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Abstract. Multiparameter quantum estimation theory plays a crucial role in
advancing quantum metrology. Recent studies focused on fundamental challenges
such as enhancing precision in the presence of incompatibility or sloppiness, yet
the relationship between these features remains poorly understood. In this work,
we explore the connection between sloppiness and incompatibility by introducing
an adjustable scrambling operation for parameter encoding. Using a minimal yet
versatile two-parameter qubit model, we examine the trade-off between sloppiness and
incompatibility and discuss: (1) how information scrambling can improve estimation,
and (2) how the correlations between the parameters and the incompatibility between
the symmetric logarithmic derivatives impose constraints on the ultimate quantum
limits to precision. Through analytical optimization, we identify strategies to mitigate
these constraints and enhance estimation efficiency. We also compare the performance
of joint parameter estimation to strategies involving successive separate estimation
steps, demonstrating that the ultimate precision can be achieved when sloppiness
is minimized. Our results provide a unified perspective on the trade-offs inherent
to multiparameter qubit statistical models, offering practical insights for optimizing
experimental designs.

1. Introduction

Multiparameter quantum estimation [I, 2 B, 4, [, [6, [7] is an active area of research
for its fundamental interest [8, 9] and due to its wide range of applications in quantum
metrology [10, 11l 12], quantum imaging [13, 14, [I5, 16], and other fields[I7, 18, 19,
20, 211, 221, 23], 24, 25]. Additionally, the recent finding that simultaneous estimation of
many parameters can yield a better precision limit than estimating each parameter
individually has accelerated the development of this field [26, 27, 28, 29]. One
of the most important targets in quantum multiparameter metrology is improving
parameter estimation precision. The quantum Fisher information matrix (QFIM) and
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the accompanying quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) are relevant tools in this
endeavor [30, BT, 32], B3], 34, [35].

Multiparameter quantum estimation, similarly to the single-parameter -case,
involves three steps: probe state preparation, parameter encoding via system-probe
interaction, and measurement-based information extraction. However, because of the
correlation between parameters, designing optimal estimation strategies becomes more
challenging. During encoding, a key challenge arises from sloppiness, which is a
phenomenon where redundant or poorly encoded parameters reduce the efficiency of
information extraction. Sloppiness [36, 37, 38, B9, 40, 41, 42, 43|, [44] occurs when
parameters are not independently encoded into the quantum probe state, leading to
correlations that obscure individual parameter estimation, which acts as an intrinsic
noise source. In contrast, stiffness refers to the desirable scenario where parameters
are encoded in a way that minimizes redundancy, allowing for efficient and independent
estimation of each parameter, thereby enhancing the overall precision of the estimation
process.

Meanwhile, the measurement stage introduces a fundamental trade-off: optimizing
precision for one parameter often compromises others due to the incompatibility of
non-commuting observables. For instance, when the symmetric logarithmic derivatives
(SLDs) corresponding to different parameters fail to commute, no single measurement
can simultaneously saturate the QCRB for all parameters. Notably, sloppiness (from
encoding dynamics) and incompatibility (from measurement) represent distinct sources
of estimation uncertainty. Understanding this trade-off is critical for advancing
multiparameter quantum metrology and achieving practical precision enhancements.

Incompatibility in multiparameter quantum estimation has been investigated in
different systems [45, 40, 47, [48], and sloppiness have been discussed in several
metrological scenarios [36], 37, 38, B9, 40, [41), 42 43, 44 49, [50], but little emphasis
has been devoted to the link between sloppiness and incompatibility. In this paper, we
address a two-parameter qubit statistical model with tunable sloppiness and present
an adjustable scrambling operation to investigate how the correlations between the
parameters and the incompatibility between the SLDs influence the precision bounds.

This work is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the fundamentals of
quantum multiparameter estimation. In Section 3, to explore the interplay between
sloppiness and incompatibility, we present a two-parameter qubit estimation model that
incorporates an information scrambling operation. This operation allows us to tune the
correlations between parameters and, consequently, the sloppiness of the model. We also
analyze the trade-off between sloppiness and incompatibility. In Section 4, we optimize
the relevant quantum Cramér-Rao bounds (QCRBs) and examine the role of sloppiness
in achieving these bounds. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper with a summary of
our findings. Details of calculations are provided in the Appendices.



2. Multiparameter quantum estimation: precision, sloppiness and
incompatibility

In this section, we provide the theoretical framework, definitions and metrics used
throughout the paper. We consider finite dimensional systems and a family of
quantum states py encoding the values of d real parameters, denoted as a vector
A= (Ao, i, ..., Ag)T. If we perform a positive operator-valued measurement (POVM)
IT with elements {II;} satisfying II; > 0 and ), II; = I, the measurement outcome k
is obtained with probability pa(k) = Tr[palli]. The estimator function based on the
result is denoted as ;\(k) The performance of the estimator is assessed by the covariance

~

matrix V(A) with elements

Vi = > oa(k) (k) = (M)A (k) — Ex(A)].

where Ek(j\u) is the expectation value of \, over the probability distribution py (k).
In classical multiparameter estimation, when the estimators satisfying the locally
unbiased conditions:

E, X=X 9,E/(\) =0,
where 0, = %, then the CRB [51] holds
< 1
V(A > —
( ) —_ MF ?
where M is the number of repeated measurements and F is the FI matrix with elements
defined by

Fu = Z}?A(k) O, log pa(k) 0, log pa(k) = Z 8uprj<%)p>\(k) .

The CRB can be saturated in the asymptotic limit of an infinite number of repeated
experiments using Bayesian or maximum likelihood estimators [52].

Due to the non-commutativity of the operators on H, the quantum analogue of
the FI cannot be uniquely introduced. In fact, there exist several different definitions
of quantum Fisher information. The most celebrated and useful approaches are based
on the so-called symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) operators L [53] and right
logarithmic derivative (RLD) operators Lff [54, 55], defined as follows

Lipa+ paL
aup)\ == - # )
2
8up>\ = pALf-
We denote the corresponding SLD and RLD quantum Fisher information matrices
(QFIM) as Q and J, respectively, with elements

1
Q;w = 5 Tr [pA{L;f? Lf}} )

Juw = Tr [pALTLI] .



For pure statistical models, px = |¥a)(¥a] we have

Quv = 4Re( (8,021 9,02) — (Dutha| V) (Vx| Buhr) ),
Quu = Q;u/ )

where 0y, = 0y,

2.1. Symmetric and right quantum Cramér-Rao Bounds

Using the above SLD and RLD QFIMs, Q and J, matrix inequalities for the covariance
matrix of any set of locally unbiased estimators may be established. Then, in order
to obtain a scalar bound and to tailor the optimization of precision according to the
different applications, a weight matrix W (a positive, real d x d matrix) may be
introduced. The corresponding symmetric and right scalar bounds read as follows:

Cs[W, A] = % r[WQ™],
CallV, A] = 5 Tr [WRe(@ )] + T [[W (3]

where |A] = VATA and Re(A) and Im(A) denote the real and imaginary parts of the
complex-valued matrix A, respectively.

2.2. Holevo and Nagaoka Cramér-Rao Bounds

If the SLDs do not commute, it may happen that measurements that are optimal for
different parameters are incompatible, making the symmetric and right QCRB, as well as
their scalar counterparts, not achievable. An achievable scalar bound has been derived
by Holevo [30]:

C1a[W, A] = min { Tr[W Re (Z[X])] + Tr [|W Im (2[X))]] }.
where the Hermitian d x d matrix Z is defined via its elements Z,, [X] = Tr [px X, X, ]
with the collection of Hermitian operators X belonging to the set X = {X =
(X1,..., X2)| Tr[(Dupx)X,] = 6£}. It has been proven that Holevo CRB Cy[W, |
becomes attainable by performing a collective measurement on an asympotically large
number of copies of the state p?n with n — oco. As such, it is typically regarded as the
most fundamental scalar bound for multiparameter quantum estimation.

Nagaoka [56] introduced a more informative bound, denoted as Cy[W, A}, which
is particularly valuable for practical experimental measurements. While not as
theoretically tight as the Holevo bound Cy[W,A], it can be practically achieved
using separable measurement strategies, making it more feasible to attain in real-world
applications. The bound is defined as:

Cn W, A] = min { T [WF'] }, (1)

where the minimization is performed over all possible single-system (= non collective)
POVMs I1. As for the other bounds, the optimal POVM generally depends on the true

value of the parameters A.



2.3. Sloppiness and stiffness

A quantum statistical model is termed sloppy if the QFIM is singular, i.e. det[Q] = 0.
This means that the true parameters describing the system are m < n combinations
of the original parameters Ai, Ao, ..., \,. The eigenvalues of Q quantify the sensitivity
of the probe state to perturbations along orthogonal parameter directions. A small
eigenvalue implies that the state of the probe is insensitive to changes in the
corresponding parameter direction, i.e., that combination of parameters is poorly
encoded. The degree of sloppiness may be thus quantified by the determinant of QFIM:

=det[Q7'], (2)

1
7T delQ)
which measures how strongly the system depends on a combination of the components
of A rather than on its individual components. A large sloppiness indicates that the
model’s sensitivity to parameter variations is highly anisotropic. A model with low
sloppiness is referred to as a stiff model.

2.4. Compatibility and incompatibility

Due to the non-commutativity of the SLDs associated to different parameters, in a
multiparameter scenario QCRB cannot always be achieved. Based on the quantum
local asymptotic normality[57, 58, 59], it has been shown that the multiparameter SLD-
QCRB is attainable if and only if the weak compatibility condition is satisfied [47],
defined by

Tr [palES, S]] 0. (3
The incompatibility matrix D, also known as mean Uhlmann curvature (MUC), is the

antisymmetri matrix defined by

1
Dy i= T [palL5. L] ()
and is useful to quantify the incompatibility between the pair of parameters A, and A,.
For a two-parameter pure state model we have

Dy = Dy =0,
D1y = =Dy = 4Im ((019x| O2thr) — (O10r|¥a) (¥a| Oathy)) -

A measure of the compatibility of the model is given by
2
Tr [D'D]’

which is based on the antisymmetric nature of the MUC. This measure is non-negative

C =

for all pairs of SLD operators and approaches infinity when all SLD operators are
commuting with each other. Incompatibility is affected by the parameters’ component,
and thus ¢ is not invariant under reparametrization. However, incompatibility is
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covariant in some natural scenarios in which it should not be possible to generate
incompatibility, such as unitary evolution. In our 2-parameter qubit estimation model,
the incompatibility can expressed as
1
“*~ QetD]

= det[D7!] = —DL%Q . (5)

2.5. Relationship between different bounds

The relationship between the different bounds has been extensively explored widely,
providing a classification of quantum statistical models. Specifically, the models can be
categorized into four types:

e Classical When the quantum state py can be expressed in a diagonal form with
parameters A and a A-independent unitary U,such that py = UA,\UT, it can be
regarded as a classical quantum statistical model. In this scenario, the FI matrix
F, the SLD QFIM Q, and the RLD QFIM J are all identical. Consequently, we
obtain Cs[W,A] = Cr[W, ] = Cx[W, A] = Cx[W, A].

e Quasi-classical A quantum statistical model is called quasi-classical if all SLD
operators commute with each other for every parameter. Thus, the equality
Cs[W,A] = Cx[W, A] holds.

e Asymptotically classical In asymptotically classical quantum statistical models,
all SLD operators satisfy the weak compatibility condition defined in Eq., and
Cs[W, A] is equal to Cyr[W, Al

e D-invariant When a quantum statistical model is D-invariant, we have [55] 60]
CR[W, X] = CH[W, X] = CS[W, X] + | /WQ—IUQ—l\/W‘ .

This equality illustrates that the RLD bound is achievable by performing a collective
measurement on an asymptotically large number of copies.

In [5] a measure has been suggest to quantify the amount of incompatibility
(somehow referred to as the quantumness of the model [4])

R:=iQ 'D||, (6)

where ||A||. denotes the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A. It has been also shown
that R is useful in upper bounding the Holevo bound in terms of the SLD-bound, as
follows:

Cs[W,A] < Cx[W,A] < Cy[W,A] < (1+ R)Cs[W, A] < 2C5[W, A]. (7)

In the pure-state limit, the Holevo bound is equivalent to the RLD CR bound [60].
When the number of parameters to be estimated is n = 2, we have the relation

_ |det[D] /s
=\ aeq - \[ ©
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where s represents the sloppiness and c is the compatibility of the system. For our qubit
multiparameter model, Eq. can be further rewritten as

Cs[W,A] < Cy[W, A = Cy[W, A] < Cs[W, A (1 + \/E) . (9)

C

3. Information scrambling, precision, and the sloppiness-incompatibility
trade-off

To systematically investigate the interplay between sloppiness and incompatibility, we
consider the two-parameter qubit model illustrated in Fig[I] By introducing a tunable
scrambling operation during parameter encoding, we control correlations between
parameters and quantify their impact on estimation precision. Given the convexity
of QFI [61], we consider a pure probe state |1)y) defined as

« 5 . Q
[1g) = cos 3 0) + € sin o 1) .

The model parameters A\; and Ay are encoded via the unitary operations U; and Us,
which represent rotation along the z-axis of the Bloch sphere, and are given by

_ ,—io3)g
Uk =c y

where o3 is the Pauli-Z matrix. These rotations imprint A\; and Ay onto the probe state’s
phase.

(woH v H v H v

Figure 1. The scrambling model considered in this paper. The model parameters \;
and Ay are encoded via the unitary operations U; and Us, which represent rotation
along the z-axis of the Bloch sphere. To remove sloppiness and adjust correlations
between the encoded parameters, we introduce a scrambling operation, represented by
the intermediate rotation V.

If nothing is done between the two unitaries, the output state depends only on the
sum of the two parameters (and not on the difference), the QFIM is thus singular and
the model is sloppy. To remove sloppiness in a tunable way, and adjust correlations
between the encoded parameters, we introduce an intermediate rotation V' between U;
and Us:

V= e 090 1 = (cos ¢sinf, sin psinf, cos ).

Here, « controls the rotation strength, # and ¢ define the rotation axis 7, and
o is the vector of Pauli matrices. This operation dynamically mixes the parameters,
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introducing correlations that govern sloppiness. The final state after encoding becomes

[x) = U VU [to)

B e~ M1722) cos 2 (cosy — isiny cos ) — ie'M1 A2 HF=9) sin & gin v sin 0
-\ —iem™Mm2279) cos L sinysin ) + ‘M2 sin 2 (cosy + isiny cosf) |

Explicitly, this state depends on 7 parameters. « and [ are probe state
initialization’s parameters. « balances the superposition weights of |0) and [1). 3 is
the initial phase, influencing interference effects during the parameter encoding. A; and
Ao are encoding parameters, v, 6, and ¢ are scrambling parameters.

The rotation angle v partly governs the strength of parameter mixing. When v = 0,
V =1, and the parameters perfectly correlated as they combine into a single effective
parameter A\; + Ag. This results in maximum sloppiness (det Q — 0) because only
a single function of the parameters can be estimated. Larger v may decrease coupling
between \; and Ay, allowing U; and Us, to imprint independent information the quantum
state. The angle 6 determines the alignment of rotation axis relative to the Z-axis,
and ¢ controls the azimuthal orientation of rotation axis, introducing phase-dependent
correlations. The scrambling rotation V' couples A; and As, enabling control over the
model’s sloppiness and the non-commutativity of their associated SLDs.

Explicit calculations yield:

Q11 = 4sin® q,

Q12 = 4(X sin® a — Y sin 2a),
Q22 = 4[1 — (X cosa + 2Y sina)?],

where

X = cos?y + sin? vy cos 26,
Y = sinysinf(sin f cos~y + sin~y cos § cos f),
f=2M+8-09.

The measurement incompatibility matrix D has elements:
D11 = Dy =0,
D12 = —Dgl = —8Z sina,
where
Z = sinvysinf(cos f cosy — sin-ycosfsin f).

From these results, we are to calculate the sloppiness and compatibility measures as
follows

1/s = det[Q] = 16sin* a[l — X? — 4Y?] = 64 Z? sin® q, (10)
1/c = det[D] = 64 Z* sin® (11)



uncovering the fundamental trade-off:
s=c. (12)

This equality quantifies the competition between parameter distinguishability and
compatibility in our two-parameter qubit model. In other words, sloppiness and
incompatibility cannot be minimized simultaneously. More detailed derivations are
provided in Appendix 1. Notice that Eq. , together with Eq. , is consistent
with the observation [4§] that when the number of parameters is equal to the dimension
of the probe, we have maximum quantumness of the model, i.e., R = 1.

4. The ultimate bounds to precision

The interplay between sloppiness and incompatibility in multiparamater quantum
estimation is not merely a theoretical relation, it also informs strategies for optimizing
precision. Here, we explore this optimization for a two-parameter qubit estimation
system, revealing how suitable parameter encoding and measurement design achieve
these goals.

4.1. Hierachy of Quantum Cramér-Rao Bounds

In our two-parameter qubit model, we assume that the two parameters are equally
relevant, and thus set W = 1. We start by noticing that for a positive definite matrix,
we have the property  Tr[A!] > det[A]~"/". For n = 2, we obtain

2
Q] < /det[Q)].

Therefore, in our qubit model, the different quantum Cramér-Rao bounds with W =1
satisfy

2y/s <Tr(Q ") =Cs <Cy =Cy <Cs (1+ f) =20Cs, (13)

C

where the dependence of the bounds on the weight matrix and the parameters has been
dropped since the weight matrix is set to the identity and the model is unitary (i.e., the
bounds do not depends on the parameters). The SLD bound is not achievable, while the
larger Holevo and Nagaoka bounds are achievable, and equivalent in this model. The
upper bound remains tied to the SLD bound.

4.2. Minimization of SLD bound

From Eq., to minimize C's, we need to minimize the sloppiness, i.e., maximize det[Q)].
Given Eq. , the task is linked to maximizing the quantitity Z2. Two parameter
regimes achieve this: Case (a): v= f =17, 0 =7, Case (b): y=7%, f=0,0 = 7. This
result underscores the necessity of adjusting 7,6, f to decouple A\; and \;. Detailed
calculations are provided in Appendix 2. Both cases yield Z? = 1/4, saturating the
upper limit of incompatibility. When combined with an optimal probe state (o = 7/2),
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sloppiness reaches its minimum (s = 1/16), and the SLD bound Cyg attains its lowest
value:

0525.

In our two-parameter qubit model, we achieve SLD precision by reducing sloppiness.
It means that theoretical maximum precision can only be reached when sloppiness is
minimized.

4.3. Minimizing the Holevo and Nagaoka bounds

For a two-parameter pure qubit estimation model, the Holevo bound Cy[W, 5\] is given
by
det[W]
det[Q]

Similarly, the Nagaoka bound Cn[W, 5\] for a two-parameter qubit model is given by
det[W]
det[Q)

It follows directly that the Holevo and the Nagaoka bounds are identical for a two-

Cu[W, A = Cr[W, A = Cy[W,A] + | Tr [palL7, L5]] |-

Cn[W, A = Cs[W, A] + Tr [|palL7, L3]]] -

parameter pure qubit [60], simplifying to
Cu[W, Al = Cy[W, A = Tr[WQ '] + 2+/det[WQ-1].

In our model, the Holevo bound, RLD bound and Nagaoka bounds are identical and
given by

Cy=Cr=Cy=Cs+2ys5>4s.

We find that all these bounds are expressed as lower bound in terms of sloppiness.
When sloppiness achieves minimum, all quantum CR bounds reach their minima
simultaneously, reducing to:

Cyp=Cr=Cy=1

This, together with the minimal condition of the SLD QCRB, indicates that maximum
estimation precision can be achieved by minimizing sloppiness.

Holevo bound represents the asymptotically achievable precision limit with
collective measurements, performed on all the available copies, say M, of the state
encoding the parameters. Upon performing separate measurements (each one performed
on one of the M copies) one may reach the Nagaoka bound, which is usually larger
than the Holevo bound. However in our model, these two bounds are equivalent,
also indicating that our model is D-invariant. Notice that in our model R = 1, and
Cy = 2Cs, i.e. the quantumness R quantifies exactly the additional uncertainty due to
the incompatibility between the two SLDs.



11

4.4. Optimization of bounds for separate and successive measurements

Successive measurements involve estimating parameters sequentially, rather than
estimating them jointly. Having at disposal M repeated preparations of the system,
we assume to devote M /2 of them to estimate solely A\; (assuming Ay unknown) and the
remaining M /2 preparations to estimate Ay (assuming A; known from the first step).
Of course the role of the two parameters may be exchanged, and we thus have two
strategies of this kind.

The (saturable) precision bound on the estimation of A; from the first step is
obtained from the SLD-QCRB by choosing a weight matrix of form W = Diag(1,0),
leading to

2[Q '
Var; > i
where [X];; indicates the elements of the matrix X. In the second step, A\; is known,
and the (achievable) bound to precision in the estimation of Ay is given by the single-
parameter QCRB

Vardg >

MQ@a
The total variance for this estimation strategy is thus bounded by:
2 1 1
Var\; + Vardy, > — -1 —K
arA; + Varig > M([Q Ji1 Q22) L

where

Similarly, reversing the role of the two parameters, we have Var\; + Var\y > Ky/M,
where

For our model, we have

K1=2(3Q22+QL) > 2 X2 3@22XQL:4\/§,

22 22

Qll Qll

The equalities hold if and only if s achieves its minimum, i.e., the minimum values

1 1
K5 _2(5Q11+_)22X2 SQHX 4\/5

of K; and K, are equal. Notice that if, instead of dividing the total number of
repeated preparations equally between the two estimation procedures, we had chosen
an asymmetric allocation, say M; = vM measurements for estimating \; and M, =
(1 — v)M for estimating Ao (or vice versa), the bounds K; and Ky would have been
larger, specifically K; > 2+/s/y/v(1 =), j = 1,2. The choice v = 1/2 is therefore
optimal. Overall, the relation among the precision bounds is

Cy=Cr=0Cn=4Vs < K; = Ky,
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where K; = K, = 44/s if and only if the sloppiness is minimal. This equality
demonstrates that even when the incompatibility is maximal, sequential measurements
can still achieve optimal precision. Sloppiness sets the lower bounds for both the
Holevo/Nagaoka bound as well as the bound to precision achievable by successive
measurements. The latter bound is identical to the Holevo bound if and only if
the sloppiness is minimal, which offers a practical advantage in experiments. From
another perspective, incompatibility can be used to improve precision in quantum
multiparameter models.

5. Conclusions

In this work, we have investigated a two-parameter qubit statistical model with tunable
sloppiness to explore the interplay between precision, sloppiness, and incompatibility.
By introducing an adjustable scrambling operation during parameter encoding, we
have demonstrated how parameter correlations and measurement incompatibility jointly
influence the precision bounds.

First, we identified a fundamental trade-off between sloppiness and incompatibility,
characterized by the equality s = ¢ This result highlights the impossibility
of simultaneously minimizing both sloppiness and incompatibility, revealing a key
constraint in multiparameter quantum estimation in qubit systems. Second, we
derived the conditions for optimizing quantum Cramér-Rao bounds. By tuning the
parameters of the encoding strategy, we maximized the determinant of the quantum
Fisher information matrix, thereby minimizing sloppiness.

In our system, the Holevo, Nagaoka, and right logarithmic derivative precision
bounds for joint parameter estimation are equivalent and saturable using non-collective
measurements. We also compared the performance of joint estimation strategies to
those involving successive separate estimation steps, demonstrating that the former
can achieve ultimate precision when sloppiness is minimized. Beyond its fundamental
significance, this finding offers practical advantages for experimental implementations.
Furthermore, our analysis revealed that the minimal achievable precision bounds directly
connect sloppiness to the ultimate metrological performance. This underscores the
importance of designing probe states and encoding dynamics that emphasize parameter
correlations while balancing the effects of non-commutative measurements.

Our results provide new insights into the relationship between sloppiness and
incompatibility in two-parameter qubit estimation systems. In future work, we aim
to extend this framework to higher-dimensional systems, where careful preparation of
the probe state may eliminate incompatibility [48] and render the symmetric Cramér-
Rao bound achievable. This could lead to fundamentally different trade-offs between
sloppiness, precision, and incompatibility compared to the qubit case.
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Appendix A. Quantum Fisher information matrix and mean Uhlmann
curvature

We first calculate the output state

[a) = U2VUL [tho)
B e~ MHA2) cos 2 (cosy — isiny cos ) — ie'M1 A2 =9 sin 2 gin v sin
T jemii2=9) g S sinysinf + etMatAat0) gin S(cosy +isinycosf) |
The partial derivatives of the output state ¢, with respect to A; and \,, respectively,

are given by

Oy 1) = —ie” cos §(cosy — isiny cos ) + e!M—ratB-9) gipy S sinysin ¢
MTAT L _emia—he=9) cog 2sinysing + ie’™ 29 sin & (cos y + isinycosd) |’

i(}\1+/\2)

~i1H22) cos 2 (cos y — i siny cos @) — !N 7r2 =9 in 2 sin y sin 6) )

e~ M72279) ¢og 2 sin vy sin 0 + e M1 T2 ) gin 2 (cosy + i siny cos )

—1e€

|8)\2w>\> = (

which lead to

(O aOx1ha) = (Ox¥a| Or,1hn) = 1,

(Ox, 1] Or,02) = cos® 7y + sin® y cos 26 + 2i sin asin 7y sin §(sin y cos f sin f — cos f cosr),
(OnUaln) = icosa,

(Ox, 2| ¥\) = i [cosa(cos?y + sin®y cos 20) +2 sina siny sinf(sin f cosy + siny cosd cos )],

where f = 2X\; + 8 — ¢. Then, we calculate the elements of QFIM Q and the
incompatibility matrix D. To make the computation easier, we define

X = cos® 7y + sin? y cos 20,
Y = sinysinf(sin f cos~y + siny cos  cos f),

Z = sin~ysin@(cos f cosy — sin~y cos@sin f).
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We obtain

Q1 = 4sin’ a,

Q12 = Qa1 = 4[sin® a(cos® v + sin® 7y cos 26) — sin 2arsin 7 sin §(sin f cosy + sin 7y cos 6 cos f)]
= 4(X sin® @ — Y sin 2a),

Qa2 = 4(1 — [cos a(cos? v + sin? y cos 26) + 2sin o sin 7y sin §(sin f cosy + siny cos @ cos f)]?)
= 4[1 — (X cos a + 2Y sin a)?]

Dy = Doy =0,
D1y = — Doy = 4Im ({9, 2] 0x,10n) — (On0a|¥n) (¥a] Ox,91))
= —8sinasinysinf(cos f cosy —siny cosfsin f) = —8X sin .

The determinant of QFIM can be expressed as:

det[Q] = Q11 X Qo — Q12 X Qo1 = 16sin” a1l — X? — 4Y?],
whereas the determinant of the incompatibility matrix is given by

det[D] = 0 — D19Dy; = 64 Z%sin’ .

More simplifications are required to clarify the connection between det[Q] and det[D].
Upon introducing the quantities A = sinvy cos, B = sinysin 8, we find that A%+ B? =
sin?«, so cos?y = 1 — A2 — B2. Besides, Y2 + Z2 = sin® v sin? §(cos? y + sin® y cos? §) =
B%*(1 — A2 — B? + A?) = B*(1 — B?) and X = cos®y + sin® y(cos? § —sin?0) = 1 — 282,
such that

det[Q] = 16 sin? all = (1 - 232)2 — 4F2] = 64 sin® a[BZ(l — BQ) — Y2] =64 7%sin? o .
Appendix B. Maximum and minimum of 72

To find the stationary points of Z2, we calculate the partial derivatives of Z? with
respect to v, 6, and f, and set them to zero:

07>

= 2sin? @ sin y(cos f cosy — siny cos @ sin f) x [cos f(cos® v — sin® ) — 2sin~y cosy cosfsin f] = 0,
»

8Z2 .9 . . . . . 2 .9

-0 = 2sin” ysin f(cos f cosy — siny cos @ sin f) x [cos f cos~ycosf — sinysin f(cos” 6 — sin”0)] = 0,

8Z2 . 2 . 2 . . . .

or = — 2sin” ysin® f(cos f cosy — sin~y cosfsin f)(cosysin f + siny cos 6 cos f) = 0.

By analyzing these conditions, we find that stationary points occur in the following

cases:

Case 1: siny = 0. In this case, Z? = 0, which leads to the minimum value of d.
Case 2: sinf = 0. This case also leads to Z? = 0 and to the minimum value of d.

Case 3: cos~ycos f = sinycos@sin f. This case also leads to Z2 = 0 and to the minimum
value of d.
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The system of equations:
cos f(cos® vy — sin® ) = 2sin vy cosy cos  sin f,
sinysin f(cos® @ — sin® @) = cos f cosy cos,
cosysin f = —sin~ycosf cos f,

leads to two solutions that correspond to the maximum value of Z2.

Those solutions are

Case (a):
Case (b):

y=f=3%0=1
[f=0,0=7%5r=7.

In both cases, the maximum value of Z? is 1/4.
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