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Quantum parameter estimation holds significant promise for achieving high
precision through the utilization of the most informative measurements. While
various lower bounds have been developed to assess the best accuracy for esti-
mates, they are not tight, nor provide a construction of the optimal measure-
ment in general. Thus, determining the explicit forms of optimal measurements
has been challenging due to the non-trivial optimization. In this study, we in-
troduce an algorithm, termed QestOptPOVM, designed to directly identify
optimal positive operator-valued measure (POVM) using the steepest descent
method. Through rigorous testing on several examples for multiple copies of
qubit states (up to six copies), we demonstrate the efficiency and accuracy of
our proposed algorithm. Moreover, a comparative analysis between numeri-
cal results and established lower bounds serves to validate the tightness of the
Nagaoka-Hayashi bound in finite-sample quantum metrology for our examples.
Concurrently, our algorithm functions as a tool for elucidating the explicit
forms of optimal POVMs, thereby enhancing our understanding of quantum
parameter estimation methodologies.

1 Introduction
Quantum metrology significantly enhances the precision of measurements on quantum
probe states for various near-term applications, such as quantum phase estimation, quan-
tum sensing, and quantum imaging [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. For instance, leveraging squeezed
states of light enables the detection of weak signals in the laser interferometer gravitational
wave observatory [9]. The scientific study of measurements, known as quantum metrology,
holds operational significance in finite-sample regimes, as realistic experiments are con-
ducted with limited data sizes [10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. This method revolves around estimating
the underlying parameters of unknown quantum states, a concept initiated by Helstrom in
the 1960s [15, 16, 17, 18]. The mean squared error (MSE) serves as the relevant quantity
for parameter estimation in statistics, with the objective being to minimize the MSE across
all realizable measurements in laboratories. Consequently, the optimal measurement can
extract the most information about the quantum states. Therefore, determining the extent
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to which the MSE can be reduced is a fundamental question from both theoretical and
practical standpoints.

The ultimate precision of this value is determined by the quantum Cramér-Rao (CR)
bound for single-parameter estimation. Helstrom introduced the symmetric logarithmic
derivative (SLD) quantum Fisher information (QFI) for this bound, with subsequent stud-
ies revealing infinite families of quantum CR bounds [19, 20]. However, these lower bounds
based on the QFI are not always tight when estimating multiple parameters with an un-
correlated measurement strategy [21, 22, 23, 24]. Consequently, the ultimate precision for
the MSE when estimating multiple parameters remains an open problem for finite-sample
quantum metrology. Furthermore, obtaining an explicit form of the optimal measurements
is crucial in practical applications.

To address this challenge, a numerical method can be employed to determine the min-
imum value of the MSE along with the mathematical expression for the optimal mea-
surement, given by a positive operator-valued measure (POVM). The key idea underlying
this study is that this value can be derived by optimizing the classical Fisher information
matrix (CFIM) over all possible measurements [25, 26, 27]. This approach provides all
relevant information pertaining to the problem. Notably, Hayashi and Ouyang recently
demonstrated that the ultimate bound can be formulated as conic programming as well
[28]. Despite several attempts to implement these algorithms, previous methods fail to
guarantee sufficient precision and/or computational efficiency as the size of the Hilbert
space increases. For example, the recent Python library, QuanEstimation, does not per-
form full optimization over all possible measurements [29], and conic programming has
limitations in precision [28]. The algorithm proposed by Kimizu et al. only searches for
rank-1 measurements [30]. Some of these drawbacks in existing algorithms could inherit
from the use of solvers for optimization.

To overcome these limitations, we propose an efficient and accurate algorithm, specifi-
cally designed to determine the numerical value of the lowest MSE and the optimal mea-
surement. We formulate the problem as a convex optimization problem and implement
the steepest descent algorithm to iteratively optimize an objective function. We refer to
this as QestOptPOVM, which is available as a MATLAB code [31]. We demonstrate that
QestOptPOVM successfully identifies optimal measurements for estimating two parame-
ters encoded in a six-qubit system (with a Hilbert space dimension of 26 = 64) with a
precision of the order of 10−6. QestOptPOVM not only efficiently identifies the optimal
measurement numerically, but also enables the discovery of analytical forms by analyzing
numerical results. This is feasible when a parametric family of quantum states exhibits
a certain symmetry. To showcase the effectiveness of QestOptPOVM, we apply it to var-
ious problems in a qubit system and derive a family of optimal measurements with the
smallest measurement outcomes. This provides insights into previously known optimal
measurements with more outcomes.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: section 2 introduces the research,
outlining the optimization problem setting and the lower bounds. Section 3 details the
algorithm of QestOptPOVM, while sections 4 and 5 present two results addressing ana-
lytically solvable and numerically tractable models, respectively. Finally, in section 6, we
conclude by summarizing all results and its implications.
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2 Preliminaries
2.1 Problem setting
The problem at hand is to find a POVM for a given n-parameter model {ρθ|θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rn} on
the d-dimensional Hilbert space H = Cd where θ = (θ1, . . . , θn)T is the n-dimensional real
vector. The partial derivative of the state with respect to θi is denoted as ∂iρθ = ∂ρθ

∂θi
(i =

1, 2, . . . , n). The measurement is described by the POVM Π = (Π1,Π2, . . . ,ΠK), where
Πk ≥ 0 and

∑K
k=1 Πk = I (the identity matrix on H). The probability of receiving outcome

k is defined as pθ(k|Π) = Tr(ρθΠk).
The MSE is widely used in statistics to assess the accuracy of an estimator θ̂. In a

multiparameter problem, it is defined as a MSE matrix[
Vθ(Π, θ̂)

]
i,j

= Eθ[(θ̂i(X) − θi)(θ̂j(X) − θj)], for i, j = 1, . . . , n,

where X is the outcome, Π is the measurement and Eθ[·] is the expected value over the
distribution of pθ(k|Π). By defining the estimator for each outcome as θ̂i(X = k) = θ̂i,k,
the i, j component of MSE matrix becomes

[
Vθ(Π, θ̂)

]
i,j

=
K∑

k=1
(θ̂i,k − θi)(θ̂j,k − θj)Tr(ρθΠk), for i, j = 1, . . . , n.

The goal is to minimize the MSE under the locally unbiased estimator condition,

Eθ[θ̂i(X)] = θi and ∂

∂θj
Eθ[θ̂i(X)] = δi,j at θ for i, j = 1, . . . , n. (1)

It is widely known that the CR inequality holds for any locally unbiased estimator.

Vθ(Π, θ̂) ≥ Jθ(Π)−1,

where Jθ(Π) is the CFIM :

[Jθ(Π)]i,j =
K∑

k=1

Tr∂iρθΠkTrρθ,jΠk

TrρθΠk
.

Note there always exists a locally unbiased estimator θ̂ for which the equality in this
inequality holds at any local point as θ̂i(k) = θi +

∑
j(Jθ(Π)−1)i,j

∂
∂θj

(log TrρθΠk). Since
there is no general definition of the minimal of a matrix, we prefer to use a certain function
to derive a scaler from the MSE, which is known as the A-optimality in statistics [32, 33].
In this paper, we use the trace with a weight matrix W > 0:

Tr(WVθ(Π, θ̂)) ≥ Tr(WJθ(Π)−1).

The weight matrix serves as a matrix to control the weight we assign to each parameter.
For example, if we set W = I, this indicates an equal importance across all parameters.
Given the equality holding for any points, the objective shifts from minimizing the MSE
to minimizing the weighted trace of the inverse of the CFIM. As we proceed with the
problem setting, we are interested in finding an optimal POVM Π at a given point θ. We
will assume that θ is given and, unless explicitly stated, we shall omit reference to the
parameter θ. For example, ρ ≡ ρθ, ∂iρ ≡ ∂iρθ = ∂ρθ

∂θi
and J(Π) ≡ Jθ(Π).

3



2.1.1 POVM optimization with weighted trace CFIM inverse

Let MK be the set of POVMs on H whose outcomes are labelled by a set {1, . . . ,K},
K ∈ N

MK =
{

Π = (Π1,Π2, . . . ,ΠK)
∣∣∣∣∣ Πk ∈ Cd×d,Πk ≥ 0,Πk ̸= 0,

K∑
k=1

Πk = I

}
.

In this set, we emphasize that the zero measure that has no contribution is discarded. The
size of a POVM, also means the number of elements in a POVM, is denoted as K.

Then, we formulate the first problem as follows. Given the state ρ and its derivatives
∂jρ (j = 1, 2, . . . , n), find an optimal POVM with a given size K such that it minimizes
the trace of the inverse of the CFIM,

min
Π∈MK

Tr
(
WJ(Π)−1

)
,

whose i, j component is

[J(Π)]i,j =
K∑

k=1

Tr∂iρΠkTr∂jρΠk

TrρΠk
.

The optimal POVM, which gives the minimal value and has K outcomes is donated as
Π∗

K ,

Π∗
K = argmin

Π∈MK

Tr
(
WJ(Π)−1

)
.

Note that Π∗
K is not unique in general. Examples of non-uniqueness of optimal POVMs

are discussed in section 4.

2.1.2 Minimum outcomes of optimal measurements

It is known that this problem can be formulated as a convex optimization problem since
MK is a convex set and Tr(J(Π)−1) is a convex optimization problem [34]. Due to
Carathéodory’s theorem, the size of POVM has a certain upper bound [30] as 1

2d(d +
1) + n(n+ 1). Let the set of all optimal POVMs as

M∗ =
⋃

K∈N
M∗

K , where M∗
K =

{
Π∗

K = argmin
Π∈MK

Tr
(
WJ(Π)−1

)}
.

Then we are interested in the minimal size of optimal POVMs which is denoted as K∗.
Here the K∗ means the minimal number of outcomes for all possible optimal POVMs.
Mathematically, this is denoted as

K∗ = min
Π∗∈M∗

{K | Π∗ has K outcomes} .

If we define the set of POVMs which is both optimal and has minimal size, Mmin =
{Π∗|Π∗ ∈ M∗

K , Π∗ has K∗ outcomes}, this set is a boundary of all POVMs.
There is a natural convex structure on M∗ by randomized combination, which is useful

in parameter estimation [34, 35, 36]. In passing, another convex structure on MK , which is
defined by elementwise addition, is also used in quantum information theory [37]. However,
there is no trivial convex structure on Mmin. In the later section 4, we aim to find the
analytical form of Mmin for certain solvable cases.
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2.2 Necessary and sufficient condition for qubit models
The elementary example of estimating qubit parameters can be solved analytically [26, 38,
39]. In previous studies, this was solved with randomized PVM, see a unified approach
for the optimal POVM [35]. A necessary and sufficient condition of optimality and a
construction of randomized POVM are given by using the SLD [35]. For a given weight W

min
Π:POVM

{Tr
(
WJ(Π)−1

)
} = (TrR)2,

where R =
√
J

− 1
2

S WJ
− 1

2
S with JS the SLD QFI matrix. The minimum is attained if and

only if Π satisfies

J(Π) =
√
JSR

√
JS

TrR . (2)

The optimal measurement is the random combination of a normalized operator. Diagonal-
ize R as R = UΛU−1 where Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λn). The proportion of each eigenvalue is
pi = λi

λ1+···+λn
. Let Li be the i-th SLD defined by the equation,

∂iρ = 1
2(ρLi + Liρ).

The SLD QFI matrix is written in

[JS ]i,j = 1
2Tr[ρ(LiLj + LjLi)].

Define a Hermitian matrix,

Li =
n∑

k=1

(
U−1

√
J−1

S

)i,k

Lk.

Let Π(i) be a projection-valued measure (PVM) given by the spectral decomposition of Li.
The optimal measurement is the random combination of them, which is called randomized
measurement. This is realized by taking measurement Π(i) with probability pi and written
as

Π∗ ≡ p1Π(1) ⊕ · · · ⊕ pnΠ(n).

For example, given two PVMs Π(1),Π(2); Π(1)
± measures σ1 and Π(2)

± measures σ2. Then
the randomized measurement is

Π =
(
p1Π(1)

− , p1Π(1)
+ , p2Π(2)

− , p2Π(2)
+

)
,

where p1 and p2 are corresponding probability of measuring each PVM.
Thus, by using this measurement, the number of outcomes= dim H · n. Indeed, in the

qubit case (dim H = 2), this size 2n is not the minimal size K∗. Finding K∗ of qubit case
is explored in this paper.
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2.3 Lower bounds
This paper intends to provide an accurate and efficient algorithm to compute the optimal
value together with corresponding POVMs. Since this is a numerical result, assessing it
by the speed of convergence is not sufficient to announce its reliability. A more convincing
method is to compare the solution with a lower bound of the optimal question. If there is
a numerically neglectable difference between the lower bound and minimized quantity, this
makes the lower bound saturated and infers that the measurement found by our algorithm
is one of the optimal choices.

The widely known lower bound, the Holevo bound, is a general one but it requires
infinitely large collective measurement to achieve asymptotically [40]. A better or tighter
alternative is the Nagaoka bound which is valid for any two-parameter model. It is known
that it can be saturated in two-dimensional Hilbert space and the measurements are re-
stricted to single-copy measurements [41]. Recently, this bound has been extended into
the Nagaoka-Hayashi (NH) bound, capable of accommodating more than two parame-
ters. It stands as the tightest known bound and it is computational tractability through
semidefinite programming (SDP) [42]. Utilizing an efficient SDP solver facilitates rapid
and accurate minimization of the duality gap. The NH bound degenerates to the Nagaoka
bound in the context of a two-parameter model.

To introduce the bounds, it is convenient to define a set of unbiased operators by

Xj ≡
∑

k

θ̂j,kΠk − θjI.

Thus the locally unbiased condition Eq. (1) is expressed as [26]

TrρXj = 0 and Tr∂kρXj = δj,k for j, k = 1, . . . , n. (3)

The weight matrix signifies the weighting assigned to the significance of each parameter.
In subsequent discussions, we adopt the identity matrix, denoted as W = I, as the weight
matrix to streamline the analysis. This choice implies equal significance is attributed to
each parameter. Importantly, this assumption does not compromise the generality of our
approach, as it can be extended to encompass any weight matrices [43].

2.3.1 Holevo bound

The Holevo bound can be written as [26, 40]

cH ≡ min
X=(X1,X2,...,Xn)

{
TrReZ(X) + Tr|ImZ(X)|

∣∣Xj : Hermitian satisfying (3)
}
,

where Z(X) is an n× n Hermitian matrix with Zj,k(X) = Tr(ρXkXj). and Hermitian Xj

satisfies Eq. (3). Re(Z) means the real part of Z and Im(Z) means the imaginary part of
Z. |X| =

√
X†X. In other words, Tr|X| is the absolute sum of all eigenvalues of X.

2.3.2 Nagaoka bound

The Nagaoka bound is a lower bound for the trace of MSE.

cN ≡ min
X1,X2

{
Tr [ρX1X1 + ρX2X2] + Tr|√ρ[X1, X2]√ρ|

∣∣X1, X2 : Hermitian satisfying (3)
}
.
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2.3.3 Nagaoka-Hayashi bound

The NH bound is the extension of the Nagaoka bound for more than two parameters.

cNH ≡ min
L,X

{
Tr[SθL]

∣∣ Lj,k = Lk,j : Hermitian,L ≥ XXT , Xj : Hermitian satisfying (3)
}
.

where S = In ⊗ρ and L is an n×n block matrix value of Hermitian matrices, which means
L ∈ L(Cn ⊗ H) = Cnd×nd. There are two symbols of trace.

• Tr[·] means the trace over both parametric space and quantum systems Cn ⊗ H.

• Tr[·] means the partial trace over the quantum system H.

To compute this bound is equivalent to solving an SDP problem which can be written as
[42]:

cNH = min
L,X

Tr[SθL],

subject to
(

L X
XT 1

)
≥ 0,

where Lj,k = Lk,j , for all j, k = 1, . . . , n. Lj,k and Xj are Hermitian and Xj satisfying
Eq. (3). As mentioned before, the Nagaoka bound is compatible with the two-parameters
model. Thus, we compare the minimum value found by this research with the Nagaoka
bound in this model and the NH bound in more than two parameters model. The Holevo
bound is only asymptotically achievable which means there is an unavoidable gap between
the Holevo bound and the optimal value for a finite number of collective measurements [44].
It is a well-established fact that by definition the NH bound is tighter than the Holevo
bound, cNH ≥ cH. It is acknowledged that the NH bound degenerates in the Nagaoka
bound in the two-parameters model. The NH bound reduces to the Gill-Masser bound in
the qubit model. In the following, we shall use the phrase ‘the NH bound’ when referring
to the Nagaoka bound for two-parameter estimation and the Gill-Masser bound for qubit
models for simplicity.

2.4 Related works
The QuanEstimation is a toolkit for quantum parameter estimation [29]. It has various
optimization methods including control optimization, state optimization, and measure-
ment optimization. Measurement optimization is the part we are interested in. Briefly,
QuanEstimation can find measurements in these three different cases.

1. Rank-one projective measurements.

2. Linear combination of a given set of POVMs.

3. Optimal rotated measurement of an input measurement.

It is clear that these options do not exhaust all possible measurements.
There is another numerical method to find the optimal POVM by parameterizing the

rank-one measurement into the two-level orthogonal matrix [30]. To optimize over K-
valued rank-one measurement, the completeness relation is written in

K∑
k=1

|ak⟩⟨ak| = I ⇔
(
|a1⟩ |a2⟩ . . . |aK⟩

)


⟨a1|
⟨a2|

...
⟨aK |

 = I.
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If we let V † =
(
|a1⟩ |a2⟩ . . . |aK⟩

)
, then V is an isometry. This means that there exists

m two-level orthogonal matrices U1, U2, . . . , Um ∈ RK×K such that

U1U2 . . . UmV =



1 0 . . . 0
0 1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . 1
0 0 . . . 0
...

...
...

...
0 0 . . . 0


=
(
I
0

)
∈ RK×d.

The number m equals to (K − 1) + (K − 2) + . . .+ (K − d) = Kd− 1
2d(d+ 1). Optimizing

V is equivalent to finding each Ui which can be specified with one single parameter. This
means that minimizing the rank-one measurement becomes optimizing over m parameters.

As a complement to these measurement optimizations, our algorithm starts with a
more general setting of measurement. The rank of measurement is not constrained in the
process of optimizing. Abstractly, since the set of measurements M is a convex set, going
through the road of rank-one POVMs means finding the optimal one in a subset, the subset
contains only rank-one POVMs. Releasing the control of rank one is a more efficient choice.
Moreover, this helps us to find the K∗ which is the core of defining the extreme points of
optimal measurements.

3 Algorithm of QestOptPOVM
The proposed algorithm is based on the steepest descent method. Instead of working
directly on POVMs, we introduce the Kraus operator (the measurement operator) A =
(A1, A2 . . . , AK), where Ak ∈ Cd×d. The relation between this operator and POVM is
A†

kAk = Πk. This guarantees the positivity condition since Πk = A†
kAk ≥ 0. Our objective

function is Tr(J(Π)−1). We define a new function with respect to A and use the same
symbol J for convenience as Tr(J(A)−1). The practical advantage of using the Kraus
operator is to avoid the situation when we update the operator, it is possible that the
measurements become non-positive because of some tiny non-zero value.

The other condition we need to keep is the completeness relation
∑

k Πk = I. This can
be formulated in the Lagrange multiplier method [45]. Introduce Λ ∈ Cd×d, then applying
this strategy we add a constraint in the objective function and have one more matrix Λ to
optimize. The objective function we need to minimize is

f(A,Λ) = Tr(J(A)−1) + Tr
(

Λ
( K∑

k=1
A†

kAk − I
))

.

The next step of the gradient descent method is to compute the first-order derivative of this
objective function. The detail of this calculation is written in Appendix A. This then gives
an update as A(new)

k = A
(old)
k +αHk such that the change of the objective function remains

non-positive. This relation is under two specifies. The measure is the Hilbert-Schmidt
inner product and the update step size α is sufficiently small.

The last step is to compute the Lagrange multiplier Λ(m) in this case and obtain the
iteration equation of this algorithm. We set H(m)

k is the update matrix of m-th iteration

8



and α is the step size. The m-th iteration would be:

A
(m+1)
k = A

(m)
k + αH

(m)
k

= A
(m)
k

(
I + α(X(m)

k − Λ(m))
)
,

where X(m)
k and A(m)

k are given by equations (A.7) and (A.8) in Appendix A, respectively.
Even though we carefully choose the step size α, noteX(m)

k ,Λ(m) depend on ρ, ∂iρ,A
(m)
k ,

the completeness relation still cannot be satisfied exactly after iterations. This is simply
because our method is provided valid only up to the first order in α. To improve the
accuracy of the algorithm, we use a renormalization method after each update. This
method is to multiply the square root inverse of the sum of all measurements on each side
of the measurement. This step will be explained in section 3.3.

As a gradient descent method, the stopping rule is required to be set. The common
stopping rule is to control the maximal number of iterations mmax. In this paper, we
additionally consider the variation of each step. The detail is written in section 3.2.

The greatest advantage of this algorithm compared with other programming optimiza-
tion algorithms is that we take the advantage of keeping the form of the matrix in cal-
culating the derivative. Other gradient methods based on changing each input item and
regarding the input as a long vector will definitely not be as efficient as this algorithm.
Compared to simple vector optimization with a nonlinear function, the qubit case with
four POVM elements will need 4 ∗ (22) = 16 real numbers with four positivity inequalities
and one completeness relation equation. Another advantage of our algorithm lies in its
applicability to both rank-deficient models and pure-state models. This is because our
algorithm relies only on ρ, ∂iρ, but not on ρ−1.

3.1 Performance of the proposed algorithm
The convergence rate of multiple copies ranging from two to five qubits is depicted in
Fig. 1. In this context, “M qubits" denotes the simultaneous estimation of M copies of a
qubit by collective POVMs on them. Notably, the case of two copies converges to its limit
at approximately seventy iterations due to the stopping rule. From a practical standpoint,
an optimal value is achieved very closely after merely ten iterations. However, for three
or more copies, the endpoint does not occur within 250 iterations. The convergence rate
curve for three qubits appears relatively flatter compared to that of four and five qubits.
The computational time scale is listed in table 1, revealing an exponential increase in
computational cost with the number of copies. However, this is a reasonable increase rate
corresponding to the increased matrix size.

Number of copies M 2 3 4 5
Time cost (seconds) <0.1 ≈1 ≈10 ≈100

Table 1: The approximate computing time versus the number of copies shows the exponential relation
between these two values. Computer configuration: Processor Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-10700 CPU @
2.90GHz, memory 16GB. Matlab version: 2022a.

3.2 Line search and stopping rule
Line search is an approach to determine the value of step size [45]. In QestOptPOVM, we
use a naive way that calculates changes for each alternative which is pre-chosen and then

9



Figure 1: The objective function Tr[J(Π)−1] versus the number of iterations from two to five copies
shows the performance of the algorithm. The model is the three-parameter qubit with multiple copies
model. See the details of the model in section 5.3.

chooses the one that has minimal value in each step. The stopping rule is the strategy
to constrain the time of iteration. This algorithm sets two stopping rules, one is checking
if the variation of each step is smaller than a very tiny value, and the other one is the
maximal number of iterations. If the variation ϵ, which is defined by the change in each
iteration, is small enough (namely 10−10 by default in this algorithm) the algorithm will
stop immediately at the current iteration. This tiny difference does not mean it stops at
the optimal result but it means that the remaining iterations do not affect a lot. Besides,
the number of maximal iterations, 1000 as default, is set to control the time.

3.3 Renormalization to keep the completeness relation
In the algorithmic context, the utilization of the Lagrange multiplier method guarantees
the completeness relationship, contingent upon employing a sufficiently diminutive step
size, which proves impracticable in optimization scenarios. In practice, a medium step size
is used, leading to the violation of the completeness relationship. To address this issue, a re-
calibration of the POVM is executed subsequent to each iteration to keep the completeness
relation [46]. This process precludes the distortion of the POVM and enhances the accu-
racy of the algorithm. Specifically, the recalibration entails multiplying both sides of the
equation by the square root of the inverse of the summation. Let G =

∑
k A

†
kAk > 0, then

define Āk = AkG
− 1

2 . Consequently, the completeness relation is ensured:
∑

k Āk
†
Āk = I.

It is worth noting that this recalibration process necessitates the computation of the ex-
act inverse of the measurement summation, thereby contributing to the computational
complexity, particularly in scenarios involving tensorial states.

4 Result1: analytically solvable models
Our algorithm, QestOptPOVM provides us an opportunity to numerically find the optimal
POVMs for any fixed parameter θ and size of POVM,K. However, in almost all models, the
optimal POVM is not unique. In order to find the set of all optimal POVMs, what we are
going to do is to get different optimal POVMs by feeding different seeds for initialization.
To confirm the POVMs are optimal, we compute the corresponding NH bound by SDP
[42, 47]. We will demonstrate that it is feasible to construct the general form of optimal
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POVMs by looking at these different optimal POVMs in a few parameter cases. The cases
in which we are capable of finding the analytical form of optimal POVMs are written in
this section. The first case in this section is straightforward.

Since this algorithm can find not only the optimal POVM but also the minimal number
of POVM elements K∗, in this section the optimal POVM with the minimal number of
outcomes is discussed. The POVM with more elements is not included.

4.1 Optimal POVM with symmetry
4.1.1 Two-parameter qubit

Since we are solving the multiparameter problem, a two-parameter model is the first setting.
Consider a two-parameter model ρθ = 1

2(I+θ1σ1+θ2σ2) where σ1, σ2 are the Pauli matrices.
We aim at finding optimal POVMs at θ = (θ1, θ2) = (0, 0).

state ρ derivatives ∂iρ K∗ NH bound1

ρ = 1
2I ∂1ρ = 1

2σ1, ∂2ρ = 1
2σ2 3 4.000

The optimal POVM was stated previously but did not refer to the minimal elements, see
for example [35]. Finding the analytical form of optimal POVM in this example is possible
from numerics. The diagonal components of POVM keep the same value. And the off-
diagonal variate in a symmetric relation. By checking the magnitude we can ensure the
off-diagonal entries are complex numbers on the unit circle with different angles. After we
plot these complex numbers in Fig. 2 we noticed that the angle of these three measurements
forms an equilateral triangle.

Figure 2: The coefficients of the optimal POVM on the directions of σ1 and σ2 when the parameters
at origin form in three arrows. Two different initial seeds give two colors of arrows. Each color of the
arrows forms an equilateral triangle. The model is the two-parameter Bloch model.

1This numerical value coincides with the analytical result.
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Based on these observations, we make an ansatz that the POVMs is the form:
There exist three angles ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3 such that

Πk = 1
3

(
1 eiϕk

e−iϕk 1

)
, k = 1, 2, 3,

with

ϕ2 = ϕ1 + 2
3π, ϕ3 = ϕ1 − 2

3π.

In other words, {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3} is a set of three angles that forms an equilateral triangle. It is
straightforward to show this POVM indeed satisfies the necessary and sufficient condition
Eq. (2). Thereby, we prove the optimality of the POVM with the trine structure. This
means that each rotation angle corresponds to one optimal POVM.

In contrast, the optimal POVM of the same setting was given in the randomized mea-
surement in previous studies. Consider two PVMs,

Π(1)
± = 1

2(I ± (sinϕ σ1 − cosϕ σ2)), Π(2)
± = 1

2(I ± (cosϕ σ1 + sinϕ σ2)),

and define the POVM with equal probability

Π =
(1

2Π(1)
− ,

1
2Π(1)

+ ,
1
2Π(2)

− ,
1
2Π(2)

+

)
,

with ϕ a free parameter ∈ [0, 2π).
We noticed that the optimal POVM found previously exhibits coefficients exclusively

in the direction of σ1 and σ2, corresponding to the parameters of the considered state. If
we change the model by a two-parameter state with another pair of Pauli matrices, the
optimal POVM similarly aligns along the same axes. This inherent symmetry suggests a
parameterized model for the optimal POVM in the context of qubits with three parameters
which is elaborated upon in the next section.

In this section, we yield the analytical result by fixing the local position of θ at a
particular point, namely the origin. This choice affords the possibility of establishing
symmetric relations across all directions. However, in section 4.2, we deviate from this
constraint, allowing θ to take on any feasible value. While the analytical expression can
still be derived, it becomes more intricate in form.

4.1.2 Three-parameter qubit

The three-parameter qubit case is an extension of two parameters and it is the complete
parametric space of a qubit. The model is ρθ = 1

2(I + θ1σ1 + θ2σ2 + θ3σ3), and we set
θ = (0, 0, 0).

state ρ derivatives ∂iρ K∗ NH bound1

1
2I ∂1ρ = 1

2σ1, ∂2ρ = 1
2σ2 , ∂3ρ = 1

2σ3 4 9.000

1This numerical value coincides with the analytical result.
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In this case, the optimal measurement derived in a randomized measurement has six out-
comes. In contrast, our algorithm, QestOptPOVM numerically finds optimal POVMs with
four outcomes. We notice that the optimal solution is not unique. Then we parametrize
the solution with a point in the Bloch sphere as

Πk = 1
4 (I + akσ1 + bkσ2 + ckσ3) , k = 1, 2, 3, 4.

By plotting these four points (ak, bk, ck), k = 1, 2, 3, 4 in three-dimensional space, we find
that all the non-unique results form a regular tetrahedron but different angles. This is
what we expected from the previous section. There are three free parameters for choosing a
regular tetrahedron. We provide the proof of optimality of this analytical form in Appendix
B. We remark that this tetrahedron measurement is known to provide minimal tomography
[48].

4.1.3 Two-parameter, two copies of qubit

It is known that a collective measurement on two independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) states can increase the MSE of estimation. The state of two copies can be written
as the tensor product of two states, ρ⊗ ρ. In this paper, M is the notation for the number
of copies. In other words, ρ⊗M = ρ⊗ ρ⊗ . . .⊗ ρ⊗ ρ︸ ︷︷ ︸

M

. Consider the same two-parameter

qubit model as in section 4.1.1.

state ρ derivatives ∂iρ K∗ NH bound

ρ⊗2 = ρ⊗ ρ with ρ = 1
2I ∂1ρ = 1

2σ1 ⊗ ρ+ ρ⊗ 1
2σ1, 4 1.500

∂2ρ = 1
2σ2 ⊗ ρ+ ρ⊗ 1

2σ2

We could notice that the Nagaoka bound in this setting is less than half of it in section 4.1.1
which is 4. This is one advantage of using i.i.d. state. The MSE is less than estimating
one state multiple times.

The minimal number of optimal POVM elements is four. One of them remains the
same as Π4 in the computational basis,

Π4 =


0 0 0 0
0 1

2 −1
2 0

0 −1
2

1
2 0

0 0 0 0

 = |ψ−⟩⟨ψ−|,

where |ψ−⟩ = 1√
2(|01⟩ − |10⟩) is the singlet state. Note that Π4 gives zero information

about the parameters.
The other three POVMs have constants on diagonal position. Other entries have the

same magnitude and different angles. Based on our knowledge of the two-parameter prob-
lem, it is natural to plot the angles on the plane and find the symmetric relation.

Πk =


1
3

√
2

6 e
iφk

√
2

6 e
iφk 1

3e
iϕk

√
2

6 e
−iφk 1

6
1
6

√
2

6 e
iφk

√
2

6 e
−iφk 1

6
1
6

√
2

6 e
iφk

1
3e

−iϕk

√
2

6 e
−iφk

√
2

6 e
−iφk 1

3


=|ψk⟩⟨ψk| (rank one),
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where

|ψk⟩ =


1√
3

1√
6e

−iφk

1√
6e

−iφk

1√
3e

−iϕk

 k = 1, 2, 3.

With {φk} and {ϕk} form two independent equilateral triangles.
This result seems reasonable because we get one free parameter solution in the one-

qubit problem and the solution with two free parameters in the two copies of the qubit
case. The symmetric relations of the free parameter are both equilateral triangles. The
more copies state case is discussed in section 5.

4.2 Nontrivial optimal POVM: two-parameter qubit
This section is an extension of section 4.1.1 and describes the two-parameter qubit state
at an arbitrary point in the parameter space.

state ρθ derivatives ∂iρ K∗

1
2 (I + θ1σ1 + θ2σ2) ∂1ρ = 1

2σ1, ∂2ρ = 1
2σ2 3

Here θ = (θ1, θ2) is fixed but arbitrary. In other words, the true state is not at the origin in
the Bloch vector space but all the feasible θ with ||θ|| ≤ 1. It is expected that the optimal
POVM will depend on θ. With a simple calculation, it is derived that there is no factor
on σ3 as measuring the z component does not give any information about the parameters.
The optimal POVM with minimal outcome is three. Firstly, we introduce the previously
known optimal one with four outcomes.

4.2.1 Optimal measurement with randomized PVM

This optimal measurement is given by the structure of randomized PVM [35]. Let θ =
(r cosφ, r sinφ, 0), the unit vector among θ direction would be n⃗(1) = θ

r = (cosφ, sinφ, 0).
The perpendicular vector is defined for any unit vector orthogonal to θ. For instance,
n⃗(2) = θ⊥

r = (− sinφ, cosφ, 0). Then the pair of projection measurements for each direction
is defined as

Π(i)
± = 1

2
(
I ± n⃗(i) · σ⃗

)
for i = 1, 2,

where n⃗ · σ⃗ = n1σ1 + n2σ2 + n3σ3 and σ⃗ = (σ1, σ2, σ3), the vector of Pauli matrices. As a
result, the optimal measurement is defined by the randomized combination,

Π = p1Π(1) ⊕ p2Π(2)

=
(
p1Π(1)

+ , p1Π(1)
− , p2Π(2)

+ , p2Π(2)
−

)
,

with p1 =
√

1−r2√
1−r2+1 , p2 = 1√

1−r2+1 . This measurement is indeed optimal by straightfor-
wardly substituting it and confirming the equality. By looking at the formula of this
measurement, we notice that this is the solution with four outcomes which is not the mini-
mal number. The optimal one with three outcomes (minimal number) is given in the next
part.
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4.2.2 Optimal measurement with three outcomes

Since the component on σ3 does not give any information about the parameters, we can
parameterize the optimal POVM as

Πk = pk (I + cosϕkσ1 + sinϕkσ2) , k = 1, 2, 3. (4)

If we denote the length of the Bloch vector by r = ||θ|| =
√
θ2

1 + θ2
2, the proportionality

among the three numbers p1 : p2 : p3 depends on the length r. In a special case, we
notice that if θ is close to the origin, three pks will be approximate to 1

3 . This means
p1 = p2 = p3, and the form reduces to the section 4.1.1. Generally speaking, for arbitrary
θ = (r cosφ, r sinφ), we prove that the optimal POVM with three outcomes explicitly
forms in (4), where pk is chosen from one-free-parameter equations,

3∑
k=1

pk = 1,

3∑
k=1

1
1 − 2pk

= 5 + 4√
1 − r2

.

The ϕk is determined by

ϕk = arccos
{

1
2r

[√
1 − r2

1 − 2pk
− (2 +

√
1 − r2)

]}
.

The sinϕk is determined by (C.3). The details of the proof are written in Appendix C. The
solution is not unique since there are only two conditions for p1, p2, p3. It is determined
if we add another condition or consider the minimal value of any pk. For example, Fig. 3
and Fig. 4 show the optimal POVMs with minimal p1 and maximal p1 for r = 0.1 and
r = 0.9. The xy axes in Fig. 3 and 4 are coefficients on σ1 and σ2. For r ≪ 1, we have an
approximately equilateral one and the optimal POVM degenerates in the form of θ at the
origin case.

Figure 3: The coefficients of the optimal POVM on the directions of σ1 and σ2 when the absolute
value of parameters, r = 0.1 forms in three arrows. The probability of the first POVM elements, p1
takes the maximal and minimal values respectively. The model is the two-parameter Bloch model with
an arbitrarily fixed state.
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Figure 4: The coefficients of the optimal POVM on the directions of σ1 and σ2 when the absolute
value of parameters, r = 0.9 forms in three arrows. The probability of the first POVM elements, p1
takes the maximal and minimal values respectively. The model is the two-parameter Bloch model with
an arbitrarily fixed state.

5 Result2: Multiple copies of qubit state
Performing collective measurements on i.i.d. qubits, involving the simultaneous estimation
of multiple qubits, offers the advantage of reducing the MSE. A specific illustration of this
advantage has been presented in section 4.1.3 for the case of two qubits. The subsequent
discussion in this section extends the application of this principle to scenarios involving
more than two qubits. The algorithm introduced here is tailored to find the optimal POVM
for any given number of qubit copies, contingent on the computational capabilities of the
used computer. In our simulation, we have achieved optimal results for up to six qubit
copies for two-parameter models due to the time limitation.

The state we are handling is the Bloch vector parametrization of a qubit state: ρ =
1
2 (I + θ1σ1 + θ2σ2 + θ3σ3), where σi are the Pauli matrices. We will consider three variants
of this model. The partial derivative of state concerning θi is given by ∂iρ = 1

2σi. The i.i.d
copies are written in tensorial form,

ρ⊗M = ρ⊗ ρ⊗ . . .⊗ ρ⊗ ρ︸ ︷︷ ︸
M

,

where M is the number of copies. Under these settings, the derivative of the i.i.d. copies
is

∂i(ρ⊗M ) = ∂iρ⊗ ρ⊗ . . .⊗ ρ+ ρ⊗ ∂iρ⊗ . . .⊗ ρ+ . . .+ ρ⊗ ρ⊗ . . .⊗ ∂iρ.

5.1 Multiple copies of two-parameter qubit
First, we consider the case θ3 is known, and it is fixed as θ3 = 0. In the following, we
find an optimal POVM for M = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 qubit cases by our algorithm, and then as we
described in section 2.3, compared with the Nagaoka bound. Since we are interested in the
best accuracy for point estimation, we need to fix a point to be estimated. After changing
the point in the Bloch sphere {θ2

1 + θ2
2 ≤ 1}, we could immediately find that the objective

value is rotationally symmetric with θ1, θ2. In other words, the value only depends on the
distance from (θ1, θ2) to the origin. Due to this, we vary θ1 from 0 to 1 whereas another
parameter is set to θ2 = 0. The Holevo bound in this case is equal to the SLD bound.
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Figure 5: Coefficient on the direction of σ1( θ1) versus Tr(J(Π∗)−1)(cross point), the NH bound (five
curves from above) and the Holevo bound (the lowest curve). Π∗ is found by sufficient iterations in
QestOptPOVM. The NH bound is found by the SDP solver. The Holevo bound is found by direct
calculation. The model is the two-parameter for multiple copies as M = 2, 3, . . . , 6.

We plot θ1 versus minQestOptPOVM Tr(J(Π)−1) in Fig. 5. The cross presents the mini-
mal value of the objective function Tr(J−1(Π∗)), whiich is found by QestOptPOVM after
sufficiently large number of iterations. The five curves from above show the NH bound
from different numbers of copies (M = 2, 3, . . . , 6). As a comparison, the Holevo bound
(=the SLD bound) is shown in the black curve. When the line passes through the center of
the cross, we can say that the minimal objective value is equal to the NH bound. The NH
bound is attained by the POVM found in this algorithm. This means, on the one hand,
this Nagaoka bound is attainable, on the other hand, this POVM is the optimal one.

The steps to get one point in Fig. 5: Enumerate θ1 from 0 to 1. For each θ1, use
the algorithm QestOptPOVM to find optimal measurements. The algorithm starts with a
randomly chosen POVM. In these M = 2, 3, 4, we obtain the data as in Fig. 5 by arbitrary
initial random POVM. This shows the efficiency of our algorithm. Since the result depends
on the random initialization, for a difficult problem, namely M ≥ 5, it cannot avoid local
minima. We run it 100 times with different initials and select the minimum one to avoid
this problem. The next step is to compute the objective function with that measurement
to get one point in the figure.

From Fig. 5 we are highly confident that the NH bound is attained by an optimal POVM
for all the θ1 from 0 to 1. Explicit forms for the numerically found optimal POVMs are not
shown here, but they are available upon a reasonable request. The average gap between
the objective value given by these optimal POVMs and the NH bound among all of the
parameter values we tried is less than 10−6. We thus confirm that in these cases, our
algorithm is highly accurate and it can find the optimal POVM efficiently. We also report
that the minimum number of the optimal POVM elements for M = 2, 3, 4, 5 are 4,7,10 and
13, respectively, and they are irrespective of the parameter θ1.

Finally, we observe that the Holevo bound in this model is far below the variance
of the optimal POVM even for M = 6, which is a collective measurement on six copies
(dim H = 26 = 64). This kind of gap between the Holevo bound and the NH bound was
investigated before [44]. However, our algorithm explicitly demonstrates finite gaps based
on the exact calculation of the optimal POVMs.
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5.2 Multiple copies of two-parameter qubit noise model
Next, consider the case θ3 = 2ϵ− 1 is known where ϵ is fixed. This model is motivated by
the dephazing noise along the z axis. We aim at finding optimal POVMs at (θ1, θ2) = (0, 0).
The parametric model is written as

Figure 6: ϵ versus objective function Tr(J(Π∗)−1) (cross) and the Holevo bound (the beneath black
line shape in ‘V’) is visualized in the qubit error model for multiple copies. Π∗ is found by sufficient
iterations in QestOptPOVM. The Holevo bound is found by direct calculation.

ρ(ϵ) =
(
ϵ 0
0 1 − ϵ

)
.

In this model, the Holevo bound is equal to the SLD bound. The optimal value concerning
ϵ for the number of copies from two to five is illustrated in Fig. 6. The minimal value of
the objective function decreases as the number of copies increases because we can extract
more information from more copies of a state except the pure state. It is clear that the gap
between the NH bound and the Holevo bound is inevitably large even in five copies (the
dim H = 25 = 32) since the NH bound is very close to our optimal value in this model.
Within a specific value of copies, the curve is concave up and exhibits ϵ = 0.5 symmetry.
It reaches its lowest point at ϵ = 0.5 which is the most mixed state and it is also the lowest
point of the Holevo bound.

5.3 Qubit three parameters with multiple copies
This section concerns the three-parameters model for qubit which is the complete paramet-
ric space. In this part, finding the numerically optimal POVM is more difficult than the
two-parameters case. This is because the dimension of the CFIM increases. However, this
difference does not make our algorithm unable to accurately find the optimal value. The
accuracy is consistently high up to five copies. By the same reason of two-parameter case,
we notice the rotational symmetric with θ1, θ2 and θ3. We vary θ1 from 0 to 1 whereas
θ2 = θ3 = 0. In Fig. 7, as before, the lines except the Holevo bound are the NH bound for
multiple copies of the state, and the cross is the optimal objective function found by our
algorithm. The line passes through the center of the cross with less than 10−3 errors even
in the worst case. This is what we know as the tightness of the NH bound in this model.
The efficiency slightly decreases due to the stability of choosing initialization. This is what
we can expect as we increase the number of parameters. In particular, for two and three
copies, the optimal POVM is still stable to be found by starting with any one random
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Figure 7: Coefficient on the direction of σ1( θ1) versus Tr(J(Π∗)−1)(cross point), the NH bound (five
curves from above) and the Holevo bound (the lowest curve). Π∗ is found by sufficient iterations in
QestOptPOVM. The NH bound is found by the SDP solver. The Holevo bound is found by direct
calculation. The model is the three-parameter for multiple copies as M = 2, 3, . . . , 5.

initialization. For the four and five copies, this algorithm needs about one hundred initials
to go. At most two hundred initials, QestOptPOVM can find the optimal value for each
point in this case. The minimal number of optimal POVMs outcomes for M = 2, 3, 4, 5
are at most K∗ = 5, 10, 20, 40, respectively.

The Holevo bound in this case is equal to the right logarithmic derivative (RLD) bound
[40, 49]. The gap between the Holevo bound and the NH bound becomes large when θ1 ≃ 0
which is more mixed state. By contrast, the gaps shrink when the states are more pure,
and they are equal when θ1 = 1 which is the pure-state limit [50].

6 Conclusion
We introduce the Quantum Estimation Optimization for POVM (QestOptPOVM) algo-
rithm, a highly efficient and accurate optimization technique designed specifically for opti-
mizing the MSE function in quantum multiparameter estimation. Through the utilization
of QestOptPOVM, we have achieved numerically optimal POVM results in the context of
qubit systems and multiple copies, with high precision. The space of POVMs we explore
encompasses all those not previously considered in other studies. The analytical form de-
rived from our numerical results has been proven to be optimal under sufficient conditions,
with one analytical form previously unknown prior to this research.

Built upon the steepest gradient descent approach, we have tailored our algorithm
to account for the fundamental structure of POVMs space and the nonlinear objective
function, which is the trace of the inverse CFIM. Our algorithm ensures monotonicity in
each iteration, facilitating a systematic approach towards identifying the optimal POVM.
Our algorithm efficiently identifies the optimal POVM in a two-parameter qubit model for
up to six i.i.d. states. Despite operating in a 64-dimensional Hilbert space, the algorithm
demonstrates high accuracy, achieving precision up to 10−6. Even in more challenging
scenarios, such as three parameters with five copies, the accuracy remains relatively high
at 10−3 in the worst case. This indicates that QestOptPOVM is an efficient and accurate
algorithm in POVM optimization, primarily due to its focused approach on optimizing the
MSE over all possible POVMs. Practically, this algorithm provides a tool for evaluating
the efficacy of a given POVM. This work not only presents a powerful numerical tool but
also paves the way for analytical solutions in previously elusive cases.
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Our study underscores the efficacy of the steepest gradient descent method in POVM
optimization while suggesting avenues for future research, such as exploring second-order
gradient methods and employing representation theory for higher-dimensional Hilbert
spaces. Further stability testing is warranted, and the estimator proposed by our opti-
mal POVM can be compared with standard tomography methods. Additionally, while
the analytical form of the optimal POVM in complete Bloch qubit and two-parameter,
two-copy qubit scenarios appears solvable, it necessitates further computation.
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Appendix A: the derivative of the main function
The algorithm is based on gradient descent. Our aim is to find the min Tr(J(Π)−1) where
Π = {Π1,Π2 . . .ΠK}, Πk ≥ 0 and

∑
k Πk = I with a given K. Using the Kraus operator

A to replace POVM is a method to keep the positive condition as A†
kAk = Πk. The

completeness relation can be formulated in Lagrange multiplier Tr(Λ(
∑

k Πk − I)). The
equation we need to minimize is

f(A,Λ) = Tr(J(A)−1) + Tr(Λ(
K∑

k=1
A†

kAk − I)). (A.5)

As utilizing the gradient descent, we set an annotation in the upper right corner with
parentheses A(m) to represent the number of iterations. Then we are capable of denoting
the update as

A
(n+1)
k = A

(m)
k + αH

(m)
k , (A.6)

where α is the step size and H(m)
k is the update direction. Here we can obtain the derivative

of A(m)
k by the natural definition of derivative as α → 0.(

A
(m)
k

)′
= H

(m)
k .

Here ′ means a general derivative. Because [Tr(J(A)−1)]′ = Tr(
(
J(A)−1)′) = Tr(−J(A)−1[J(A)]′J(A)−1),

the item of [J(A)]′ is checked firstly. To simplify the equations, several denotations are
listed.

pk = Tr(AkρA
†
k),

di,k = Tr(Ak∂iρA
†
k),

Di,k =
n∑

j=1
(J−1)j,idj,k,

ρi =
n∑

j=1
(J−1)j,i∂jρ,

lik = Di
k

pk
.

The i, j-th component of the derivative of [J(A)]′ is

([J(A)]′)i,j =
[

K∑
k=1

∂ip(x|A)∂jp(x|A)
p(x|A)

]′

=
K∑

k=1

[
di,kdj,k

pk

]′

=
K∑

k=1

[
d′

i,kdj,k

pk
+
di,kd

′
j,k

pk
− di,kdj,k

p2
k

p′
k

]
.

Compute n+ 1-th iteration p′
k and d′

i,k separately,

p′
k = [Tr(AkρA

†
k)]′ = Tr[(A(m)

k ρA
(m)†
k )′] = Tr[H(m)

k ρA
(m)†
k +A

(m)
k ρH

(m)†
k ]

= Tr[H(m)
k ρA

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k ρH

(m)†
k ],
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when α → 0. Similarly we get the form of d′
i,k

d′
i,k = Tr[H(m)

k ∂iρA
(m)†
k +A

(m)
k ∂iρH

(m)†
k ].

Substitute these to calculate the i, j item of derivative of Fisher information obtaining

([J(A)]′)i,j =
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k X

(m)†
k,i,j A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k X

(m)
k,i,jH

(m)†
k

]
,

where X(m)
k,i,j = ∂iρdj,k

pk
+ ∂jρdi,k

pk
− ρdi,kdj,k

p2
k

. The derivative of Tr(J(A)−1) will be

[Tr(J(A(m))−1)]′ = −Tr(J(A(m))−1[J(A(m))]′J(A(m))−1)

= −
n∑

ℓ=1

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

J ℓ,i[J(A(m))]′i,jJ j,ℓ

= −
n∑

ℓ,i,j=1
J ℓ,i

K∑
k=1

Tr
[
H

(m)
k X

(m)†
k,i,j A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k X

(m)
k,i,jH

(m)†
k

]
J j,ℓ

= −
K∑

k=1

n∑
ℓ,i,j=1

Tr
[
H

(m)
k J ℓ,iX

(m)†
k,i,j J

j,ℓA
(m)†
k +A

(m)
k J ℓ,iX

(m)
k,i,jJ

j,ℓH
(m)†
k

]

= −
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k X

(m)†
k, A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k X

(m)
k H

(m)†
k

]
,

where J ℓ,i = [J(A)−1]ℓ,i and X
(m)
k =

∑n
ℓ,i,j=1 J

ℓ,iX
(m)
k,i,jJ

j,ℓ. The remaining item is the
Lagrange multiplier. The derivative of it would be

[Tr(Λ(m)(
K∑

k=1
A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k − I))]′ =

K∑
k=1

Tr
[
Λ(m)(A(m)†

k A
(m)
k − I)′

]

=
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
Λ(m)(H(m)†

k A
(m)
k +A

(m)†
k H

(m)
k )

]

=
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k Λ(m)A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k Λ(m)H

(m)†
k

]
.

Combine two items of the derivative of f to get the total form of f ′ in

f ′(A(m),Λ(m)) = −
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k X

(m)†
k, A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k X

(m)
k H

(m)†
k

]

+
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k Λ(m)A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k Λ(m)H

(m)†
k

]

= −
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k

(
X

(m)†
k − Λ(m)

)
A

(m)†
k +A

(m)
k

(
X

(m)
k − Λ(m)

)
H

(m)†
k

]
.

This form inspire to let the update direction matrix be H(m)
k = A

(m)
k

(
X

(m)
k − Λ(m)

)
. The

derivative of f becomes

f ′(A(m),Λ(m)) = −2
K∑

k=1
Tr
[
H

(m)
k H

(m)†
k

]

= −2
K∑

k=1
⟨H(m)

k , H
(m)
k ⟩HS ≤ 0.

22



This means that as α close to zero, this choice of H(m)
k ensures non-positivity for the

derivative. The next step is to solve the Lagrange multiplier. The condition of taking the
derivative of Λ would be the completeness relationship,

∑K
k=1A

†
kAk = I. Furthermore, we

require the left-hand side to still be equal to the identity after the update. This means the
general derivative of the left-hand side is zero. (

K∑
k=1

A†
kAk

)′

= 0,

K∑
k=1

(
H†

kAk +A†
kHk

)
= 0,

K∑
k=1

((
X

(m)†
k − Λ(m)

)
A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k +A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k

(
X

(m)
k − Λ(m)

))
= 0,

K∑
k=1

(
X

(m)†
k A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k − Λ(m)A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k +A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k X

(m)
k −A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k Λ(m)

)
= 0,

K∑
k=1

(
X

(m)†
k A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k +A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k X

(m)
k

)
= 2Λ(m).

This implies that

Λ(m) = 1
2

K∑
k=1

(
X

(m)†
k A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k +A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k X

(m)
k

)
.

In summary, the iteration item would be:

A
(m+1)
k = A

(m)
k + αH

(m)
k

= A
(m)
k + αA

(m)
k

(
X

(m)
k − Λ(m)

)
= A

(m)
k

(
I + α(X(m)

k − Λ(m))
)
,

(A.7)

where

X
(m)
k =

n∑
ℓ,i,j=1

J ℓ,iX
(m)
k,i,jJ

j,ℓ

=
n∑

ℓ,i,j=1
J ℓ,i

(
∂iρdj,k

pk
+ ∂jρdi,k

pk
− ρdi,kdj,k

p2
k

)
J j,ℓ

=
n∑

ℓ=1

(
ρℓDℓ

k

pk
+ ρℓDℓ

k

pk
− ρDℓ

kD
ℓ
k

p2
k

)

=
n∑

ℓ=1

(
2ρℓlℓk − ρ(lℓk)2

)
,

(A.8)

and

Λ(m) = 1
2

K∑
k=1

(
X

(m)†
k A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k +A

(m)†
k A

(m)
k X

(m)
k

)
. (A.9)
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Appendix B: Qubit three parameter optimality proof
Proof of necessary condition:

The optimal POVM can be specified by any unit tetrahedron. Since the tetrahedron
in xyz-axis is a three free variables space, we can use Euler angles to represent the form
of POVM.

The optimal POVMs are: Πk = 1
4 (I +RVk · σ⃗), k = 1, 2, 3, 4, where V1 =

√
3

3 (1, 1, 1)T , V2 =
√

3
3 (1,−1,−1)T , V3 =

√
3

3 (−1, 1,−1)T , V4 =
√

3
3 (−1,−1, 1)T are unit tetrahedron, and

RV1, RV2, RV3, RV4 are unit tetrahedron with rotation matrix R that

R(α, β, γ) = R1(α)R2(β)R3(γ) =

cosα − sinα 0
sinα cosα 0

0 0 1


 cosβ 0 sin β

0 1 0
− sin β 0 cosβ


1 0 0

0 cos γ − sin γ
0 sin γ cos γ



=

cosβ cos γ sinα sin β cos γ − cosα sin γ cosα sin β cos γ + sinα sin γ
cosβ sin γ sinα sin β sin γ + cosα cos γ cosα sin β sin γ − sinα cos γ

− sin β sinα cosβ cosα cosβ

 .
Here α, β, γ are three free variables. Any values of them can derive an optimal POVM.
We notice

Tr(∂iρΠk) = 1
4Tr (σi(I +RVk · σ⃗))

= 1
4 · 2(RVk)i

= 1
2(RVk)i.

Then we have RVk(RVk)T = RVkV
T

k R
T = [(RVk)i(RVk)j ]i,j . With this, we can show

J(Π) =
[∑

k

di
kd

j
k

pk

]
i,j

=
[∑

k

Tr(∂iρΠk)Tr(∂jρΠk)Tr(ρΠk)−1
]

i,j

= 4
[∑

k

1
2(RVk)i

1
2(RVk)j

]
i,j

=
∑

k

RVkV
T

k R
T

= R

(∑
k

VkV
T

k

)
RT

= 1
3R


1 1 1

1 1 1
1 1 1

+

 1 −1 −1
−1 1 1
−1 1 1

+

 1 −1 1
−1 1 −1
1 −1 1

+

 1 1 −1
1 1 −1

−1 −1 1


RT

= 4
3RIR

T

= 4
3I.

Therefore, J−1(Π) = 3
4I, and Tr

(
J−1(Π)

)
= 9

4 .
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Appendix C: Proof of optimal POVM with three outcomes for two param-
eters state
Firstly we explain that if we get an optimal measurement with three outcomes on one axis
as θ = (r, 0), by performing rotation transformation we obtain the optimal one with θ =
(θ1, θ2) = (r cosφ, r sinφ). We parameterize the POVM as Πk = pk (I + cosϕkσ1 + sinϕkσ2),
Π : POVM ⇐⇒

∑
k pk = 1 and

∑
k e

iϕkpk = 0 then the optimal condition (2) is written as
follows. Let C(r) = 1

1+
√

1−r2
1
r2 , then

3∑
k=1

pk

1 + θ1 cosϕk + θ2 sinϕk

(
cosϕk

sinϕk

)(
cosϕk sinϕk

)
=C(r)

(
θ2

1/
√

1 − r2 + θ2
2 (1/

√
1 − r2 − 1)θ1θ2

(1/
√

1 − r2 − 1)θ1θ2 θ2
2/

√
1 − r2 + θ2

1

)
.

Define D(r) = 1−
√

1−r2

1+
√

1−r2 , we have two equations:
∑

k

pk

1 + r cos(φ− ϕk) = 1√
1 − r2

,

∑
k

pk

1 + r cos(φ− ϕk)e
2iϕk = 1√

1 − r2
D(r)e2iφ.

(C.1)

Summarizing the conditions of POVM and (C.1) and we get the following equations:

3∑
k=1

pk = 1,

3∑
k=1

ei(ϕk−φ)pk = 0,

3∑
k=1

pk

1 + r cos(ϕk − φ) = 1√
1 − r2

,

3∑
k=1

pk

1 + r cos(ϕk − φ)e
2i(ϕk−φ) = 1√

1 − r2
D(r).

(C.2)

These equations (C.2) are satisfied if and only if pk, ϕk is the optimal choice for measure-
ment construction. From (C.2), it is clear that the angle of θ, namely φ, contributes in
the equations by (ϕk − φ). This means that for any θ = (r cosφ, r sinφ), it is equivalent
to consider θ′ = (r, 0) (means φ = 0). After we obtain the optimal p′

k, ϕ
′
k which satisfies

(C.2) for ϕ′, we reconstruct pk, ϕk by letting pk = p′
k, ϕk = ϕ′

k + φ. These satisfy (C.2)
for ϕ in straightforward. By this logic, we let φ = 0 without loss of generality. Then the
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equations become: 

3∑
k=1

pk = 1,

3∑
k=1

eiϕkpk = 0,

3∑
k=1

pk

1 + r cosϕk
= 1√

1 − r2
,

3∑
k=1

pk

1 + r cosϕk
e2iϕk = 1√

1 − r2
D(r).

(C.3)

To simply the conditions we parameterize qk = pk·
√

1−r2

1+r cos ϕk
. The good aspect of using this

parameterization is that the first equation and third equation in (C.3) merge as one.
Transformation (pk, ϕk) ⇔ (qk, ϕk) is one-to-one by

pk = qk(1 + r cosϕk)√
1 − r2

, (C.4)

then the equations become (denote β = − r
1+

√
1−r2 ):



3∑
k=1

qk = 1,

3∑
k=1

qke
iϕk = − r

1 +
√

1 − r2
= β(r),

3∑
k=1

qke
2iϕk = 1 −

√
1 − r2

1 +
√

1 − r2
= β2(r).

(C.5)

β is a function of r. Using a substitution zk = eiϕk − β the equations is simplified as:

3∑
k=1

qk = 1,

3∑
k=1

qkzk = 0,

3∑
k=1

qkz
2
k = 0,

zk = eiϕk − β.

(C.6)

We noticed that the first three equations have high symmetric relation and derived from
these equations we obtain the following equation( (C.6.3) − (C.6.2)2):

(z1 − z2)2 = − q3
q1q2

z2
3 ,

and this implies

z1 − z2 = ±
√

q3
q1q2

iz3.
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Substitute with C.6.2 leads to

z1 = 1
q1 + q2

(
−q3 ± iq2

q3
q1q2

)
z3,

and similar for z2, z3. Then it yields the following important relation.

q1
1 − q1

|z1|2 = q2
1 − q2

|z2|2 = q3
1 − q3

|z3|2.

This gives us the hint to define t2 = qk
1−qk

|zk|2, t ∈ R. By zk = eiϕk − β which is |zk|2 =
1 + β2 − 2β cosϕk:

1 − qk

qk
t2 = 1 + β2 − 2β cosϕk. (C.7)

To solve t, multiply
∑
qk on both side implies

t2 = 1 − β2

2 =
√

1 − r2

1 +
√

1 − r2
. (C.8)

Substitute (C.8) in (C.7) derives the relation between ϕk and r:

cosϕk = 1
2r

[√
1 − r2

qk
− (2 +

√
1 − r2)

]
. (C.9)

Combining (C.4) and (C.9) induces the relation between pk and qk:

qk = 1 − 2pk. (C.10)

Substitute all in real part of (C.5.3) results in:

∑
qk cos 2ϕk = β2 ⇔

∑ 1
qk

= 9 − β2

1 − β2 .

Then there are the only remaining two constraints for the equations:

3∑
k=1

qk = 1,

3∑
k=1

1
qk

= 9 − β2

1 − β2 .

(C.11)

This is one free parameter constraint because there are three parameters with two equa-
tions. Up to now, we have completed the construction of optimal POVMs with three
outcomes. For any given r, after choosing any q1, q2, q3 satisfying (C.11), we determine
cosϕk by (C.9) and pk by (C.10). The last step is to determine the sign of sinϕk. Since
we have

∑3
k=1 pk sinϕk = 0, compare p1| sinϕ1|, p2| sinϕ2| and p3| sinϕ3|, let the greatest

one as positive or negative. The remaining two are negative or positive because you may
notice that if ϕk is the solution of (C.3) then −ϕk is another solution. With the angular
transformation, we obtain the ϕk + φ.

Finally, we construct the optimal POVM with Πk = pk (I + cos(ϕk + φ)σ1 + sin(ϕk + φ)σ2).
This optimal measurement with three outcomes found by this specific construction has one
free parameter in (C.11).
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