Lesanovsky, and Juan P Garrahan. Dynamical phase
transitions as a resource for quantum enhanced metrology. Physical Review A, 93(2):022103, 2016.
Irénée Frérot and Tommaso Roscilde. Quantum critical metrology.  Physical review letters,
121(2):020402, 2018.

Louis Garbe, Matteo Bina, Arne Keller, Matteo GA Paris, and Simone Felicetti. Critical quantum
metrology with a finite-component quantum phase transition. Physical review letters, 124(12):120504,
2020.

Yu Yang, Shihao Ru, Min An, Yunlong Wang, Feiran Wang, Pei Zhang, and Fuli Li. Multiparam-
eter simultaneous optimal estimation with an su (2) coding unitary evolution. Physical Review A,
105(2):022406, 2022.

Erich L Lehmann and George Casella. Theory of point estimation. Springer Science & Business Media,

2006.

24



[33]

Rafat Demkowicz-Dobrzanski, Wojciech Gorecki, and Madalin Guta. Multi-parameter estimation be-
yond quantum fisher information. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 53(36):363001,
2020.

Jun Suzuki. Explicit formula for the holevo bound for two-parameter qubit-state estimation problem.
Journal of Mathematical Physics, 57(4), 2016.

This can be seen considering a quantum statistical model oy whose QFIM is Q. Then, we have that
Oy > Fx > 0, where Fy is the FIM of an arbitrary measurement. Then, if det @ = 0 this implies
that det Fx = 0 for any arbitrary measurements. This means that the parameters of the quantum
statistical model can not be simultaneously estimated because they are not independent, regardless of
the measurement procedure we perform.

Luigi Seveso and Matteo GA Paris. Quantum enhanced metrology of hamiltonian parameters beyond
the cramér-rao bound. International Journal of Quantum Information, 18(03):2030001, 2020.
Francesco Albarelli and Rafal Demkowicz-Dobrzanski. Probe incompatibility in multiparameter noisy
quantum metrology. Physical Review X, 12(1):011039, 2022.

Richard D Gill and Serge Massar. State estimation for large ensembles. Physical Review A, 61(4):042312,
2000.

Joel G Broida and Stanley Gill Williamson. A comprehensive introduction to linear algebra, volume 4.

Addison-Wesley Boston, MA, USA:, 1989.

25



	Dimension matters: precision and incompatibility in multi-parameter quantum estimation models
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Incompatibility in multi-parameter metrology
	QFIM and Uhlmann matrix for unitary encoded parameters
	Two-parameters estimation of an su(2) unitary encoding
	Two parameter estimation for a qubit
	Two parameter estimation for a qudit

	Three-parameters estimation of an su(2) unitary encoding
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	 Proof of theorem 1
	Derivation of H 
	References
	References


