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Wojciech Górecki,1, ∗ Xi Lu,2, ∗ Chiara Macchiavello,1, 3 and Lorenzo Maccone1, 3

1INFN Sez. Pavia, via Bassi 6, I-27100 Pavia, Italy
2School of Mathematical Science, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou, 310027, China

3Dip. Fisica, University of Pavia, via Bassi 6, I-27100 Pavia, Italy

We derive a general upper bound to mutual information in terms of the Fisher information. The bound may
be further used to derive a lower bound for the Bayesian quadratic cost. These two provide alternatives to other
inequalities in the literature (e.g. the van Trees inequality) that are useful also for cases where the latter ones give
trivial bounds. We then generalize them to the quantum case, where they bound the Holevo information in terms
of the quantum Fisher information. We illustrate the usefulness of our bounds with a case study in quantum
phase estimation. Here, they allow us to adapt to mutual information (useful for global strategies where the
prior plays an important role) the known and highly nontrivial bounds for the Fisher information in the presence
of noise. The results are also useful in the context of quantum communication, both for continuous and discrete
alphabets.

The Fisher information (FI) F (φ) measures how much in-
formation a conditional probability distribution p(x|φ) con-
tains on some parameter φ. Instead, the mutual information
(MI) I(x, φ) measures how much information two random
variables x and φ have on one another. Then, it is clear that the
two quantities must be related if one considers the parameter
φ as an unknown random variable, and indeed many such rela-
tions have appeared in the literature [1–6]. Yet, most of them
work only in the asymptotic limit and/or require additional
assumptions about the regularity of probability distributions.
The most relevant one is the Efroimovich inequality [7–9],
valid for a finite number of samples without additional as-
sumptions. It is a generalization of the van Trees inequality
(or Bayesian Cramér-Rao bound) [10, 11]. However, both of
them might fail to give significant bounds, e.g. when the prior
probability on φ has sharp edges, such as the important case
of a uniform prior on a finite interval.

Here we derive two universal upper bounds to the mutual
information in terms of the Fisher information which do not
suffer from these issues: a simple one, valid in the useful case
where the prior distribution p(φ) for φ has finite support, and
a general one valid for any prior. Our bounds provide a bridge
between local and global estimation (Fig. 1). For local esti-
mation when a large number of probes is under consideration
the FI is a sufficient tool for meaningful analysis. If, instead,
one needs to take into account also a nontrivial prior infor-
mation p(φ), then global estimation approaches, such as the
one based on mutual information [12–16] or the Bayesian ap-
proach [17–20], or the minimax cost [21–23] are more useful.
Since an upper bound on the entropy of a probability distribu-
tion imposes a lower bound on its moments, our bound to MI
immediately implies the bounds for any Bayesian cost [24].
Therefore, the bounds for MI are more meaningful than the
bounds on Bayesian cost, in the same way as the entropic un-
certainty relations are stronger than the standard ones [25–27].
The most famous example is the relation between MI and av-
eraged mean square error [12, 13]. Using this relationship,
our result also sets a bound on the squared error, operating
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FIG. 1. The bound for the mutual information I(x, φ) in terms of
the Fisher information F (φ) allows for the transfer of the results
obtained for local estimation to global estimation.

for a broader class of problems than the standard van Trees
inequality.

In quantum mechanics, where conditional probability
p(x|φ) comes from performing measurements on a quan-
tum state, MI maximized over the choice of measurements
is known to be bounded by Holevo information [28]. There-
fore, we also present the quantum version of the bound, which
connects the Holevo information with the quantum Fisher in-
formation (QFI).

To show the usefulness of our bounds, we apply them to a
case study in quantum metrology. Quantum metrology [29–
37] is the study of how quantum effects such as entanglement
[29] or squeezing [38] can be used to enhance the precision of
the measurement of a parameter φ of a quantum system. In
the noiseless case, it is easy to show that the ultimate limit in
precision when the system is sampled N times, the Heisen-
berg scaling ∆φ ∝ 1/N , can be achieved only using quan-
tum effects, except in the trivial case in which a single probe
samples the system repeatedly and is measured only once. In-
stead, classical strategies are limited to the standard quantum
limit (SQL) ∆φ ∝ 1/

√
N of the central limit theorem. In the

noisy case [39–47] the situation is much more complicated,
and, even though typically in the asymptotic regime of large
N the Heisenberg scaling cannot be achieved anymore, one
can still obtain quantum enhancements by large factors. Most
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of these results have been obtained using Fisher information
techniques, such as the quantum Cramer-Rao bound [39, 41–
47]. As we show below, our new bounds allow us to transfer
the highly sophisticated results on FI in the presence of noise
to the MI in a simple way. In the noisy case, this provides
a nontrivial bridge between local and global quantum estima-
tion strategies. Besides quantum metrology, our result may be
used to bound channel capacity in quantum communication.

Bounding mutual information by Fisher information.— The
estimation of a parameter φ from measurements is described
by two probabilities: the prior distribution of the parameter
p(φ) and the conditional probability p(x|φ) of the measure-
ment results x. Together they constitute the joint probabil-
ity p(x, φ) = p(x|φ)p(φ). The MI between random vari-
ables x and φ is I(x, φ) := H(φ)−H(φ|x), where H(φ) =
−
∫
dφ p(φ)lnp(φ) is the entropy of p(φ) and H(φ|x) is the

conditional entropy, given x [48]. MI tells us the amount of in-
formation (in nats) about φ obtained from x. The FI in given

point φ is F (φ) =
∑

x
1

p(x|φ)

(
dp(x|φ)

dφ

)2
and tells us how

much information on φ is contained in p(x|φ). The following
two theorems relate MI to FI.

Theorem 1. If the parameter is guaranteed to lie inside of a
finite-size set, namely supp p(φ) ⊆ [a, b], then

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1 +

1

2

∫ b

a

dφ
√
F (φ)

)
. (1)

Note especially, that there are no further constraints on p(φ)
– it is an arbitrary probability density, continuous or discrete
(or a combination of these two), as long as it takes value 0
outside of [a, b]. This inequality holds for any p(x|φ), so in
the context of quantum metrology, by replacing the FI with the
quantum Fisher information, one obtains a bound valid for any
possible measurement. Moreover the integral is invariant for
reparametrization of the probabilities φ→ φ′ (with appropri-
ately modified limits of integration), as F (φ′) = F (φ)( dφ

dφ′ )
2,

so
√
F (φ′)dφ′ =

√
F (φ)dφ. In a broader context, this

feature is crucial in defining non-informative prior distribu-
tions, the Jeffreys’ prior [49]. Yet another way to understand
reparametrization-invariance of Eq. (1) is to notice, that the
FI is known to define a metric corresponding to an Euclidean
distance between

√
p(x|φ) and

√
p(x|φ+ dφ) [50], so the

above integral is just the size of the region [a, b] in this metric.
If the support of p(φ) is not bounded, the following holds:

Theorem 2. For arbitrary differentiable probability distribu-
tion p(φ), we have

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ
√
F (φ)p(φ)2 + ṗ(φ)2

)
+H(φ),

(2)

where ṗ = dp/dφ and the ln part is obviously an upper bound
to −H(φ|x). In contrast to the previous bound, this is not
reparametrization invariant (indeed, it is well known that the
differential entropy H(φ) is defined modulo an arbitrary ad-
ditive constant). So, the upper bound, and also its tightness,
will depend on the parametrization.

Proof of the two bounds. The mutual information may be
written as:

I(x, φ) =
∑
x

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(x, φ) ln

p(x, φ)

p(x)p(φ)
=

∑
x

+∞∫
−∞

dφp(x, φ) ln
p(x|φ)f(φ)

p(x)
−
∑
x

+∞∫
−∞

dφp(x, φ) ln f(φ),

(3)

where f(φ) is an arbitrary non-negative function satisfying
supp f(φ) ⊇ supp p(φ). The first element of the above may
be bounded by:

≤
∑
x

p(x) lnmax
φ

p(x|φ)f(φ)
p(x)

≤ ln
∑
x

max
φ

p(x|φ)f(φ),

(4)
where the last inequality is obtained by replacing p(x) by free
parameters qx (with

∑
x qx = 1) and performing direct maxi-

mization. If f(φ) goes to 0 for φ→ ±∞, we have:∑
x

max
φ

p(x|φ)f(φ) ≤ 1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ
∑
x

∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣ .
(5)

From Cauchy’s inequality for vectors
√
p(x|φ) and√∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))

dφ

∣∣∣2 1
p(x|φ) (treated as a functions of sin-

gle parameter x, with fixed φ) we have (see App. A):∑
x

∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣ ≤√F (φ)f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2. (6)

Combining all above one may get:

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ

√
F (φ)f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2

)
+

−
∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ), (7)

which may be further optimized over choice f(φ) (going to
zero for φ → ±∞). Note especially, that for f(φ) = p(φ),
we get Eq. (2). Alternatively, for f(φ) = 1 on [a, b] and 0

outside (so ḟ(φ) = δ(φ− a)− δ(φ− b)), we obtain Eq. (1),
see App. B for more details. □

From local to global estimation.— The Fisher information,
via the Cramér-Rao inequality, constitutes a lower bound for
the variance for any locally unbiased estimator and it is a
meaningful tool in the situation when the number of repeti-
tions of the estimation protocol is large. However, if the num-
ber of measurement repetitions is finite, properly including
prior knowledge about the parameter may lead, when aver-
aged, to a smaller variance (as the optimal estimator may not
satisfy the local unbiasedness condition). It may be quanti-
fied by the general relation between averaged Bayesian cost
∆2φ̃ :=

∫
dφ p(φ)

∫
dφ̃ p(φ̃|φ)(φ̃ − φ)2, the entropy H(φ)

of the prior distribution, and MI [12, 51]:

∆2φ̃ ≥ e2H(φ|x)

2πe
=
e2H(φ)e−2I(x,φ)

2πe
, (8)
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Note that the above is tight iff all a posteriori distributions
p(φ|x) are Gaussian. The above inequality in a clear manner
separates the impact of the initial knowledge −H(φ) from the
knowledge obtained from the experiment I(x, φ). Note, that
while I(x, φ) is reparametrization invariant, both ∆2φ̃ and
e2H(φ) behave under reparametrization in a similar way, mak-
ing all inequality consistent. By applying the bound Eq. (1) to
the above we obtain

∆2φ̃ ≥ e2H(φ)

2πe

1

(1 + 1
2

∫ b

a
dφ
√
F (φ))2

. (9)

Note that the prior information affects not onlyH(φ), but also
the range of the integral in the denominator. The better the
parameter is known from the beginning, the more difficult it
is to acquire significant new information from measurements.
In particular, for the relevant case of a rectangle prior of width
d with FI constant over the prior, one still obtains a significant
bound, contrary to the van Trees case (see next section for
discussion):

∆2φ̃ ≥ 2

πe

1

(2/d+
√
F )2

. (10)

As expected, in the limit of many repetitions N of the es-
timation procedure, the prior knowledge becomes irrelevant,
since F typically grows linearly with N . A disadvantage of
this bound is that it is not asymptotically tight, because of the
multiplicative factor 2/πe.

Of course, a further bound for the Bayesian cost can be
obtained also for unbounded-support p(φ) by inserting Eq. (2)
into Eq. (8):

∆2φ̃ ≥ 2

πe

1

(
∫ +∞
−∞ dφ

√
F (φ)p(φ)2 + ṗ(φ)2)2

, (11)

which, for example, for Gaussian priors leads to a bound qual-
itatively similar to the van Trees one (see App. C). Note that
for specific case of rectangle prior both bounds Eq. (9) and
Eq. (11) leads to the same results (see App. B).

Our results (9) and (11) provide bounds to the quadratic
Bayesian cost. But a relation similar to Eq. (8) may be derived
for any moment (see Lemma B.1. in [24]). Therefore, our
bounds to MI imply a bound for the Bayesian cost with an
arbitrary cost function, assuming that it may be expanded in
Taylor series. These show that the bound for the MI is more
informative than any bound to Bayesian cost.

Relation to the Efroimovich and van Trees inequalities
inequality.— We will now compare our results with the
bounds that exist in the literature. MI may be related to FI
via Efroimovich relation [7] (see also [8] some generalizations
and [9, Corollary 3] for an alternative proof):

I(x, φ) ≤1

2
ln

[
1

2πe

(∫ +∞

−∞
dφF (φ)p(φ) + P

)]
+H(φ),

with P =

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ

1

p(φ)

(
dp(φ)

dφ

)2

,

(12)

where P can be interpreted as the information included in the
prior. While for Gaussian prior the quantity P is a reason-
able measure of information (the inverse of the variance), it is
completely unreasonable for the rectangle distribution, where
P diverges. In general, P depends more on the sharpness
of the prior distribution on its edges than on its actual width,
which is more an artifact of the derivation of the bound, rather
than a well-motivated feature. Overcoming this problem was
also discussed in [8, 9].

Introducing Efroimovich’s inequality into Eq. (8) we find
the van Trees one [11][52]:

∆2φ̃ ≥ 1∫ +∞
−∞ dφ F (φ)p(φ) + P

, (13)

which again suffers sharp p(φ).
This issue does not appear in our bounds (1) and (2). In-

deed, the impact of ṗ(φ) can be bounded by 1
2

∫ +∞
−∞ dφ|ṗ(φ)|,

as discussed in App. B. In particular, for any prior concen-
trated around one region (more formally: the prior where
the derivative ṗ(φ) changes its sign only once), it may be
bounded by constant maxφ p(φ), no matter how sharply the
prior changes.

At last, let us discuss the asymptotical behavior of the men-
tioned bound in the case when newly obtained data dom-
inate initial knowledge. Assuming that P does not di-
verge, and that the probability p(x, φ) is not degenerate (i.e.
∀φ′ ̸=φp(x, φ

′) ̸= p(x, φ)), then (12) is tight asymptotically in
the number of repetitions N of the estimation, and saturable
using the maximum likelihood estimator. Indeed, first, the
FI increases linearly with N , so asymptotically the impact of
P in the upper bound becomes negligible. Second, from the
asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimator,
the difference between φ̃ML and the true value of the parame-
ter φ converge to normal distribution of variance 1/F (φ), so
we have [1]

H(φ|φ̃ML) → −1

2
ln

[
1

2πe

∫ +∞

−∞
dφF (φ)p(φ)

]
. (14)

Third, assigning the estimator’s value to the measurement re-
sult φ̃ML(x) may only decrease the MI, namely I(φ̃ML, φ) ≤
I(x, φ). This lower bound, through Eq. (14) converges to the
upper bound Eq. (12) in the limit, where P is negligible.

From this, we see that for regular priors (finite P ) the bound
Eq. (2) is not asymptotically tight, because of the multiplica-
tive factors inside the ln.

The bound for Holevo information.— Now we consider
the quantum case, where the conditional probability distri-
bution of the measurement output is given via the Born rule
p(x|φ) = Tr(ρφMx), where ρφ is density matrix of the quan-
tum state, Mx is a POVM element (Mx ≥ 0,

∑
xMx = 11).

Further, we assume that the state ρφ is drawn with probabil-
ity distribution p(φ). The mutual information I(x, φ), maxi-
mized over the choice of the measurement {Mx}x, is bounded
by Holevo information [28]. The following quantum version
of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 holds.
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Theorem 3. Given a family of quantum states ρφ (differen-
tiable with respect to φ), appearing with probability distribu-
tion p(φ) with supp p(φ) ⊆ [a, b], the Holevo information χ
is bounded by:

χ ≤ ln

(
1 + 1

2

∫ b

a

dφ
√
FQ[ρφ]

)
, (15)

with FQ the quantum Fisher information of ρφ and
χ := S

(∫
p(φ)ρφdφ

)
−
∫
p(φ)S(ρφ)dφ, with S(ρ) :=

−Tr(ρ log ρ) the von Neuman entropy.
For any differential probability distribution p(φ), the

Holevo information is bounded by:

χ ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ
√
FQ[ρφ]p(φ)2 + ṗ(φ)2

)
+H(φ).

(16)

Proof. See App. E □.
Applications to quantum metrology.— To show the useful-

ness of the newly derived bounds, we now show how they can
be used to give bounds to noisy quantum metrology for mutual
information.

Consider the φ-dependent CPTP map Λφ[·] that noisily en-
codes the parameter φ onto a quantum probe. The phase esti-
mation problem is a typical example. Consider the simple case
of qubit probes, where the parameter φ is encoded through a
unitary Uφ = |0⟩ ⟨0| + eiφ |1⟩ ⟨1|, followed by some kind of
noise (e.g. dephasing, erasing) which together constitute the
map Λφ[·], which we will further treat as a quantum gate. The
question is: what maximal MI may be obtained with the usage
of N gates in an optimal way?

In [15] the Heisenberg Scaling (HS) for MI has been de-
fined as I ∝ lnN and the standard quantum limit as I ∝
1
2 lnN (in analogy to the scaling of RMSE ∆φ ∝ 1/N and
∆φ ∝ 1/

√
N respectively). In the case of noiseless estima-

tion, it is known that using gates separately allows at most
standard quantum limits, while more complicated schemes,
including entanglement or multipassing, allow for obtaining
HS (for example via QPEA algorithm [15]). However, the
noisy case has not been discussed up to now while using MI
as a figure of merit.

Note that to obtain HS it is necessary to use all available
resources jointly in a single experiment realization, therefore
the argument based on the asymptotic efficiency of the maxi-
mum likelihood estimator cannot be applied here. Therefore,
even if intuitively we expect that the inability to obtain HS in
FI should imply an inability to obtain HS also for MI, it is not
trivial to prove it formally in a general case. Note also, that
in this model φ ∈ [0, 2π[, and the Efroimovich’s inequality or
van Trees inequality cannot be applied to a uniform prior.

We can now apply the bounds derived above, e.g. Eq. (1),
to transfer the highly nontrivial theory of noisy-channel esti-
mation theory from the FI to the MI formalism. For FI, the
general necessary and sufficient conditions for the obtainabil-
ity of HS in the estimation of a given channel are known, ex-
pressed in terms of Kraus operators [44, 46, 47] or Lindblad
operators [45, 53]. Moreover, the resulting bounds are known

to be saturable in the asymptotic limit N → ∞ of many
gates [46]. For example, for a mentioned model of phase es-
timation, it was shown that in the presence of dephasing or
erasure noise, the FI obtainable by any protocol involving N
gates is bounded from above by F ≤ Nη/(1−η) [44], where
η is the noise parameter (η → 1 in the noiseless case, η → 0
for maximum noise). The bound remains valid even for the
most general adaptive scheme, including entanglement with
arbitrary large ancilla and applying unitary control after each
action of gate. Applying this bound to Eq. (1) we immediately
find I(x, φ) ≤ ln(1 + π

√
N
√
η/(1− η)) and using Eq. (10)

we have ∆2φ̃ ≥ 2/(πe)(1/π +
√
N
√
η(1− η))−2.

Even if the bound is not tight (there is an additive constant
gap), it implies a standard quantum limit asymptotic scaling
for all η < 1, and also gives the scaling with the intensity of
the noise (see App. D for more details). Similar results can
be obtained easily using different bounds to FI [41–43]. Natu-
rally, this does not rule out quantum enhancements: for suffi-
ciently large η one might still find an arbitrarily large constant
gain over the SQL.

These will provide only the upper bounds to MI and so they
can only be used to exclude the possibility of attaining the HS,
but never to prove its achievability. While there exist lower
bounds on the MI expressed in terms of the FI in the liter-
ature, they all require additional assumptions and a general
discussion is impossible. In the noiseless case, it may be ex-
emplified by the N00N state which allows the HS for the FI,
but not for the MI, due to its periodicity with period 1/N (in-
deed, irrespectively of the value of φ, the N00N state belongs
to a two-dimensional subspace of the full Hilbert space, so it
can carry at most one bit of information I ⩽ ln(2)).

Applications to communication.— Beyond the problems of
estimation and metrology, our bound is also useful for trans-
ferring the theorems derived in the metrology context to com-
munication problems. Consider a situation where Alice em-
ploys the parameter φ ∈ [a, b] as an alphabet for communi-
cating with a state ρφ. Alice has the freedom to choose if she
will use all values of φ or restrict herself to a discrete subset.
From Eq. (1) the MI between Alice and Bob is then bounded
by I(A,B) ≤ ln

(
1 + 1

2

∫ b

a
dφ
√
FQ[ρφ]

)
. The bound works

independently of what messages (and with what probabilities)
Alice is sending. Moreover, one can use Eq. (1) to give bounds
to the classical capacity of a quantum or classical channel
when the decoding strategy is fixed and its FI is known.

Conclusions.— In conclusion, we have derived two bounds,
Eqs. (1) and (2) for the MI in terms of the FI. We used these
bounds to give two extensions of the van Trees inequality,
Eqs. (9) and (11). We discussed the relation of all these
bounds to the Efroimovich inequality (12). We also derived
the quantum version of these bounds, Eqs. (15) and (16),
where the Holevo information is bounded in terms of QFI. To
prove the usefulness of these bounds, we have shown that they
can be used to extend to the MI-based quantum metrology
many highly nontrivial results known for the FI case. They
also constitute the bounds on communication in terms of FI.
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[6] L. P. Barnes and A. Özgür, Fisher information and mutual in-
formation constraints, in 2021 IEEE International Symposium
on Information Theory (ISIT) (IEEE, 2021) pp. 2179–2184.

[7] S. Y. Efroimovich, Information contained in a sequence of
observations, Problems in Information Transmission 15, 24
(1979).

[8] E. Aras, K.-Y. Lee, A. Pananjady, and T. A. Courtade, A fam-
ily of bayesian cramér-rao bounds, and consequences for log-
concave priors, in 2019 IEEE International Symposium on In-
formation Theory (ISIT) (IEEE, 2019) pp. 2699–2703.

[9] K.-Y. Lee, New Information Inequalities with Applications to
Statistics (University of California, Berkeley, 2022).

[10] H. L. Van Trees, Detection, estimation, and modulation the-
ory, part I: detection, estimation, and linear modulation theory
(John Wiley & Sons, 2004).

[11] R. D. Gill and B. Y. Levit, Applications of the van trees inequal-
ity: A bayesian cramér-rao bound, Bernoulli 1, 59 (1995).

[12] M. J. W. Hall and H. M. Wiseman, Does nonlinear metrology
offer improved resolution? answers from quantum information
theory, Phys. Rev. X 2, 041006 (2012).

[13] M. J. W. Hall, D. W. Berry, M. Zwierz, and H. M. Wiseman,
Universality of the heisenberg limit for estimates of random
phase shifts, Phys. Rev. A 85, 041802 (2012).

[14] W. Rzadkowski and R. Demkowicz-Dobrzański, Discrete-to-
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Appendix A: Derivation of inequality (6)

Here we derive Eq. (6), using Cauchy’s inequality for vec-

tors

√∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))
dφ

∣∣∣2 1
p(x|φ) and

√
p(x|φ).

∑
x

∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣ =
=
∑
x

√∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣2 1

p(x|φ)
√
p(x|φ)


≤

√√√√∑
x

∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣2 1

p(x|φ)

√∑
x

p(x|φ)

=

√√√√∑
x

∣∣∣∣d(p(x|φ)f(φ))dφ

∣∣∣∣2 1

p(x|φ)√∑
x

[
ṗ(x|φ)2
p(x|φ)

f(φ)2 + 2ṗ(x|φ)f(φ)ḟ(φ) + p(x|φ)ḟ(φ)2
]

=

√
F (φ)f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2.

(A1)
where we used

∑
x p(x|φ) = 1 and

∑
x ṗ(x|φ) = 0.

Appendix B: Obtaining Eq. (1)

Here we show how to obtain Eq. (1) from Eq. (7):

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ

√
F (φ)f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2

)
+

−
∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ). (B1)

First, note that in general
√
x+ y ≤

√
x +

√
y, so the above

expression implies:

I(x, φ) ≤ ln
(1
2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ
√
F (φ)f(φ)2+

1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ|ḟ(φ)|

)
−
∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ). (B2)

Next, choosing f(φ) = 1 on [a, b] and 0 outside (so ḟ(φ) =
δ(φ− a)− δ(φ− b)), we have:

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1 +

1

2

∫ b

a

dφ
√
F (φ)

)
. (B3)

Suppose one would prefer a more rigorous approach (avoid-
ing taking the derivative of the rectangle function). In that
case, one may always consider a family of functions fϵ(φ) sat-
isfying: fϵ(φ) = 1 on [a, b], fϵ(φ) = 0 outside of [a−ϵ, b+ϵ]
and fϵ(φ) is monotonic and differentiable on both [a − ϵ, a]
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and [b, b+ ϵ]. Then, assuming that F (φ) does not diverge for
any φ, in the limit ϵ→ 0, Eq. (B2) converge to Eq. (B3).

Note that Eq. (B2) implies also, that an impact of ṗ(φ) in
Eq. (2) may be bound by 1

2

∫∞
−∞ |ṗ(φ)|. Especially, for a spe-

cific case of rectangle prior (p(φ) = 1/(b− a) on [a, b] and 0
outside), Eq. (2) therefore leads to Eq. (1), as:

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ
√
F (φ)p(φ)2 + ṗ(φ)2

)
+H(φ)

≤ ln

(
1

b− a
+

1

2(b− a)

∫ b

a

dφ
√
F (φ)+

)
+ ln(b− a)

= ln

(
1 +

1

2

∫ b

a

dφ
√
F (φ)

)
. (B4)

Appendix C: Applying the bound for Gaussian distribution

Consider an a priori distribution p(φ) =
1√

2πσ2
exp(− φ2

2σ2 ). Substituting Eq. (2) into Eq. (8) we
obtain:

∆2φ̃ ≥ 2

πe

1

(
∫
dφ
√
F (φ) + φ2/σ4p(φ))2

. (C1)

Further, assuming that F (φ) does not change with φ, the inte-
gral may be calculated analiticaly as

√
2

σ U [− 1
2 , 0,

Fσ2

2 ], where
U(·) is Tricomi confluent hypergeometric function.

For a slightly less tight, but simpler bound for the case
where FI does not depend on φ, note that after introducing
the variable η = φ2, the quantity

√
F + η/σ4 is concave as

a function of η, so E[
√
F + η/σ4] ≤

√
F + E[η]/σ4 (with

E[·] denoting averaging), so the integral may be bounded from
above by

√
F + 1/σ2 (numerical results also show that this is

a good approximation for the exact result for Fσ2 ≫ 1). For
any F, σ we have:

∆2φ̃ ≥ 2

πe

1

F + 1/σ2
, (C2)

while from the van Trees inequality we have Eq. (13) (taken
for constant F ):

∆2φ̃ ≥ 1

F + 1/σ2
. (C3)

Then, for this specific case, our bound is less tight, because of
the 2/πe multiplicative factor.

Appendix D: Mutual information in occurrence of noise

We now give a global bound to the mutual information
in terms of N , the number of calls to the phase gate Uφ =
|0⟩ ⟨0| + eiφ |1⟩ ⟨1|, in the presence of dephasing and ampli-
tude damping noise.
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FIG. 2. The mutual information bound given by Eq. (1) with max-
imum Fisher information, for the dephasing channel and amplitude
damping channel. The two dashed lines help to compare the bound
with HS and SQL.

In our noise model, each unitary gate Uφ is replaced by the
noisy gate acting on the density operator as

Λφ : ρ 7→
∑
k

KkUφρU
†
φK

†
k, (D1)

with Kk being the Kraus operators.
For dephasing noise the Kraus operators are

K0 = 11
(
1 +

√
η

2

)1/2

, K1 = σz

(
1−√

η

2

)1/2

,

(D2)
where 11 = |0⟩ ⟨0|+ |1⟩ ⟨1|, σz = |0⟩ ⟨0|− |1⟩ ⟨1|, and η is the
noise parameter. Also, the Kraus operators in the presence of
amplitude damping noise are

K0 =

(
1 0
0

√
η

)
, K1 =

(
0

√
1− η

0 0

)
. (D3)

Finally, for erasure noise the Kraus operators are

K0 =

√
η 0 0
0

√
η 0

0 0 0

 , K1 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1

 ,

K2 =

 0 0 0
0 0 0√
1− η 0 0

 , K3 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0

√
1− η 0

 ,

(D4)

where a third dimension is added to indicate loss of phase
information.

In this notation, an asymptotic upper bound to the Fisher
information is [44, 47],

F ≤ NFas, (D5)

where Fas = η/(1− η) for both dephasing and erasure noise
with the most general AD strategy, as well as amplitude damp-
ing noise with EN strategy [43]. Combining the Fisher infor-
mation bound with Eq. (1), we get a global upper bound to the
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mutual information,

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1 + π

√
Nη

1− η

)
. (D6)

For amplitude damping noise, the Fisher information bound
is slightly different, and the mutual information bound can be
derived similarly.

Especially, when limited to the EN strategy, a tighter bound
to Fisher information for finite-N is given by [54],

F ≤ NFas

1 + Fas

N

. (D7)

Combining the Fisher information bound with Eq. (1), we
get a global upper bound to the mutual information

I(x, φ) ≤ ln

(
1 + π

√
Nη/(1− η)

1 + η/N(1− η)

)
, (D8)

for all these three noise models. We plot the right hand side of
Eq. (D8) in Fig. 2, in which we can see a transition from the
HS to the SQL as N increases. The stronger the noise is, the
earlier the transition happens.

Appendix E: Holevo information bounded by Quantum Fisher
Information – proof of Theorem 3

In this section, we prove Theorem 3, using a similar way of
reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 1, Theorem 2, adapted
to the quantum version. Namely, we introduce function f(φ)
and prove stronger statement:

Theorem 4. Given a family of quantum states ρφ (differen-
tiable with respect to φ), appearing with probability distri-
bution p(φ). For any non-negative function f(φ) satisfying
supp f(φ) ⊇ supp p(φ) and vanishing at ±∞, the Holevo in-
formation χ is bounded by:

χ ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ

√
FQ[ρφ]f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2

)
−
∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ),

(E1)

with FQ the quantum Fisher information of ρφ and
χ := S

(∫
p(φ)ρφdφ

)
−
∫
p(φ)S(ρφ)dφ, with S(ρ) :=

−Tr(ρ log ρ) the von Neuman entropy.

Then Theorem 3 comes as a collolary of Eq. (E1) with
f(φ) = 1/(b−a) on [a, b] and 0 outside or with f(φ) = p(φ).

Before the proof we give the following lemmas.

Lemma 1. For any two vectors |a⟩ , |b⟩,

Tr
∣∣ |a⟩⟨b|+ |b⟩⟨a|

∣∣ ≤ 2
√

⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩, (E2)

where |A| :=
√
A†A for any operator A.

Proof of Lemma 1. The column space of the operator
|a⟩⟨b| + |b⟩⟨a| is A := span(|a⟩ , |b⟩) of dimension at most
2. When dimA ≤ 1 the LHS becomes 2|Re ⟨a|b⟩ |, making it
a trivial result.

When dimA = 2, suppose x |a⟩ + y |b⟩ ∈ A is an eigen-
vector of |a⟩⟨b|+ |b⟩⟨a| with eigenvalue λ, then

λ = ⟨b|a⟩+ y

x
⟨b|b⟩ = ⟨a|b⟩+ x

y
⟨a|a⟩ . (E3)

By eliminating y/x we get

λ2−
(
⟨a|b⟩+⟨b|a⟩

)
λ−
(
⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩−⟨a|b⟩ ⟨b|a⟩

)
= 0. (E4)

Note that ⟨a|b⟩+⟨b|a⟩ ∈ R and −⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩+⟨a|b⟩ ⟨b|a⟩ ≤
0, thus the equation has two real roots λ1, λ2 with opposite
signs. Moreover,

Tr
∣∣ |a⟩⟨b|+ |b⟩⟨a|

∣∣
=|λ1|+ |λ2|
=|λ1 − λ2|

=
√
(λ1 + λ2)2 − 4λ1λ2

=
√
(⟨a|b⟩+ ⟨b|a⟩)2 + 4(⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩ − ⟨a|b⟩ ⟨b|a⟩)

=
√
(⟨a|b⟩ − ⟨b|a⟩)2 + 4 ⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩

≤2
√

⟨a|a⟩ ⟨b|b⟩,

(E5)

where in the last inequality we use ⟨a|b⟩ − ⟨b|a⟩ ∈ iR. □

Lemma 2. Given positive operatorsA,B satisfying 0 < A ≤
B, i.e., A is positive definite and (B − A) is positive semi-
definite, then

ln(A) ≤ ln(B). (E6)

Proof of Lemma 2. The condition 0 < A ≤ B implies
that 0 < A1/2 ≤ B1/2 [55]. By iterating it we know 0 <
A1/2m ≤ B1/2m holds for any positive integer m. Finally, by
the identity ln(a) = limx→0(a

x − 1)/x,

ln(A) = lim
m→+∞

2m(A1/2m − I). (E7)

then Eq. (E6) is obtained. □
Proof of Theorem 4. We first consider the pure state case

where ρφ = |ψφ⟩ ⟨ψφ|. Write,

ρ =

∫ +∞

−∞
p(φ)ρφdφ. (E8)

Then χ = S(ρ), and the quantum Fisher information is also
simplified to,

FQ[ρφ] = 4
[〈
ψ̇φ

∣∣∣ψ̇φ

〉
−
〈
ψ̇φ

∣∣∣ψφ

〉〈
ψφ

∣∣∣ψ̇φ

〉]
. (E9)

Moreover, by adjusting the global phase of |ψφ⟩ we can force〈
ψφ

∣∣∣ψ̇φ

〉
= 0 and simplify Eq. (E9) to,

FQ[ρφ] = 4
〈
ψ̇φ

∣∣∣ψ̇φ

〉
. (E10)
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To prove Eq. (E1), we first shift the last term to the left side.
For pure state (using χ = S(ρ)), we therefore have:

χ+

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ)

=S(ρ) +

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ)

=S(ρ) + Tr

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ)ρφ ln[f(φ)ρφ].

(E11)

Now, to bound it from above we will find the matrix bounding
f(φ)ρφ from above (in the sense of matrix inequality).

To do that, we define an unnormalized vector |Ψφ⟩ =√
f(φ) |ψφ⟩ and the operator:

ρ̃ =
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞

∣∣∣∣ ddφ |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|
∣∣∣∣dφ. (E12)

For any φ0 ∈ R,

ρ̃

=
1

2

∫ φ0

−∞

∣∣∣∣ ddφ |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|
∣∣∣∣dφ+

1

2

∫ +∞

φ0

∣∣∣∣ ddφ |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|
∣∣∣∣dφ

≥1

2

∫ φ0

−∞

d

dφ
|Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|dφ− 1

2

∫ +∞

φ0

d

dφ
|Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|dφ

= |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ| = f(φ0)ρφ0
,

(E13)
where we use f(φ)|±∞ = 0.

By Lemma 2, ln[f(φ)ρφ] ≤ ln ρ̃ in the support space of
ρφ, thus we can further bound Eq. (E11) by:

S(ρ) + Tr

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ)ρφ ln[f(φ)ρφ]

≤S(ρ) + Tr

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ)ρφ ln ρ̃

=S(ρ) + Tr(ρ ln ρ̃)

=− S(ρ||ρ̃0) + lnTrρ̃

≤ lnTrρ̃.

(E14)

where ρ̃0 := ρ̃/Trρ̃ is the normalized ρ̃ and S(ρ||ρ̃0) :=
Tr[ρ(ln ρ − ln ρ̃0)] is the quantum relative entropy, which is
always non-negative. While calculating Trρ̃ we can go with
the trace under integral:

Trρ̃ =
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
Tr

∣∣∣∣ ddφ |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|
∣∣∣∣dφ, (E15)

so RHS of Eq. (E14) may be further bounded using Lemma 1,

Tr

∣∣∣∣ ddφ |Ψφ⟩ ⟨Ψφ|
∣∣∣∣

=Tr
∣∣ |Ψφ⟩⟨Ψ̇φ|+ |Ψ̇φ⟩⟨Ψφ|

∣∣
≤2

√
⟨Ψφ|Ψφ⟩

〈
Ψ̇φ

∣∣∣Ψ̇φ

〉
=

√
f(φ)2FQ[ρφ] + ḟ(φ)2,

(E16)

which, after integration and substitution to Eq. (E14) gives
Eq. (E1).

Finally, in the general case where ρφ can be mixed states,
we can find a purification of ρφ so that the proof above ap-
plies. The quantum Fisher information of ρφ is equal to the
minimum quantum Fisher information of the purification [41].
Let |ψφ⟩ be a purification that reaches the minimum, i.e.,
FQ[ρφ] = FQ[|ψφ⟩ ⟨ψφ|]. Since |ψφ⟩ is pure, its Holevo
quantity χ′ satisfies,

χ′ ≤ ln

(
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dφ

√
FQ[|ψφ⟩ ⟨ψφ|]f(φ)2 + ḟ(φ)2

)
−
∫ +∞

−∞
dφ p(φ) ln f(φ),

(E17)
Meanwhile, the Holevo quantity χ′ is equal to the quan-

tum mutual information between the two subsystems of∫ +∞
−∞ p(φ) |φ⟩ ⟨φ| ⊗ |ψφ⟩ ⟨ψφ| (where |φ⟩ is an orthonormal

set), which does not increase under the partial trace operation
to |ψφ⟩ ⟨ψφ|, thus χ ≤ χ′ (where χ is the Holevo information
of ρ). Combining all the above, Eq. (E1) for general mixed
states ρφ is obtained. □
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