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In quantum metrology, the Holevo Cramér-Rao bound has attracted renewed interest in recent years due to its
superiority over the Helstrom Cramér-Rao bound and its asymptotic attainability for multiparameter estimation.
Its evaluation, however, is often much more difficult than that of the Helstrom version, calling into question
the actual improvement offered by the Holevo bound and whether it is worth the trouble. Here I prove that
the Holevo bound is at most thrice the Helstrom version, so the improvement must be limited and the role of
incompatibility in quantum estimation turns out to be modest. The result also shows that the Helstrom version
remains a pretty good bound even for multiple parameters, as it can be approached asymptotically to within a

factor of 3.

Update: References [1-3] supersede this work by proving that the Holevo Cramér-Rao bound is, in fact, at
most twice the Helstrom version and the factor-of-2 bound can be tight.

For any measurement of a quantum system and any unbi-
ased estimator, a quantum generalization of the Cramér-Rao
bound (CRB)—first proposed by Helstrom in 1967 [4]—can
be expressed as [5]
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trGY > C ;{nelgl(trReQ(X), (1

QX)=VGZ(X)WG, Z.,(X)=trpX,X,, ()
where X is the error covariance matrix, G is a real and
positive-semidefinite cost matrix, p is the density operator
of the quantum system that depends on n real unknown pa-
rameters § = (01,02,...,0,), X is the set of all vectoral
Hermitian operators X = (X1, Xo,...,X,,) that satisfy
tr X Map/ 00, = 6,.,, and the real part of a matrix is defined
by (Re @), = Re(Quw) = [Qpuv + (Qpuv)"]/2. The original
form of C* in terms of the symmetric logarithmic derivatives
of p [4, 5] is a closed-form solution of Eq. (1). The Helstrom
CRB serves as a fundamental limit to quantum estimation and
has found many applications in quantum metrology [6—10].

Despite the popularity of the Helstrom CRB, better bounds
exist [11-22]. In particular, Holevo proposed a bound that can
be expressed as [5, 11, 23, 24]

trGX > C* > max {C%,CF}, 3)
CH = min [rRe Q(X) + [[Im Q)W) )

where CF is another CRB due to Yuen and Lax [13] that
is not elaborated here, the imaginary part of a matrix is de-
fined by (Im Q) = I (Q) = Qv — (Qpur)*]/(20), the
trace norm is defined as ||Al|; = tr V AT A, and } denotes the
conjugate transpose. When there are multiple parameters, the
Holevo CRB C is not only tighter but also attainable asymp-
totically [23-25], as it accounts properly for any incompatibil-
ity of the observables that should be measured. The bound has
attracted renewed interest in recent years [5, 23—32], as many
applications involve multiple unknown parameters and the ef-
fect of incompatibility is of both fundamental and practical
interest.

Despite the fundamental importance of the Holevo CRB, its
evaluation is difficult and daunting numerics is often needed.
This is in contrast to the more amenable Helstrom CRB, for
which many fruitful computation techniques have been de-
vised over the years [4—10, 33—44]. For researchers who are
reluctant to undertake the endeavor, this raises the questions
how much improvement the Holevo CRB can actually offer
and whether it is worth the trouble after all. The following
theorem gives a concrete answer.

Theorem 1. C* < 3C%.

Proof. For any X, it can be shown that \/@, Z, @, and
Re @ are positive-semidefinite, VG, Re @, and Im @ are real,
7 Im @ is Hermitian, and Im @ is skew-symmetric. With

Q=ReQ+iImQ, 1Im@Q =Q —Re@, (5

one can derive an uncertainty relation given by
Mm@y = lilm @[y = |Q = Re Q|1 < [|Q]1 + [[Re Q[lx
=tr@Q +trRe@ = 2trRe @, 6)

where the triangle inequality is used, ||Q|1 = tr@ and
[Re@l|l1 = trRe@ because @ and Re( are positive-
semidefinite, and tr Q = trRe @ + i tr Im @QQ = tr Re @ be-
cause Im @ is skew-symmetric. Now write the Helstrom CRB
as

C% = trRe Q(X?), )

where X is the element in X" that minimizes tr Re Q(X) in
Eq. (1). Combining Eqs. (4), (6), and (7), one obtains

CH <trReQ(X®) + |ImQ(X )], (8)
< 3trReQ(X”) = 3C%. )
O

Theorem 1 puts the Holevo CRB in the sandwich

max {C%, 0} < C? <309, (10)
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and researchers can now decide for themselves whether an im-
provement by at most a factor of 3 warrants the extra effort of
evaluating C¥. The theorem may even be on the generous
side, as numerical results often show that the improvement is
less than a factor of 2 [29-31]. On the flip side, Theorem 1,
together with the asymptotic attainability of C'¥ [23-25], im-
plies that C*® is asymptotically approachable to within a factor
of 3, so the Helstrom CRB turns out to be a pretty good bound
after all, even for multiple parameters.

The bound in Theorem | can be further tightened in special
cases. Here I consider the cases where G is rank-one or rank-
two.

Proposition 1. [f G is rank-one, C' H_ (8,

Proof. A rank-one G can be expressed as G = gee ', where g
is its real and positive eigenvalue, e is the real unit eigenvector,
and T denotes the transpose. Then

VG = gee', Q=VGZVG =g(e"Ze)ee". (11)
Since Z > 0, ¢' Ze is real and nonnegative, meaning that ()

is real and Im @ = 0. The C'! given by Eq. (4) is hence equal
to the C'¥ given by Eq. (1). O

Note that a rank-one G is not the same as the case of n = 1
unknown parameter. To be specific, let 3(f) be a scalar pa-
rameter of interest that depends on the n unknown parameters
6. For example, if 5(0) = 01, then the rest (02,...,0,) are
nuisance parameters, which may hamper the estimation. A
bound on the error of estimating /3 in the presence of the many
unknowns can be obtained by assuming

0B 0B
It follows that
Q= (ter2) ee’, Y = %Xm (13)
00,
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CH = C% = min trpY?, (14)

Yey

where ) is the set of all Hermitian operators that satisfy the
constraints

trYapfaﬂ pn=12

(’“)6‘H_89M’ ,2,...,mn. (15)
This formulation of C'° is then equivalent to the one in
Ref. [44] for semiparametric estimation. For the problems
studied in Ref. [44], Proposition | implies that the Holevo
CRB offers no improvement and the Helstrom CRBs com-
puted there are asymptotically attainable, at least when n is
finite.

Proposition 2. If G is rank-two, CH < 207,

Proof. Let the positive eigenvalues of a rank-r G be {g; : j =
1,2,...,7} and the corresponding real unit eigenvectors be
{el:5=1,2,...,r}. Then

Q= ZZ (trpY;Yi) eler T, Y = \/g—jZefLXH.
Jj=1 k=1 n=1
(16)
Ifr =2,
ImQ = (Imtr pY1Ys) (e'e*" — ezelT) , (17)
[Tm Q|1 = 2 [Im tr pY1Y2| = |itrp Y1, Y2]| (18)
< trpYP 4 trpYy = trReQ, (19)

where the inequality comes from Ref. [11, Proposition 2.8.3].
Hence

CH < trRe Q(X) + [[Im Q(X)[x (20)
< 2trRe Q(X*) = 2C%. 1)
0

Considering only the propositions, one might suspect that
CH could become significantly higher for a G with a higher
rank, but Theorem 1 settles the general case by imposing a
hard limit for any rank, revealing the surprisingly modest role
of incompatibility in asymptotic quantum estimation. It re-
mains an open question whether Theorem | can be improved
further and a tighter upper bound on C'* can be found.
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