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We present a novel strategy for obtaining optimal probe states and measurement schemes in a class
of noiseless multiparameter estimation problems with symmetry among the generators. The key to
the framework is the introduction of a set of quantum metrology conditions, analogous to the quan-
tum error correction conditions of Knill and Laflamme, which are utilized to identify probe states
that saturate the multiparameter quantum Cramér-Rao bound. Similar to finding two-dimensional
irreps for encoding a logical qubit in error correction, we identify trivial irreps of finite groups that
guarantee the satisfaction of the quantum metrology conditions. To demonstrate our framework,
we analyze the SU(2) estimation with symmetric states in which three parameters define a global
rotation of an ensemble of N qubits. For even N , we find that tetrahedral symmetry and, with
fine-tuning, S3 symmetry, are minimal symmetry groups providing optimal probe states for SU(2)
estimation, but that the quantum metrology conditions can also be satisfied in an entanglement-
assisted setting by using a maximally entangled state of two spin-N/2 representations for any N . By
extending the multiparameter method of moments to non-commuting observables, we use the quan-
tum metrology conditions to construct a measurement scheme that saturates the multiparameter
quantum Cramér-Rao bound for small rotation angles.

I. INTRODUCTION

Estimation of dynamical parameters of quantum sys-
tems, i.e., quantum metrology [1–4], holds significant
importance for a variety of quantum technology appli-
cations, including frequency spectroscopy using atomic
clocks [5], gravitational wave detection [6], and electric
and magnetic field estimation in NV centers [7, 8]. The
general goal of quantum metrology is to estimate un-
known parameters with the highest possible precision.
Typically, a one-shot quantum estimation protocol in-
volves four key steps [4]: (1) preparing the probe state,
(2) parametrization wherein the parameters to be esti-
mated are encoded in the probe state, (3) measuring the
parameterized probe state, and (4) classical estimation.
Because the final step is covered by the classical statisti-
cal theory, quantum metrology primarily focuses on opti-
mizing the first three steps in order to minimize the local
estimation error.

Lower bounds on the local estimation error have been
extensively studied, resulting in quantum generalizations
of the Cramér-Rao bound [9, 10]. Within the frame-
work of these quantum Cramér-Rao bounds, quantum
generalizations of the Fisher information matrix provide
quantities that define the precision limits for both single-
parameter and multiparameter estimation. For example,
the SLD quantum Fisher information matrix provides the
achievable quantum Cramér-Rao bound for estimating
any single parameter in isolation [1]. In the case of es-
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timating the angle of an SU(2) rotation about an axis
on a system of N -qubits, preparing an equal-weight su-
perposition of the highest and lowest eigenvectors of the
rotation generator (i.e., a GHZ state) and making a par-
ity measurement saturates this bound [11].

By contrast, many important scenarios, including mi-
croscopy, optics, electromagnetic studies, gravitational
field imaging, and spectroscopy, involve the estimation of
multiple parameters associated with terms in the Hamil-
tonian that do not commute. Thus there is growing inter-
est in multiparameter problems, which can make use of
many degrees of freedom of a quantum probe system. For
example, given local qubit HamiltoniansHk with tunable
coupling parameters θk, algorithms exist which estimate
the θk in a parametrized state e−i

∑

k θkHkρei
∑

k θkHk to
an error O(1/N) with high probability [12]. It is there-
fore of increasing practical importance to identify and
generate optimal probe states that allow multiparameter
estimation algorithms to be carried out with the highest
sensitivity and efficiency.

In this setting of multiparameter estimation, formu-
lating achievable lower bounds for classes of estimation
problems remains a challenging task. For instance, the
multiparameter SLD quantum Cramér-Rao bound is only
achievable in very specific models. Alternative descrip-
tions of the tangent space can lead to achievable quan-
tum Cramér-Rao bounds, as in the problem of the Gaus-
sian state model [10] in which the quantum Cramér-Rao
bound based on right logarithmic derivative operators
is achievable and strictly greater than the SLD quan-
tum Cramér-Rao bound. More generally, in multiparam-
eter estimation one must resort to tighter, non-explicit
quantum Cramér-Rao bounds like the Nagaoka-Hayashi
bound [13, 14], or Holevo Cramér-Rao bound, or seek a
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well-motivated measurement scheme that can be proven
to locally satisfy the SLD quantum Cramér-Rao bound.

Quantum error correction is an important tool to pro-
tect information from noise. In quantum error correc-
tion, one encodes information in a small logical Hilbert
space, which is a subspace of an often much larger phys-
ical Hilbert space that is protected from certain physical
errors in the sense that an appropriate correction chan-
nel exists for these errors [15]. Quantum error correction
techniques have been used to explore the possibility of
achieving the Heisenberg limit for parameter estimation
in the presence of noise [16–22]. In these works, the errors
have the straightforward interpretation as occurring due
to non-unitary quantum dynamics. In this work, we con-
nect the concept of quantum error correction to multipa-
rameter quantum metrology in a noiseless setting, using
the well-studied criteria for quantum error correction to
motivate criteria for multiparameter quantum metrology
that indicate the optimality of a probe state quantified
by the mean squared error of the parameter estimates.

In particular, we derive a set of conditions that iden-
tify optimal states for estimation of parameters coupled
to generators that do not commute but are related by a
discrete commutative symmetry. These conditions mir-
ror the Knill-Laflamme criteria [15] for pure quantum er-
ror correcting codes, and further motivate measurement
schemes that locally saturate the SLD quantum Cramér-
Rao bound. Notably, in our setting, optimal multipa-
rameter quantum metrology can be viewed as a form of
quantum error correction where the objective is to encode
a state that is robust to errors given by the generators of
the quantum metrology problem while maintaining large-
as-possible variance with respect to these generators.

As a specific example of this, we consider the three-
parameter SU(2) estimation problem, where the goal is
to estimate the three parameters coupling to Jx, Jy, and
Jz that uniquely identify a SU(2) operator [23]. This
problem is analogous to a multiparameter problem where
we encode information in all three directions of rotations.
Previous work in this direction considered the compass
state as an ideal candidate state for SU(2) parameter es-
timation [23]. However, these states are not optimal in
general representations of SU(2). We approach this prob-
lem by using the notion of quantum metrology conditions
to identify SU(2) representations [24] that possess opti-
mal states, finding that while the compass state satisfies
the quantum metrology condition in spin-N/2 represen-
tations with N ≡ 0 mod 8, other representations con-
tain optimal probe states which are not of the compass
state form. Our symmetry-based approach to satisfying
the quantum metrology condition, which associates the
quantum metrology condition to a trivial irrep of a finite
group that contains the symmetry of the generator set,
allows us to identify the number of optimal orthogonal
states in a given representation.

One straightforward way to guarantee the satisfaction
of our SU(2) quantum metrology condition is to instan-
tiate any SU(2) representation as a tensor product and

use a maximally entangled state. Such an entanglement-
assisted method was first demonstrated for spin- 12 repre-
sentation in early work [25]. Extending this insight, we
establish the general validity of utilizing entanglement for
SU(2) parameter estimation.

In quantum metrology, finding an optimal measure-
ment scheme is as important as finding an optimal state.
It constitutes a challenge in multiparameter metrology
due to the non-commuting generators involved. How-
ever, it is possible to correct non-commuting errors in
quantum error correction as long as the Knill-Laflamme
conditions are satisfied. Using these insights one can
use the quantum metrology conditions derived in this
paper to find optimal measurement schemes for SU(2)
parameter estimation which locally saturates the SLD
quantum Cramér-Rao bound. Our measurement scheme
works particularly well for small angles of rotation and
can be straightforwardly extended to other multiparam-
eter estimation schemes.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. In
Section II we define the multiparameter estimation prob-
lem and derive the condition satisfied by optimal states
for SU(2) multiparameter estimation. In Section III, we
analyze in detail the structure of optimal states for the
SU(2) estimation problem according to the symmetry
group that guarantees their optimality. In Section IV, we
explain how maximally entangled states of two isomor-
phic SU(2) representations provide optimal resources for
the SU(2) estimation problem. In Section V, we study
the behavior of the quantum Fisher information matrix
(QFIM) away from the small rotation limit and find the
family of optimal states for this case. In Section VI, we
use the quantum metrology condition to find a measure-
ment that locally saturates the QFIM for SU(2) estima-
tion. We conclude and explore possible future directions
in Section VII.

II. SU(2) ESTIMATION AND THE QUANTUM
METROLOGY CONDITIONS

In this section, we develop a framework that allows
us to identify optimal probe states for the estimation
of three real SU(2) parameters in any irreducible SU(2)
representation. The outcome of the framework is a set
of conditions, which turn out to be a special case of
the Knill-Laflamme quantum error correction conditions,
that characterize optimal probe states. Consider the
group SU(2), of dimension 3, and an irreducible rep-
resentation V . Our general multiparameter estimation
problem is the SU(2) shift model over quantum states of
V [10]

ρ~θ = e−i
~θ· ~Jρei

~θ· ~J (1)

where ~J = (Jx, Jy, Jz) is a killing orthonormal basis of

the Lie algebra su(2) and ~θ is the real vector of param-
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eters to be estimated. Since we have chosen a represen-
tation V , Jj should be interpreted as its corresponding
matrix in that representation. Because we will assign

equal cost to errors in each component of the estimate ~̂θ

of ~θ by using the deviation function

W~θ(
~̂θ) = ‖~̂θ − ~θ‖2, (2)

it would be natural to demand invariance of the probe
state ρ under operations that permute the generators.
However, the only symmetry of the generators that is
implemented by SU(2) is the cyclic symmetry Z3, so we
demand that the probe state ρ satisfies CρC† = ρ, where
C ∈ SU(2) implements the cyclic permutation of Jx, Jy,
Jz. This minimal assumption can also be stated as Z3

covariance of the model (1), namely ρC−1~θ = CρθC
†,

where C acts on the components of θ in the same way as

AdC : su(2) → su(2) acts on the components of ~J .
The Z3 covariance results in a substantial simplifica-

tion of the SLD QFIM appearing in the quantum Cramér-
Rao bound. Recall that the parametrized state manifold
{ρ~θ}~θ has tangent space spanned by the symmetric log-

arithmic derivatives (SLD) L
(j)
~θ

, j = 1, . . . , 3. The SLD

QFIM F (~θ) defines the metric on this manifold and has
matrix elements given by [10]:

F (~θ)i,j :=
1

2
trρ~θ[L

(i)
~θ
, L

(j)
~θ

]+ (3)

where the [·, ·]+ is the anti-commutator. The quantum
Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) based on symmetric loga-
rithmic derivatives is given in matrix and scalar forms
by

Σ(~θ) ≥ F (~θ)−1 (4)

E(W~θ(
~̂θ)) ≥ tr[F (~θ)−1] (5)

where Σ(~θ) is the covariance matrix E(~Ξ~ΞT ) of the vec-

tor of deviations ~Ξ = (θ̂1 − θ1, . . . , θ̂3 − θ3)
T obtained

from a locally unbiased estimator ~̂θ. The inequality (5)
is the scalar version of (4) obtained by taking the trace
of both sides as 3×3 matrices [26]. The minimal value of
tr[F−1] is obtained on pure states, so the minimal QCRB
is on the pure state manifold, justifying our subsequent
restriction to pure probe states ρ in the rest of this work.
With this restriction, an explicit expression for the SLD
operators is

L
(j)
~θ

:= 2∂θjρ~θ. (6)

At ~θ = ~0,

L
(j)
~0

= −2iJjρ~0 + h.c. (7)

for j = 1, . . . , 3. It is then straightforward to verify that

the QFIM takes the following form at ~θ = ~0 due to the

Z3 symmetry of ρ:

F (~0) =





c b b
b c b
b b c



 , (8)

where b ∈ R+ and c ∈ R. The above matrix is a sym-
metric circulant matrix with eigenvalues

λ0 = c+ 2b,

λi = (c− b), for 1 6 i 6 2.
(9)

Thus one finds that,

tr(F (0)−1) =
2

c− b
+

1

c+ 2b
(10)

which is minimized for b = 0 at the value 3
c , where

c = 4Var|ψ〉Ji , i = 1, . . . , 3. (11)

We have therefore identified the structure of the QFIM
of the general form (8) which has the lowest value of
tr[F (0)−1]. By reading off the expectation values that
define the matrix elements of

F (0)i,j = 2 (〈ψ| JiJj |ψ〉+ 〈ψ| JjJi |ψ〉
−2 〈ψ| Ji |ψ〉 2 〈ψ| Jj |ψ〉) ,

(12)

this result provides us with a set of conditions character-
izing the pure, Z3 covariant probe states ρ := |ψ〉 〈ψ| that
obtain this minimal value in the spin-N2 representation

〈Ji〉 = 0

〈JiJl〉 = 0 , i 6= l

〈J2
i 〉 =

N
2 (

N
2 + 1)

3
,

(13)

where in the last condition, we combined the first condi-
tion with Z3 covariance to uniquely determine the value
of c in (11) according to the su(2) Casimir invariant. The
above conditions are a specific case of the Knill-Laflamme
conditions of quantum error correction [15, 27]

〈ψi|E†
aEb |ψj〉 = Cabδij (14)

for error correction of a certain set of Kraus operators
{Ea}, where {|ψi〉}i is an orthonormal basis of the code
space. Specifically, assuming: 1. the set of Kraus opera-
tors to be {1}∪{Jk}k, and 2. a code matrix C = 1⊕ c

4 I,
one finds that (14) reduces to Eq. (13). With these as-
sumptions, the linear span of states satisfying the con-
ditions Eq. (13) is a pure quantum error correction code
(i.e., one for which the code space is contained in the
kernel of every E†

aEb for which a 6= b [28]), and the opti-
mal multiparameter metrology condition Eq. (13) is suc-
cinctly written as

〈ψ|E†
aEb |ψ〉 =

c

4
δa,b −

( c

4
− 1
)

δa,1δb,1. (15)
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Thus the question of finding a probe state that exhibits
the minimal value tr[F (0)−1] of the SLD QCRB over Z3

covariant probe states amounts to finding a state that
satisfies Eq. (15). Note that in an SU(2) irrep V , the
value of c is determined by the value of the Casimir ele-
ment

∑3
i=1 J

2
i in V . In Section III we will use this fact

to show that our restriction to Z3 covariant probe states
achieves the minimal value of tr[F (0)−1] overall probe
states in the SU(2) irrep V .

Note that in the multiparameter estimation setting,
the SLD QCRB is not guaranteed to be satisfied by any

measurement for extracting an estimate ~̂θ. For the exis-

tence of a measurement that saturates (4) at a given ~θ, it
is necessary and sufficient that the SLD operators locally

commute [29]. For a pure probe ρ~θ =
∣

∣

∣
ψ(~θ)

〉〈

ψ(~θ)
∣

∣

∣
, sat-

isfaction of the weaker conditions

1. trρ~θ[L
(i)
~θ
, L

(j)
~θ

] = 0 (16)

2. F (~θ) invertible (17)

is necessary and sufficient for the existence of a measure-
ment that saturates (4) in a single shot [30]. For pure
probes, the condition (16) is equivalent to the condition

that Im
(

∂θi

∣

∣

∣ψ(~θ)
〉

, ∂θj

∣

∣

∣ψ(~θ)
〉)

= 0 for all i, j [31]. At

~θ = 0, a probe state satisfying Eq. (13) also satisfies (16),
and (17) is then satisfied for any c > 0.

Lastly, we outline here the strategy that we implement
in Section III to identify simple probe states that satisfy
Eq. (13) in the irrep V . The method consists of identify-
ing a small finite subgroup G of SU(2) that possesses two
properties: 1. it contains the Z3 subgroup generated by
C, 2. its trivial representation contained in the irrep V
of SU(2) consists of states that satisfy Eq. (13). A probe
state |ψ〉 taken from that trivial representation is then
guaranteed to achieve the minimal value of tr[F (0)−1],
which we use as our quantifier of optimality. In the next
section we look at two examples of such G, show how the
optimal multiparameter metrology conditions are satis-
fied in the trivial irreps of G, and compare optimal states
obtained from different choices of G.

Although our main focus in this work is on the estima-
tion of SU(2), one can find similar examples with more
generators in which quantum metrology conditions analo-
gous to Eq. (13) allow one to identify optimal probe states
in a representation. In Appendix D, we discuss a four-
parameter estimation problem in which the parameters
are coupled to a subset of generalized Gell-Mann matrices
in the Lie algebra su(4). There we implement the same
general strategy for identifying optimal probe states by
using appropriately generalized quantum metrology con-
ditions.

III. BOUNDS ON SU(2) ESTIMATION AND
OPTIMAL STATES

We now consider our main problem of SU(2) estima-
tion in a specific representation. This problem can be
alternatively phrased as the task of estimating all three
components of a magnetic field using two-level systems.
The Hamiltonian for this case is,

H(~θ) = ~θ · ~J (18)

where [Ji, Jj] = iǫijkJk is the su(2) algebra.
We will use the notation tr[(·)ρ~θ] and 〈·〉ρ~θ interchange-

ably for expectation values, and write the vector of spin

operators ~J = (J1, J2, J3) = (Jx, Jy, Jz). The three pa-

rameters ~θ are imprinted on a probe state ρ according

to ρ~θ = U(~θ)ρU(~θ)†, where U(~θ) := exp
(

−iH(~θ)
)

and

ρ is a quantum state in a spin-N/2 representation of
SU(2), which can be interpreted as a symmetric state of
N qubits. For simple probe states ρ such as Dicke states,
the Riemannian geometry of the pure state manifold de-
fined by (18) can be analyzed using a canonical method
[32]. For pure ρ, the symmetric logarithmic derivatives
(SLD) of the problem are given by

L
(j)
~θ

:= 2∂θjρ~θ

= 2i

[

sin ‖~θ‖
‖~θ‖

Jj +

(

1− sin ‖~θ‖
‖~θ‖

)

θj

‖~θ‖2
~θ · ~J

−2
sin2 ‖~θ‖

2

‖~θ‖2
(~ej × ~θ) · ~J

]

ρ~θ + h.c. (19)

where ~ej is the unit vector in direction j. See Appendix A

for a derivation of (19). At ~θ = 0,

L
(j)
0 = −2iJjρ+ h.c. (20)

The SLD QFIM F (~θ) has matrix elements F (~θ)i,j :=
1
2 trρ~θ[L

(i)
~θ
, L

(j)
~θ

]+ [10]. From the fact that the harmonic

mean is a lower bound on the arithmetic mean, one finds

that (suppressing ~θ)

trF (~θ)−1 ≥ 3

TrF (~θ)

≥ 9

4
∑3
i=1 Varρ~θJi

≥ 9

N2 + 2N
(21)

where Tr := 1
N+1 tr is the normalized trace in the sym-

metric subspace and the last line uses the Casimir ex-
pectation value

∑3
i=1〈J2

i 〉 = N
2

(

N
2 + 1

)

to bound the
variance. This last inequality is saturated by taking any

pure state with 〈 ~J〉 = 0. We can in fact saturate all
inequalities in Eq. (21) by using a state satisfying the
quantum metrology conditions given in Eq. (13).
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Note that for a symmetric state ρ, the QFIM depends
only on the one-qubit and two-qubit reduced states [23]

F (0)ij = N(N − 1)tr
[

ρ(2) (σi ⊗ σj)
]

−N2tr
[

ρ(1)σi

]

tr
[

ρ(1)σj

]

+Nδi,j (22)

where σi, i = 1, 2, 3, are the Pauli matrices. Satisfaction
of the quantum metrology conditions Eq. (13) in the spin-
N/2 is expressed via the conditions

tr
[

ρ(2)(σi ⊗ σj)
]

=

{

0 i 6= j
1
3 i = j

. (23)

In Section V we derive the two-qubit reduced states ρ(2)

for optimal probe states.

A. Optimal state for SU(2) estimation

In this section, we focus on finding states that satisfy
Eq. (13) for spin J being an integer, i.e., N being an even
number of qubits. To find these states we rely on the fact
that restricting an irreducible representation of SU(2) to
a representation of one of its finite subgroups G gives,
in general, a reducible representation of G. Identifying
the irreps of G contained in the restricted representa-
tion and their multiplicities allows us to classify the G
symmetry of states that transform under SU(2). In par-
ticular, 2-dimensional irreps of some finite groups provide
candidates for encoding logical qubits [33, 34].

In the present context, one way to obtain a state that
satisfies the quantum metrology conditions is to identify
a finite group G such that states in its trivial irrep sat-
isfy the conditions. A trivial irrep of G can be obtained
by restricting the spin-N/2 irreducible representation of
SU(2) to G (so that g ∈ G is a unitary N + 1 × N + 1
matrix) and taking the image of the projection

Π =
1

|G|
∑

g∈G
g. (24)

TheG-invariant component of a givenN qubit symmetric
state |ψ〉 is obtained from Π |ψ〉.

As a first example of G, one can use the binary tetra-
hedral group (2T ) [33, 34]. Trivial irreps do not exist
in irreducible representation of SU(2) where J is a half-
integer nor in the integer cases J = 1, 2, and 5 [33]. The
2T group is a double cover of the alternating group A4,
the latter having order 12 and defined according to the
generators and relations

A4 = 〈G1, G2|G3
1 = 1, G2

2 = 1, (G1G2)
3 = 1〉 (25)

where for integer representations of SU(2) one can choose
the orientation

G1 = exp

(

2πi

3

Jx + Jy + Jz√
3

)

G2 = e−iπJz , (26)

corresponding to the symmetries of a tetrahedron in-
scribed in a cube with faces perpendicular to the coor-
dinate axes. From the form of the generators, one can
see that A4

∼=2T/Z2 is faithfully represented for integer
J . Note that G1 implements the basic Z3 symmetry of
the generators, which is the starting point of our multi-
parameter metrology setting.

Since 2T has symmetries taking Ji to −Ji, the first
moments of the generators 〈Ji〉 must vanish. Further,
because 2T contains the Z3 symmetry of the generators,
the 〈J2

i 〉 terms in the quantum metrology conditions of
Eq. (13) must be equal to one another, and therefore
take the optimal values because of the Casimir operator.
Finally, for any Ji and Jj , there is a 2T symmetry taking
Ji to −Ji while leaving Jj unchanged, so the 〈JiJj〉 terms
also must vanish. Therefore states in the trivial irrep of
2T automatically satisfy Eq. (13).

For example, for J = 3 the multiplicity of the trivial
irrep of 2T occurs with multiplicity 1, so the optimal
state, written in the |J,mz〉 basis, is

|J = 3,mz = 2〉+ |J = 3,mz = −2〉√
2

. (27)

Moving to general spin-J representations, it is well known
that in the case of single-parameter estimation, an opti-
mal state is a Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state.
For example, when the parametrized unitary is e−iθJz ,
an optimal state is

|GHZz〉 :=
|J,mz = J〉+ |J,mz = −J〉√

2
. (28)

Motivated by the optimality of the GHZ state for estima-
tion of rotation about a single axis [1], a family of states
was introduced for the three-parameter SU(2) estimation
problem

|compass〉 = N
∑

ℓ=x,y,z

eiδℓ |GHZℓ〉 , (29)

where N is the normalization constant and {δℓ}ℓ=x,y,z
are real, adjustable phases. However, as we will show,
the optimality of the compass state for N ≡ 0 mod 8
can be viewed as a consequence of its 2T invariance for
these representations. This fact raises the question of
whether these optimal compass states are 2T invariant
because such invariance is sufficient for optimality. For
spin-N/2 SU(2) representations we plot the overlap of
compass states in Eq. (29) with the trivial irrep of 2T
in Fig. 1. The 2T -invariance of the compass state is ob-
served for N ≡ 0 mod 8, in agreement with the known
optimality result.

To prove the N ≡ 0 mod 8 periodicity of 2T invari-
ance of the compass state, one can look at the action of
specific elements of the 2T group on the highest weight
state

∣

∣J,mz =
N
2

〉

. Consider, e.g., G2 = e−iπJz , and note
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Figure 1. Component of the compass state defined by Eq. (29)
in trivial irreps 2T in spin-N/2 representations of SU(2).
As seen from the figure, there is a periodic behavior when
a compass state becomes 2T , and the periodicity is when
N mod 8 = 0.

that
〈

J,mz =
N

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

G2

∣

∣

∣

∣

J,mz =
N

2

〉

= 〈0|⊗N
N
⊗

i=1

exp
(

−iπ
2
σ(i)
z

)

|0〉⊗N = (−i)N .
(30)

Therefore, whenN mod 4 = 0, invariance with respect to
this group generator is obtained. Next, one can consider
the other generator G1 which yields

〈

J,mz =
N

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

G1

∣

∣

∣

∣

J,mz =
N

2

〉

=

〈0|⊗N
N
⊗

i=1

exp

(

−i2π
6

(

σ(i)
x + σ(i)

y + σ(i)
z

)

)

|0〉⊗N

=

(

1 + i

2

)N

=
1

2N/2
exp

(

−iNπ
4

)

, (31)

so the above matrix element is 1 if and only if N mod 8 =
0. For example, for J = 4 the trivial irrep of 2T is
one-dimensional, so the unique optimal state with 2T
symmetry is indeed the compass state

√

5

24
(|mz = 4〉+ |mz = −4〉) +

√

7

12
|mz = 0〉 . (32)

By contrast, the optimal binary tetrahedral state and
compass state are different for J = 3. We compare their
spin-Wigner functions [35–37] in Fig. 2.

In the symmetry analysis of 2T , all quantum metrol-
ogy conditions Eq. (13) are satisfied. However, it is pos-
sible to combine invariance under a smaller finite group
G whose trivial irreps do not guarantee all the quantum

metrology conditions with a fine-tuning method to satisfy
the remaining quantum metrology conditions. Consider
the S3 group, the symmetric group on 3 letters, having
order |G| = 6. This is a smaller group compared to A4

and does not imply equal variances of the Jx, Jy, Jz gen-
erators. As a finite subgroup of SU(2), the group S3 has
the following presentation

G1 = exp

(

2πi

3
Jz

)

G2 = eiπJx

S3 = 〈G1, G2|G3
1 = 1, G2

2 = 1, (G2G1)
2 = 1〉 , (33)

Up to normalization, an S3 invariant state is obtained by
applying the projector onto the trivial irrep defined in
Eq. (24) to a chosen state. For example, one can consider
an SU(2) coherent state |ζ〉 defined as [38, 39]

|ζ〉 = 1

(1 + |ζ|2)N
2

(|0〉+ ζ |1〉)⊗N ∝ eζJ− |J,mz = J〉

(34)
with ζ ∈ C ∪ {∞} corresponding to a point on the 2-
sphere by the stereographic projection from the south
pole. Taking ζ = tan ξ

2 with ξ ∈ [0, π/2), applying the
S3 twirl results in the following superposition of SU(2)
coherent states on a triangular prism:

|ψ(ξ)〉 ∝
∣

∣

∣

∣

tan
ξ

2

〉

+ e
πiN
3

∣

∣

∣

∣

e−2πi/3 tan
ξ

2

〉

+ e
2πiN

3

∣

∣

∣

∣

e−4πi/3 tan
ξ

2

〉

+ e
iπN
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

cot
ξ

2

〉

+ e
πiN
6

∣

∣

∣

∣

e2πi/3 cot
ξ

2

〉

+ e
2πiN

3

∣

∣

∣

∣

e4πi/3 cot
ξ

2

〉

(35)

In the limit N → ∞, one finds that fine-tuning the pa-
rameter ξ to ξ = cos−1 1√

3
, then 〈J2

i 〉|ψ(ξ)〉 = 1
3
N
2 (

N
2 +1)

for N ≡ 0 mod 2 and all N > 6. The tradeoff for reduc-
ing the size of the symmetry group is that a parameter
must be fine-tuned to satisfy the quantum metrology con-
ditions. Enforcing instead the 2T symmetry allows one
to obtain optimal states without fine-tuning due to all
quantum metrology conditions being satisfied. In Fig. 3
(a) and (b) we plot the spin-Wigner function for |ψ(ξ)〉
for J = 10, depicting the triangular prism structure of
the states.

Another interpretation of the fine-tuning of S3-
invariant states that leads to A = B = C (with A = 〈J2

x〉,
B = 〈J2

y 〉, and C = 〈J2
z 〉) is provided by the observation

that the parameter ξ in (35) is actually just a special
choice of the initial state to which the S3 twirl is applied.
Therefore, one expects that the fine-tuning can also be
implemented simply by taking a superposition of states
in trivial irreps of S3 which are associated with different
values of A and C. To find the multiplicity of the trivial
irrep, one considers the projector Πtrivial = 1

6

∑

g∈S3
g
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(a) 2T (b) Compass

Figure 2. Spin-Wigner function for the 2T invariant and compass state for J = 3. (a) Wigner function of the state in
the trivial irrep of 2T as given by Eq. (27). (b) Wigner function of the compass state for J = 3, which is |compass〉 =

1/
√
2
(

e−0.1476πi
√

5

12
|Jz = 3〉+ e−iπ/2

√

5

4
|Jz = −1〉+

√

1

3
|Jz = −3〉

)

.

(a) (b)

Figure 3. (a) shows the spin-Wigner function of the state in the trivial irrep of S3 for J = 10. The triangular prism nature of
the states is visible and becomes more pronounced for larger J . (c) In the Jz basis, the state is a superposition of six SU(2)
coherent states arranged on the vertices of a triangular prism. One can optimize the angle ξ to find a state satisfying the
quantum metrology conditions in Eq. (13) (see main text for more details). The specific state shown has ξ = cos−1 1√

3
in (35).

and calculates its trace in the spin-J representation

tr (Πtrivial) =
1

6

[

2J + 1 + 3(−1)J + 2
sin
(

π
3 (2J + 1)

)

sin
(

π
3

)

]

.

(36)
In Fig. 4, the multiplicity of the trivial irrep is shown as a
function of J . From the figure, it is clear above a certain
value of J the multiplicity is more than one, and one can

therefore construct a state

|φ〉 := α |ψ0〉+ β |ψ1〉 , (37)

where |ψi〉 are orthogonal, S3-invariant states. Optimiz-
ing over α, β allows one to obtain A = B = C. For
example, for J = 4, the S3 trivial irrep has multiplicity
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0 5 10 15 20

0

2

4

6

Figure 4. Multiplicity of the trivial representation of S3 (2T )
as a function of J (we only consider the case of integral J).
From the figure, it is clear after a certain value of J , the mul-
tiplicity is more than one which one can use to satisfy the
quantum metrology conditions given in Eq. (13). However,
the trivial irrep of the 2T group naturally satisfies the quan-
tum metrology conditions for SU(2) metrology as long as the
multiplicity of the trivial irrep is larger than or equal to 1.

2, with orthogonal states given as

|ψ0〉 =
√

42

1121
(|mz = 3〉+ |mz = −3〉)

+ eiφ
√

1037

1121
|mz = 0〉 ,

|ψ1〉 =
√

1037

2242
(|mz = 3〉+ |mz = −3〉)

+

√

84

1121
ei(π+φ) |mz = 0〉 ,

(38)

where φ = 0.4559π. This superposition can be fine-tuned
with α = 0.7251 and β = 0.6891 to achieve a state
√

10

27
(|mz = 3〉+ |mz = −3〉) + e0.4282πi

√

7

27
|mz = 0〉

(39)
that satisfies the quantum metrology conditions.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT-ASSISTED SU(2)
ESTIMATION

To this point, our model for probe states for the SU(2)
estimation problem has been the symmetric subspace of
N two-level systems. However, such a restriction is not
inherent in the quantum metrology conditions, and re-
placing the su(2) generators by Ji 7→ Ji ⊗ I allows us to
consider probe states in the tensor product of two SU(2)
representations. The motivation in Ref. [25] for consid-
ering maximally entangled qubit states for SU(2) estima-
tion comes from the dense coding protocol for qubits, in

which an entangled resource state allows one to encode
two bits of information using local operations instead of
just one as required by the single-system Holevo bound.
Similarly, noting that

∫

dU U |mz = J〉 〈mz = J |U †

=
∑

m′
z,m

′′
z

∫

dUDm′
z,J(U)Dm′′

z ,J(U) |m′
z〉 〈m′′

z |

=
1

2J + 1

J
∑

mz=−J
|mz〉 〈mz| (40)

ones finds that the ensemble {U |mz=J〉〈mz=J |U †} with
U uniform in SU(2) achieves the maximum Holevo infor-
mation log(2J + 1) possible in a spin-J representation,
whereas carrying out the analogous calculation with the
entangled state ensemble {U ⊗ I |ψ〉 〈ψ|U † ⊗ I} with U
uniform in SU(2) and |ψ〉 the maximally entangled state
in (41) below achieves the maximum Holevo information
2 log(2J + 1) possible in a tensor product of spin-J rep-
resentations. With the same motivation as Ref. [25],
we now consider the entanglement-assisted SU(2) esti-
mation setting in which a maximally entangled state of
two spin-J representations serves as a probe state for
entanglement-assisted SU(2) estimation, i.e., for estimat-

ing ~θ in U(~θ)⊗ I with general probe states in the tensor-
product space. Recall that the entanglement-assisted
scheme for one-parameter quantum estimation with pure
state probes exhibits no advantage for the same number
of calls to the parametrization [40] (in stark contrast with
noisy probe states [41–43]). However, the optimal spin-J
states described in Section III require symmetry proper-
ties that may be challenging to generate and, further, do
not exist in every spin-J representation. Here we show
that the quantum-metrology conditions can be satisfied
by a class of maximally entangled states. The form of
the state is motivated by the optimal two-qubit state for
local SU(2) estimation derived by Fujiwara [25], which
in turn was motivated by the dense coding approach to
Hamiltonian distinguishability [44]. Specifically, consider
the following state in the tensor product of spin-J repre-
sentations

|ψ〉 = 1√
2J + 1

J
∑

i=−J
|J,mz = i〉 |J,mz = i〉 . (41)

Invoking the fact that you have a maximally entangled
state, the expectation value of these single-system ob-
servables is proportional to their trace given as,

〈ψ|A⊗ 1 |ψ〉 = 1

2J + 1
tr (A) . (42)

Thus we get for the state in Eq. (41),

〈Ji ⊗ 1〉 = 0

〈JiJl ⊗ 1〉 = 0 , i 6= l

〈J2
i ⊗ 1〉 = J(J + 1)

3

(43)
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for i, j ∈ {x, y, z}. Thus one can conclude that the con-
ditions Eq. (13) can be satisfied in a tensor product of
any spin-J representations by using a maximally entan-
gled state. Unlike the optimal states we identified in
a single copy of certain irreducible representations, the
maximally entangled states have uniform amplitudes on
a Dicke state basis. Note that entanglement between iso-
morphic unitary representations is also a known resource
for unitary tomography. Specifically, for covariant esti-
mation of a d-dimensional unitary operation U with a
uniform prior and query access to U⊗N , it is known that
an optimal probe state has support on a direct sum of en-
tangled states of duplicated subrepresentations (of U(d))
for each subrepresentation appearing in (Cd)⊗N [45–47].

V. QFI AS A FUNCTION OF θ

In this section, we delve into the optimal state for

SU(2) estimation for ~θ 6= 0, which is an important gen-
eral consideration in multiparameter quantum estima-
tion. From the result of [23], it is known that if an N -
qubit state has one-qubit and two-qubit reduced states
given by

ρ(1) =
1

2
,

ρ(2) =
1

4
1⊗ 1+

1

12

3
∑

i=1

σi ⊗ σi,
(44)

where σi is the Pauli matrix, then

tr[F (~θ)−1] =

3 + 6

sinc2
(

‖~θ‖
2

)

N(N + 2)
=: F(θ). (45)

In Appendix B, we prove that the optimal states for the
SU(2) parameter estimation that we have identified at
~θ = 0 have the one-body and two-body reduced states as
in Eq. (44).

In Fig. 5, we compare F(θ) for the 2T , S3, and compass
states that we analyzed in Section II for SU(2) estima-

tion. For J = 3, since the 2T state is optimal at ~θ = 0 it
produces the variance bound given by Eq. (45). In con-
trast, the S3 and compass states do not satisfy the quan-
tum metrology conditions and, consequently, give worse
lower bounds on variance than Eq. (45). For the case of
J = 4 in Fig. 5b, the compass state is invariant under 2T ,
and a state with S3 symmetry can be found that satisfies
the quantum metrology conditions. As anticipated, for
these cases, the F(θ) curves satisfy Eq. (45), as the one-
and two-qubit density matrices satisfy (44) for all three
states.

For single-parameter estimation, it is known that the
GHZ state is globally optimal, i.e., the maximal QFI is
obtained for all values of the rotation parameter under
consideration. However, for the case of multiparameter
metrology, the parameters are not generally associated

with commuting generators and it is not guaranteed that
an optimal state at a particular value of the parameters
is globally optimal. In Appendix C we show that simply

transforming a ~θ = 0 optimal initial state by an SU(2)
unitary has no effect on the QFI. For the present case of
optimal SU(2) estimation with a symmetric state of N
qubits, we now show that having access to at least two
interferometer configurations allows us to translate the
sensitivity of a probe state for SU(2) parameter estima-

tion at ~θ = 0 to be achieved at arbitrary ~θ = ~ξ. Consider
~ξ ∈ R3 and the probe state

∣

∣

∣ψ~ξ(
~θ)
〉

:= e−i(
~θ−~ξ)· ~J |ψ〉 (46)

which is to be considered as parametrized by ~θ only. The

vector ~ξ can be interpreted as a known classical magnetic
field. The parametrized state (46) is not describable by

the usual shift model of estimation of ~θ in which the
“black box” dynamics U(~θ) = e−i

~θ· ~J is applied to an un-
parametrized probe state, but rather where one has a
good guess of the value of the unknown magnetic field
and the ability to apply a precise control field to mostly
cancel the unknown field.

In the same way as the SLD matrices are derived in
(A1), (A2), one finds the SLD matrices for the probe
state (46) to be

L
(j)
~θ

= −2iU(~θ− ~ξ)A(j)(~θ − ~ξ) |ψ〉 〈ψ|U(~θ − ~ξ)† + h.c. .

(47)
Denoting the QFI matrix with probe state (46) by

F (~ξ)(~θ), it follows directly from the definition of the QFI
matrix that

F (~ξ)(~θ) = F (0)(~θ − ~ξ). (48)

Because ~θ · ~J and ~ξ · ~J do not commute in general, it
is not immediately clear how to generate the state (46)

in such a way that ~θ retains its interpretation as an un-
known SU(2) rotation. However, if we assume that the
two interferometer configurations specified by total spin

generators ~θ · ~J and ~ξ · ~J can be utilized, then |ψ〉 can be

formed by alternating applications of U(~θ)τ1 and U(~ξ)τ2

for sufficiently small τ1, τ2 according to a Hamiltonian
simulation protocol such as Trotterization. If the allowed
interferometer configurations are arbitrary, a variational

quantum algorithm with probe state U(~θ)R(~θ, ~ξ) |ψ〉 (R
varying over SU(2) is the variational unitary) would also
be a viable method for approximately translating the op-

timal sensitivity of |ψ〉 to the point ~θ [48].

In Fig. 6, we examine how nonzero ~ξ affects the QFIM.

We consider vectors of the form ~ξ = ξ√
3
(1, 1, 1) and ex-

plore the behavior of the QFI for various values of ξ. The
analysis is shown for J = 4, with the state |ψ〉 in Eq. (46)

taken to be 2T invariant, and therefore optimal at ~θ = 0.



10

-1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

0.35

0.4

0.45

(a) J = 3
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(b) J = 4

Figure 5. The scalar quantum Cramér-Rao bound for states considered for SU(2) estimation as we vary the parameter θ where
~θ = θ√

3
(1, 1, 1). In (a), it is seen that the 2T state is an optimal state for the J = 3 irreducible representation, as it satisfies the

quantum metrology conditions and therefore obeys Eq. (45). However, the S3 and compass states do not satisfy the quantum
metrology conditions and do not follow the value in Eq. (45). For the S3 state, even though J = 3 contains a trivial S3 irrep,
the multiplicity is not high enough to satisfy the quantum metrology conditions by fine-tuning (at least two distinct trivial
irreps are required, as seen in Eq. (37)). In (b) we consider J = 4, where the compass state is a 2T state and one can also
identify an S3 state that satisfies the quantum metrology conditions. All one and two-qubit density matrices of these states
are given by Eq. (44), so F(θ) is given by Eq. (45)

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

0.35

0.4

Figure 6. Scalar quantum Cramér-Rao bound for SU(2) at
~θ = θ√

3
(1, 1, 1) for varying θ, and for different values of ~ξ =

ξ√
3
(1, 1, 1). We consider the initial state |ψ〉 in Eq. (46) to

be a 2T invariant state in the J = 4 representation, which

is optimal at ~θ = 0. One sees that the curve can be shifted
by changing the value of ξ, and thus the optimal state for
~θ = 0 is not globally optimal. One can find a different optimal

state for different values of ~θ. However, one needs to tune

the value of ξ to ~θ to obtain an optimal state, and θ is the
unknown parameter, so a Hamiltonian simulation algorithm
with multiple calls to U(θ) may be required to prepare an
optimal state.

VI. MEASUREMENTS THAT SATURATE QFI

Finding a state that optimizes the SLD QFI does not
necessarily guarantee an optimal measurement scheme to
saturate the QCRB. Unlike single-parameter estimation,
existence of an optimal measurement scheme for multipa-
rameter estimation that saturates the SLD QCRB is not
guaranteed. However, the quantum metrology conditions
Eq. (13) guarantee that one can construct a measurement
that locally saturates the SLD QFI, thereby providing a
locally optimal measurement scheme. Because the oper-
ators Jx, Jy, Jz map a code state |ψ〉 to an orthogonal

state, one can construct a measurement to estimate ~θ as

{|ψ〉 〈ψ| , P1, P2, P3, Q} (49)

where

Pi :=
Ji |ψ〉 〈ψ|Ji
‖Ji |ψ〉 ‖2

(50)

and Q is a projection that completes the measurement.
With

|ψ(~θ)〉 := exp
(

−i~θ · ~J
)

|ψ〉 (51)
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Figure 7. Spin-Wigner function [35–37] corresponding to the
measurement basis we consider in Eq. (49) and these are iden-
tical to the measurement settings observed in [49] for the vari-
ational schemes for SU(2) parameter estimation.

one obtains the outcome probabilities

p0(~θ) :=
∣

∣

〈

ψ
∣

∣

∣ψ(~θ)
〉

∣

∣

2
, (52)

= 1− ‖~θ‖2 J(J + 1)

3
+O(θ4) (53)

pi(~θ) := 〈ψ(~θ)|Pi|ψ(~θ)〉 (54)

= θ2i
J(J + 1)

3
+O

(

θ4
)

, i = 1, 2, 3

p4(~θ) := 〈ψ(~θ)|Q|ψ(~θ)〉 (55)

= O
(

θ4
)

. (56)

From these expressions, one finds that the off-diagonal
elements of the classical Fisher information matrix go

to zero in the limit ~θ → 0 and the diagonal elements are

constant at 4J(J+1)/3 in the same limit. Thus as ~θ → 0,
the SLD QCRB is saturated.

An alternate approach for obtaining a locally optimal
measurement for SU(2) parameter estimation problem
was proposed in [49] using the variational schemes for
metrology. In Fig. 7, we have plotted the spin-Wigner
function [35–37] corresponding to the measurement ba-
sis we consider in Eq. (49) and these are identical to the
measurement settings observed in [49]. However, unlike
the variational approach, in this work using the quan-
tum metrology conditions, one can analytically find an
optimal state and measurement.

Method of moments estimation provides an alternative

way to obtain a matrix that globally majorizes F (~θ)−1 (in
the sense of Löwner ordering). Specifically, the majoriz-
ing matrix is defined as a generalized signal-to-noise ratio
that depends only on the first moments (i.e., expectation
values) and second moments (i.e., the covariance matrix)

of a set of operators. To understand this, we briefly re-
view generalized signal-to-noise ratios and their relation
to the QFIM. In single-parameter quantum metrology
with a probe state |ψ(θ)〉, the signal-to-noise ratio of an
observable O = O† is defined by

(

d
dθ 〈O〉|ψ(θ)〉

)2

Var|ψ(θ)〉O
(57)

and provides a practical quantifier of the sensitivity of us-
ing the O observable to estimate θ using the probe state
|ψ〉. It is practical because it does not involve first es-
timating the probabilities resulting from a measurement
of O, followed by calculation of the corresponding classi-
cal Fisher information. The signal-to-noise ratio (57) is
an upper bound on F (θ)−1 [1, 50], although this upper
bound is not as tight as that obtained from the classical
Fisher information corresponding to a measurement of
O.

Analogously, in the multiparameter setting we consider

estimators of the parameter ~θ obtained from method-
of-moments estimation of a list of observables O =
(O1, . . . , OK) with Oi = O†

i . When the observables com-
mute, it is straightforward to show that the following
inequality holds [51]:

M(~θ)−1 � F (~θ)−1 (58)

where the matrix elements of M(~θ) are

M(~θ)i,j = ∂θi〈O〉ρ~θ
(

Covρ~θ (O)
)−1

∂θj 〈O〉ρ~θ (59)

and the covariance is the K ×K matrix

Covρ~θO := tr
[

ρ~θ
(

(O − 〈O〉ρ~θ )
T ◦ (O − 〈O〉ρ~θ )

)]

(60)

where A ◦B := 1
2 [A,B]+ is the Jordan product.

However, (58) also holds when the list O consists of
non-commuting observables and when M is nonsingular.
To prove (58) in this fully general setting, we use the
inequality XTY (Y TY )−1Y TX � XTX for X a D × d
matrix and Y a full rank D × k mstrix [52]. We define

the spectral decompositions Os =
∑

ℓs
λ
(s)
ℓs
E

(s)
ℓs

, s ∈ [K],
and define the matrices X and Y by

Xℓ,i =
√

p~θ(ℓ)∂θi log p~θ(ℓ)

Yℓ,s =
√

p~θ(ℓ)
(

λ
(s)
ℓs

− 〈Os〉ρ~θ
)

. (61)

Note that the probability density p~θ is defined on the
multi-index ℓ = (ℓ1, . . . , ℓK). The size of the product of
the spectra of O1, . . ., OK determines D. We define the
probability density p~θ(ℓ) by

p~θ(ℓ) :=
1

K!
tr[
∑

σ∈SK

E
(σ(1))
ℓσ(1)

· · ·E(σ(K))
ℓσ(K)

ρθ] (62)

with SK the symmetric group on K letters. One can
verify that p~θ(ℓ) is a symmetric function and that, for
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Figure 8. Classical Fisher information for the measurement in Eq. (49) compared to the value of trM given in Eq. (59) for
an observable list O consisting of the projections obtained from (49) or the parity observables in Eq. (65). The probe state

is taken to be the 2T state which is optimal at ~θ = 0 in the J = 3 (a) and J = 4 (b) irreducible representations. We take
~θ = θ√

3
(1, 1, 1). For θ → 0, the reciprocal of the method of moments error of the measurement schemes saturates the QFI.

any subset L ⊂ [K], the marginal density on indices
{ℓj}j∈[K]\L is given by

1

(K − |L|)! tr





∑

σ∈S[K]\L

∏

r∈[K]\L
E

(σ(r))
ℓσ(r)

ρ~θ



 (63)

which upon taking L = [K], implies that p~θ(ℓ) is normal-

ized. It is clear that XTX is the classical Fisher infor-
mation matrix for p~θ(ℓ) and that Y TY is Covρ~θO. Then
one verifies that

(Y TX)s,i =
∑

ℓ

∂θip~θ(ℓ)
(

λ
(s)
ℓs

− 〈Os〉ρ~θ
)

=
∑

ℓs

∂θip
(s)
~θ

(ℓs)λ
(s)
ℓs

= ∂θi〈Os〉ρ~θ (64)

where p
(s)
~θ

(ℓs) := trE
(s)
ℓs
ρ~θ is a reduced density of p~θ(ℓ).

In Fig. 8, we show the classical Fisher information for

the measurement in Eq. (49), the value of trM(~θ) given
in Eq. (59) for an observable list O consisting of the pro-
jections (49), and also the classical Fisher information for
the list of parity observables

O =
(

eiπ(
N
2 I−Jx), eiπ(

N
2 I−Jy), eiπ(

N
2 I−Jz)

)

. (65)

The probe state is a 2T invariant state and we take ~θ =
θ√
3
(1, 1, 1). The numerical results indicate that as θ → 0,

the classical measurement schemes allow for saturation of
the QFI.

VII. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS

In this work, we combined ideas of multiparameter
quantum metrology and quantum error correction to in-
troduce the notion of quantum metrology conditions,
which mirror the Knill-Laflamme conditions for quantum
error correction. To make the ideas concrete, we stud-
ied the problem of SU(2) parameter estimation, where
one tries to encode parameters into all three directions
of rotations. These conditions allow us to obtain optimal
probe states for SU(2) estimation and other multiparam-
eter estimation problems in which an abelian symmetry
relates the generators.

In [23], the compass state was considered as an opti-
mal state for SU(2) estimation, however, it was found
that the compass state was optimal only for the total
number of spins (N) is such that N ≡ 0 mod 8. In this
article, we used the quantum metrology conditions to find
the optimal state for any value of N . We found that the
quantum metrology conditions can be satisfied by states
in the trivial irrep of the binary octahedral group (2T ).
Further, we showed that the compass state lives in the
trivial irrep of the 2T group for N ≡ 0 mod 8. We also
developed optimal states for SU(2) estimation using the
trivial irrep of the S3 group. In the context of qubits, an
optimal state for SU(2) parameter estimation, as demon-
strated in previous work [25], can be identified through
entanglement. Expanding upon this finding, we estab-
lish the general applicability of utilizing entanglement for
SU(2) parameter estimation.

Further, we considered the optimal states as a func-

tion of the parameter ~θ for SU(2) parameter estimation.
Unlike the case of the single parameter estimation, the
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optimal state at ~θ = 0, is not globally optimal. However

to find the optimal state for ~θ 6= 0, we need knowledge of

the ~θ. Additionally, the quantum metrology conditions
derived in this paper enable the identification of opti-
mal measurement schemes for SU(2) parameter estima-
tion. This measurement scheme is particularly effective
for small angles of rotation.

One can use the well-known ideas of quantum optimal
control [53–56] or linear combination of unitaries [57, 58],
to implement the SU(2) estimation schemes efficiently
in the current state of the art experimental settings for
quantum metrology [59–63]. We expect that extension of
our quantum metrology conditions to more general spin
encodings (e.g., symmetric states of (Cd)⊗N ) and includ-
ing the effects of decoherence can provide a route toward
a unified, symmetry-based framework for identification of
optimal noisy probe states for multiparameter quantum
estimation.
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Appendix A: Proof of (19)

The general expression for the symmetric logarithmic

derivative of the pure state model ρ~θ =
∣

∣

∣
ψ(~θ)

〉〈

ψ(~θ)
∣

∣

∣
=

U(~θ) |ψ〉 〈ψ|U(~θ)† is derived in [23], so we just state the
result

L
(j)
~θ

= −2iU(~θ)A(j)(~θ) |ψ〉 〈ψ|U(~θ)† + h.c. (A1)

where

A(j)(~θ) :=

∫ 1

0

dαeiα
~θ· ~JJje

−iα~θ· ~J . (A2)

One notes that A(j)(0) = Jj . The latter equation is sim-
plified using the adjoint action of SU(2)

eix~n·
~J ~m · ~Je−ix~n· ~J = cosx ~m · ~J + sinx (~m× ~n) · ~J

+ 2 sin2
(x

2

)

(~n · ~m)~n · ~J (A3)

to get

A(j)(~θ) =

∫ 1

0

dα

[

cos
(

α‖~θ‖
)

Jj + 2 sin2

(

α‖~θ‖
2

)

θj

‖~θ‖2
~θ · ~J

(~ej × ~θ)
sinα‖~θ‖

‖~θ‖
· ~J
]

=
sin ‖~θ‖
‖~θ‖

Jj +

(

1− sin ‖~θ‖
‖~θ‖

)

θj

‖~θ‖2
~θ · ~J

+ 2
sin2 ‖~θ‖

2

‖~θ‖2
(~ej × ~θ) · ~J. (A4)

To get (19), note that one can rewrite (A1) as

L
(j)
~θ

= 2iA(j)(−~θ)U(~θ) |ψ〉 〈ψ|U(~θ)† + h.c.

= 2iA(j)(−~θ)ρ~θ + h.c. (A5)

due to the fact that U(~θ)A(j)(~θ) = −A(j)(−~θ)U(~θ).

Appendix B: Reduced density matrices for the
optimal states

In this section, we consider the one and two-qubit re-
duced density matrices for the optimal states for the

SU(2) parameter estimation at ~θ = 0. We prove that

at ~θ = 0, the structure of the reduced states given by
(44) is necessary to achieve the minimal value of trace of
the QFI matrix.

Lemma 1. Let |ψ〉 be in the spin-N/2 representation of
SU(2) given by the symmetric subspace of N qubits. Then
trF (0)−1 takes the minimal value 9

N(N+2) if and only if

ρ(1) := tr[N ]\{1} |ψ〉 〈ψ| and ρ(2) := tr[N ]\{1,2} |ψ〉 〈ψ| are
given by (44).

Proof. From (20), it follows that F (0)i,j = 4〈Ji−〈Ji〉|ψ〉◦
Jj − 〈Jj〉|ψ〉〉|ψ〉. An optimal state |ψ〉 can be taken to
satisfy 〈Ji〉|ψ〉 = 0 by replacing the rotation generators
according to Ji 7→ Ji − 〈Ji〉|ψ〉. Combined with the fact
that |ψ〉 is symmetric, so that the first part of (44) is sat-
isfied. Because |ψ〉 is symmetric, the two qubit reduced
state satisfies [s, ρ(2)] = 0 where s is in the symmetric
group {I⊗ I, SWAP} on two qubits. Therefore, ρ(2) has
the form

ρ(2) =









λ1 0 0 0
0 λ3+λ4

2
λ3−λ4

2 0
0 λ3−λ4

2
λ3+λ4

2 0
0 0 0 λ2









(B1)

in the two qubit computational basis, where
∑4

l=1 λl = 1
and 0 ≤ λl ≤ 1. Introducing the Pauli matrices σ1,
σ2, σ3, note that because 〈Jz〉|ψ〉 = 0, the state |ψ〉
must satisfy σ⊗2

1 ρ(2)σ⊗2
1 = ρ(2), which implies that

λ1 = λ2. It follows that ρ(2) has the general form
ρ(2) = α I2⊗I2

4 + β(σ1 ⊗ σ1 + σ2 ⊗ σ2) + γ(σ3 ⊗ σ3). The
analogous symmetry arguments apply for the other spin
directions, which implies that β = γ. Reparametrizing
ρ(2) results in the general form

ρ(2) = a
I2 ⊗ I2

4
+ b

SWAP

2
(B2)

where a + b = 1 and −1 ≤ b ≤ 1
3 are required by the

unit trace and positivity property, respectively. Explic-
itly computing the QFIM gives

F (0)i,j = 2〈JiJj + JjJi〉|ψ〉

=
1

2
〈

N
∑

ℓ,ℓ′=1

σ
(ℓ)
i σ

(ℓ′)
j + σ

(ℓ)
j σ

(ℓ′)
i 〉|ψ〉

= Nδi,jtrρ
(1) +N(N − 1)tr

[

ρ(2)σi ⊗ σj

]

(B3)

so that

F (0) = (N +Nb(N − 1)) I3 (B4)

where we used the expression for ρ(2) and the fact that
tr [SWAPσi ⊗ σj ] = 2δi,j . The minimal value of trF (0)−1

is obtained for the maximal value b = 1/3, i.e., ρ(2) =
I2⊗I2+SWAP

6 which is the second condition of (44), and
takes the stated value.

The “if” part of the lemma is a consequence of Ref.[23].

Next, we prove that the state that satisfies Eq. (13) has
the one- and two-qubit reduced states in Eq. (44). From
the condition 〈Ji〉 = 0, it is straightforward to find that
〈σi〉 = 0 for i = {1, 2, 3}, which requires the one-qubit
reduced state to be

ρ(1) =
1

2
. (B5)
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To verify that the two-qubit reduced state is given by

ρ(2) =
1

4
1⊗ 1+

1

12

3
∑

i=1

σi ⊗ σi

note that the first quantum metrology condition 〈Ji〉 = 0
restricts ρ(2) to have the form

ρ(2) = α
I2 ⊗ I2

4
+
∑

i,j

βi,jσi ⊗ σj . (B6)

But (23) implies that βi,j =
δi,j
12 , and the requirement

that trρ(2) = 1 gives α = 1
4 . Thus the state that satisfies

Eq. (13) has the one- and two-qubit reduced states as in
Eq. (44).

Appendix C: SU(2) invariance imposed by quantum
metrology conditions

Here we address the question of whether states satis-
fying the quantum metrology conditions in Eq. (13), and
hence optimal for measuring perturbations away from a

fiducial angle ~θ = 0, are also optimal for measuring per-

turbations away from a fiducial angle ~θ 6= 0. A natu-
ral question is whether one might translate the optimal

QFIM at ~θ = 0 to ~ξ 6= 0 by applying the inverse unitary

U †(~ξ) to an initial optimal probe state. The parametrized

state would then have the form U(~θ)U †(~ξ) |ψ〉. Attempt-

ing this, one finds that the failure of the unitary U(~θ)
to commute with the perturbations we want to measure
precludes this naive strategy. In fact, for states that

are optimal at ~θ = 0, the QFI remains unchanged when
transforming the initial state by an SU(2) unitary.

To see this, we recall from [23] that the QFI for a given
state can be expressed as

F (~θ)j,k = 4Re
[

〈A(j)A(k)〉 − 〈A(j)〉〈A(k)〉
]

, (C1)

with A(j) defined as in Eq. (A4). Since the A(j) do not
depend on the initial state, we write the QFI in factorized

form, expressing the A(j) through a vector ~A(j) according
to

A(j) = ~A(j) · ~J (C2)

F (~θ)j,k = 4

3
∑

m,n=1

A(j)
m A(k)

n Re
[

〈JmJn〉 − 〈Jm〉〈Jn〉
]

(C3)

= 4 ~A(j) · Cov( ~J) · ~A(k) . (C4)

For an optimal state at ~θ = 0 we have from Eq. (13)

that Cov( ~J) is proportional to the identity, and since
this covariance matrix transforms under an SU(2) trans-
formation of the initial state as

Cov( ~J) 7→ R−1(~θ)Cov( ~J)R(~θ) , (C5)

with R(~θ) ∈ SO(3), the QFI remains unchanged under
all SU(2) transformations to the initial state:

F (~θ)j,k = 4 ~A(j) · ~A(k)〈J2
z 〉 (C6)

= 4 ~A(j) · ~A(k)J(J + 1)/3 . (C7)

Appendix D: Qudits with d = 4

Consider the case of qudits with d = 4. Define the
system of 4 × 4 matrix units Eij with matrix elements
[Eij ]st = δi,sδj,t which satisfy EijEkl = δj,kEil. One then
notes the following Hermitian basis of the Lie algebra
u(4) [64]

Ekk , k = 1, . . . , 4

Yij := iEij − iEji , i < j

Xij := Eij + Eji , i < j (D1)

We consider the four-parameter metrology problem de-
fined by the unitary

U(~θ) := ei(θ1X12+θ2X24+θ3X34+θ4X13). (D2)

Note that the generators have the Z4 symmetry

W †X12W = X24

W †X24W = X34

W †X34W = X13

W †X13W = X12

(D3)

where the unitary W is,
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W :=







0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0






= exp

[

i
π

4

(

X12 +X13 +X24 +X34 − Y12 − Y24 + Y13 + Y34 +

4
∑

k=1

Ekk

)]

. (D4)

It is convenient to relabel X0 := X12, X1 := X24, X2 :=
X34, X3 := X13.

The general structure of the QFIM for a probe state
invariant under Z4 up to a phase can be predicted by
noting that the set of QFIM elements {F (0)i,j}i,j with
F (0)i,j = 2〈[Xi − 〈Xi〉, Xj − 〈Xj〉]+〉, can be partitioned
into three disjoint sets of equal numbers {F (0)i,i}i ⊔
{F (0)i,i⊕1}i ⊔ {F (0)i,i⊕2}i with ⊕ symbolizing modular
addition. Therefore, the QFIM is a circulant matrix of
the form

F (0) =







a b c b
b a b c
c b a b
b c b a






. (D5)

The eigenvalue of the matrix are given as,

λ0 = a+ 2b+ c

λ1 = a− c

λ2 = a− c

λ3 = a− 2b+ c

(D6)

The normalized trace of the inverse of the Fisher infor-
mation matrix at ~θ = 0 is calculated as,

f(a, b, c) := Tr(F (0)−1)

=
2

a− c
+

1

a+ 2b+ c
+

1

a− 2b+ c
(D7)

To find the minimum of f(a, b, c), first we differentiate
the above equation with respect to b which gives as,

∂f(a, b, c)

∂b
=

2

(a− 2b+ c)2
− 2

(a+ 2b+ c)2
, (D8)

which on solving we get b = 0. Similarly, we get,

∂f(a, 0, c)

∂c
=

2

(a− c)2
− 2

(a+ c)2
, (D9)

which on solving we get c = 0. Therefore, in an irre-
ducible representation of U(4) that contains states such
that F (0) has the form (D5) with b = c = 0, the op-
timal state will be obtained by taking a to have the

maximal value allowed in that representation, similar to
how a multiple of the eigenvalue of the Casimir opera-
tor

∑3
i=1 J

2
i gives the value c in Eq. (13) for SU(2). By

noting that the Casimir invariant C2 of u(4) is a sum of
positive operators in the quadratic sector of the universal
enveloping algebra, one obtains C2

4 as an upper bound for
a. The condition for optimality just derived is what we
refer to as the quantum metrology condition

〈Xi〉 = 0

〈X2
i 〉 = a

〈XiXi⊕j〉 = 0 , j = 1, 2. (D10)

Our method for identifying irreducible representations of
U(4) which contain probe states that satisfy F (0) = aI4
involves minimally extending the Z4 symmetry of the
generators to a group G such that invariance under G
is sufficient for the conditions (D10) to be satisfied. Not-
ing that the unitary operator

Z := e−i
π
2 (E11−E22−E33−E44) (D11)

implements the following symmetry

Z†X0Z = −X0

Z†X1Z = X1

Z†X2Z = X2

Z†X3Z = −X3 (D12)

we find that a probe state that is invariant under the
finite group

G := 〈W,Z |W 4 = Z4 = (ZW )4 = I〉 (D13)

is guaranteed to satisfy the quantum metrology condition
(D10). Such probe states exist in representations of U(4)
that contain trivial irreps of G, analogous to how optimal
probe states for the three-parameter SU(2) problem were
identified by finding trivial irreps of A4 and S3 in the
totally symmetric representations of SU(2).
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