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We study Heisenberg scaling of quantum metrology in the viewpoint of population coding. Although

Fisher information has been used for a figure of merit to characterize Heisenberg scaling in quantum metrol-

ogy, several studies pointed out it does not work as a figure of merit because it does not reflect the global

structure. As an alternative figure of merit, we propose the mutual information, which connects the number

of distinguishable elements of the parameter space in the viewpoint of population coding. We show that

several unitary models achieve Heisenberg scaling in this context.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology is a key technology for estimating
physical parameters in quantum systems with high resolu-

tion. It is known that Fisher information gives the precision
limit of estimation under the n-copies of the unknown state

is available [1–6]. Due to the above successful role of Fisher
information, many people believed that Fisher information

gives the precision limit of estimation even in the quan-
tum metrology including the unitary estimation. Therefore,

many people consider that the noon state realizes Heisen-
berg scaling in the quantum metrology because it achieves

the maximum Fisher information [7–14] in the the unitary
estimation. However, this maximum cannot be achieved

in the sense of global estimation [15–19]. This fact shows
that Fisher information does not reflect the global informa-
tion structure. Although the references [15–19] pointed out

this problem for Fisher information, still several papers [20–
26] use Fisher information as a figure of merit for quantum

metrology. To resolve this problem, it is necessary to pro-
pose an alternative figure of merit to reflect global informa-

tion structure. In fact, finding such an alternative figure of
merit has remained as an open problem in [17]. As an al-

ternative figure of merit, this paper focuses on the mutual
information between the parameter and the n-fold tensor

product quantum system of our interest.

Usually, the mutual information is used for channel cod-

ing problem. In the classical case, the idea of popula-
tion coding was proposed in the context of a neural field

[27, 28]. It presented the idea that the information is pre-
sented by an ensemble, i.e., a population, of neurons sub-

ject to the same distribution in a neural field. Mathemat-
ically, we consider a family of distributions {pθ }θ∈Θ with

Θ ⊂ Rd , and a population, i.e., an n random variables
~X = (X1, . . . , Xn) are subject to the n-fold independent and

identical distribution pn
θ

of pθ . The meaningful informa-
tion θ is coded by using the distribution pn

θ
. In this context,

we focus on the mutual information I( ~X ;θ) between ~X and

θ under a prior distribution µ of the parameter θ . It is

∗ hmasahito@cuhk.edu.cn

known that the logarithm of the number of distinguishable

elements of the parameter set Θ is upper bounded by the
mutual information I( ~X ;θ). Hence, the mutual information

I( ~X ;θ) plays a key role in the population coding. In fact,
the references [29, 30] showed that the mutual information
I( ~X ;θ) behaves as d

2
log n in the context of Bayes codes. Un-

like Fisher information, the mutual information reflects the
global information structure. The reference [31] studied

the same problem in the quantum setting. The references
[32–34] focused on this type of mutual information in the

context of data compression for θ in the classical and quan-
tum setting.

In this paper, we study the unitary estimation with n-

parallel application of the same unitary under several uni-
tary models {Uθ }θ∈Θ. As the first topic, when d is the num-

ber of parameters, we show that the mutual information
behaves as d log n, which is twice as the standard scaling
d
2

log n. As the second topic, to follow the concept of pop-

ulation coding, we discuss how many elements in the pa-
rameter space Θ can be distinguished under n-parallel ap-

plication. We show that the logarithm of the number of
distinguishable elements is also d log n with the best initial

state preparation. Another problem is the necessity of use
of the ancilla or the reference system for the input state.

This problem has been studied in [35, 36]. We consider
this problem based under our problem setting.

Recently, the preceding studies discussed the first topic

for the phase estimation [37, 38] and multi-phase estima-
tion [39]. Also, the reference [40] studied the same topic

for a generic one-parameter model. However, they did not
discuss the second topic nor other models. In this paper, we

study both topics under the multi-phase estimation model
and the full unitary model SU (t).

To see the standard scaling for the mutual information,

section II reviews existing result for state estimation. Sec-
tion III presents our result when a general unitary repre-

sentation is given. Section IV applies the above result to
the case with multi-phase estimation. Section V applies the

above result to the case with unitary group SU (t). Section
VI gives the proof for a key statement in section V. Section
VII makes conclusion.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.13399v1
mailto:hmasahito@cuhk.edu.cn
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II. STATE ESTIMATION

To see the standard scaling for the mutual informa-
tion, we consider state estimation, i.e., we focus on a d-

parameter state family {ρθ }θ∈Θ on the Hilbert space HA,
where Θ is a subset of Rd . We consider a Bayesian prior µ
on Θ. We denote the set of density matrices on H by S(H).

We denote the classical system Θ by B. We consider n-copy
state ρ⊗n

θ
. We have classical-quantum state

ρAB :=

∫

Θ

ρ⊗n
θ ⊗ |θ〉〈θ |µ(dθ). (1)

We focus on the mutual information between A and B,

which is given as

I(A; B) =

∫

Θ

D(ρ⊗n
θ ‖ρA)µ(dθ), (2)

where D(ρ‖σ) := Trρ(logρ − logσ).
When all densities are commutative, i.e., the model is

classical, the references [29, 30] showed that

I(A; B) =
d

2
log n+O(1). (3)

When our model {ρθ }θ∈Θ is the full model on t-

dimensional system and µ is invariant for unitary action,
the reference [31] showed that

I(A; B) =
t2 − 1

2
log n+O(1). (4)

Since the number of parameters of the full model is t2 − 1,

(4) can be considered as a generalization of (3). When a
model certain condition, using the result by [34], we can
show

I(A; B) =
d

2
log n+ o(log n). (5)

That is, the leading term is the number of parameters times
1
2

log n.

We back to the spirit of population coding, and focus on
the number N({ρ⊗n

θ
}θ∈Θ,ε) of distinguishable states among

{ρ⊗n
θ
}θ∈Θ with the average decoding error probability ε >

0. As shown in [41, (4.32)], using Fano inequality, we can

evaluate this number as

log N({ρ⊗n
θ }θ∈Θ,ε) ≤ log 2+ I(A; B)

1− ε . (6)

That is, the relations (3), (4), and (5) give upper bounds of

this number.

III. GENERAL PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. General description

Let G be a compact group and µ be the Haar measure of

G. We focus on a unitary representation f of G over a finite-
dimensional Hilbert space. For this aim, we choose an input

state. We assume that any entangled input state with any
reference system is available. To consider this problem, we

denote the set of the labels of irreducible representations
of G by Ĝ. Let Uλ be the irreducible representation space

identified by λ ∈ Ĝ, and dλ be its dimension.

We also define the twirling operation for the group G as

TG(ρ) :=

∫

G

f (g ′)ρ f (g ′)†µ(d g ′). (7)

We denote the set of irreducible representations appearing
in f by Ĝ f . We decompose the representation system HA as

follows.

HA =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗Cnλ , (8)

where nλ expresses the multiplicity of the representation

space Uλ.

When a reference system Cl is available, we have

HAl :=HA⊗Cl =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗Clnλ . (9)

However, when the input state is a pure state, the orbit is

restricted to the following space by choosing a suitable sub-
space Cmin(dλ ,lnλ) of Clnλ . That is, our representation space

can be considered as follows.

⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗Cmin(dλ,lnλ). (10)

When l ≥ dλ/nλ for any λ ∈ Ĝ f , our representation is given
as

HAR :=
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗Cdλ . (11)

In the following, we consider the above case. We denote
the projection to Uλ ⊗Cdλ by Pλ.

B. Mutual information

We choose an input state ρ and a distribution P on the
system B = G, where the random choice of B is denoted by

the random variable B. We focus on the mutual information
I(Al; B) or (AR; B), which depends on ρ and P. To maximize

the mutual information, we can restrict the input state as
an input pure state |ψ〉 = ⊕λ∈Ĝ f

p
pλ|ψλ〉 because a mixed

input state can be simulated as a randomized choice of input

pure states and the mutual information is convex for the
randomized choice of input pure states. In this case, the

mutual information is given as the von Neumann entropy
of the mixture of the final states.

I(Al; B)[P, |ψ〉] := S

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�

, (12)
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where S(ρ) expresses the von Neumann entropy−Trρ logρ
of ρ. We consider the following optimization problem.

I(G)Al :=max
|ψ〉

max
P

I(Al; B)[P, |ψ〉]. (13)

As shown in [42], due to the convexity of von Neumann
entropy the maximum is attained by the Haar measure µ.

Hence,

max
P

I(Al; B)[P, |ψ〉] = I(Al; B)[µ, |ψ〉] = S(TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|)),
(14)

which implies

I(G)Al =max
|ψ〉

S(TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|)). (15)

In particular, when |ψ〉 is the state |φ(p)〉 :=∑

λ∈Ĝ f

p
pλ|φλ〉, where p is a distribution on Ĝ f and

|φλ〉 a pure state Uλ ⊗Cmin(dλ ,lnλ) such that TrUλ |φλ〉〈φλ| is
the completely mixed state on Cmin(dλ ,lnλ), we have

S(TG(|φ(p)〉〈φ(p)|))

=S(
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

pλ
Pλ

dλmin(nλ, dλ)

=S(p) +
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

pλ log(dλmin(nλ, dλ)). (16)

Since the dimension of support of TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|) is upper

bounded by
∑

λ∈Ĝ dλmin(nλ, dλ), we have

I(X ;Al)[µ, |ψ〉] = S(TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|))

≤R(G)Al := log

� ∑

λ∈Ĝ f

dλmin(lnλ, dλ)

�

. (17)

The equality holds when the input state is |φ(p)〉 and and

pλ = dλmin(lnλ, dλ)
�∑

λ′∈Ĝ f
dλ′ min(lnλ′ , dλ′)

�−1

. There-

fore, we have

I(G)Al = log

� ∑

λ∈Ĝ f

dλmin(lnλ, dλ)

�

. (18)

In particular, when l satisfies the condition l ≥ dλ/nλ for

any λ ∈ Ĝ f ,

I(G)AR = I(G)Al = R(G)AR := log

� ∑

λ∈Ĝ f

d2
λ

�

. (19)

C. Number of distinguishable elements

Next, we consider how many elements in G can be dis-
tinguished via the above process. When the input state is

ρ, we denote the number of distinguishable states among
{ f (g)ρ f (g)†}g∈G with the average decoding error ε > 0

by MAl(ρ,ε). We consider the following optimization prob-
lems.

Mε(G)Al :=max
ρ

MAl(ρ,ε). (20)

To maximize the mutual information, we can restrict the in-
put state as an input pure state |ψ〉 because a mixed input

state can be simulated as a randomized choice of input pure
states. In this case, MAl(|ψ〉,ε) can be evaluated by using

the Rényi entropy Sα

�∑

g ′∈X P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†
�

of

the mixture of the final states, where Sα(ρ) := 1
α−1 log Trρα

with α 6= 1. Using the results [43, (6)] and [41, (4.67)], we

have

log M(|ψ〉,ε) ≥max
P

Sα

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�

− 1

α− 1
(log 2− logε) (21)

log M(|ψ〉,ε) ≤max
P

Sβ

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�

+
1

β − 1
log(1− ε) (22)

for 0 < β < 1 and 1 < α ≤ 2. For its detailed derivation,
see Appendix A. The above maximum is attained when P

is the Haar measure µ. Since the dimension of support of
TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|) is upper bounded by

∑

λ∈Ĝ dλmin(nλ, dλ), we

have

Sα(TG(|ψ〉〈ψ|)) ≤ R(G)Al . (23)

The equality holds when the input state is |φ〉. Thus, choos-
ing the best choice α = 2 and taking the limit β → +0, we

have

R(G)Al − (log 2− logε) ≤ log Mε(G)Al

≤R(G)Al − log(1− ε). (24)

In particular, we have

R(G)AR − (log 2− logε) ≤ log Mε(G)AR

≤ log R(G)AR − log(1− ε). (25)

Therefore, when 1 > ε > 0 is fixed, log R(G)AR is the domi-
nant term.

IV. MULTIPLE PHASE ESTIMATION

Here, we consider the multi-phase application model on
the t-dimensional system HA spanned by {| j〉}t−1

j=0
. This

model is given as the application of the group M Pt−1 :=

{Uθ }θ∈[0,2π)t−1 , where the unitary Uθ is defined as |0〉〈0| +
∑t−1

j=1
eiθ j | j〉〈 j|. Now, we consider the n-parallel application

of Uθ on HAn :=H
⊗n
A

. In this representation, all irreducible
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representations are characterized by the combinatorics C
n
t
,

which is defined as

C
n
t

:=

n

~n := (n0, n1, . . . , nt−1) ∈ Nt

�
�
�

t−1∑

j=0

n j = n

o

, (26)

where N is the set of non-negative integers. Since all ir-
reducible representations are one-dimensional, d~n = 1 for
~n ∈ C

n
t

so that we do not need to attach any reference sys-

tem, i.e., R(G)A1 = R(G)AR. Since |Cn
t
| = log
�

n+t−1

t−1

�

, we

have

I(M Pt−1)An = R(M Pt−1)An = log

�
n+ t − 1

t − 1

�

= (t − 1) log n+ o(1) (27)

while the number of our parameters is t − 1. Compare
with (5), (27) achieves the twice of the state estimation

case. In addition, due to (25), the value (27) expresses
the logarithm of the number of distinguishable elements

in M Pt−1. Hence, we can say that multi-phase estimation
achieves Heisenberg scaling in both senses, the mutual in-

formation and the logarithm of the number of distinguish-
able elements.

Under this model, the references [37–39] derived Heisen-

berg scaling for the mutual information, but it did not study
the number of distinguishable elements, which is essential

for population coding.

When t = 2, the optimal input state is

n∑

j=0

1p
n+ 1
|

j
︷ ︸︸ ︷

0 . . . 0

n− j
︷ ︸︸ ︷

1 . . . 1〉. (28)

The asymptotic estimation error with the above input state

has been studied in [44, Sections 3 and 4]. As explained in
[18, Section 4], this method is essentially the same as Ki-

taev’s method [45, 46], and has been implemented by [47].

Here, we compare the input state (28) with the case with
the noon state [7–9]. When the input state is the noon

state, we employ only two irreducible representations to
maximize the Fisher information. That is, the input state

belongs to the subspace spanned by |0〉⊗n and |1〉⊗n. The
relations (14) and (16) imply

I(X ;A1)[µ,
1p
2
(|0〉⊗n + |1〉⊗n)] = log 2. (29)

This equation shows that the input noon state has quite

small global information, which certifies the impossibility
of global estimation by the input noon state.

V. n-TENSOR PRODUCT REPRESENTATION OF SU (t)

We consider the case when the representation is given as
n-tensor product of SU (t) on HA = C

t . By using the set Y n
t

of Semistandard Young tableau, our representation is given
as

HAn =
⊕

λ∈Y n
t

Hλ ⊗Mλ, (30)

where Mλ = C
nλ expresses the multiplicity space of the

irreducible unitary presentation Uλ, and the integer nλ is

the multiplicity.
When λ= (λ1, . . . ,λt) with λ1 ≤ . . . ≤ λt and

∑

j λ j = n,

dλ is given as [48, (4.46)]

dλ =
∏

1≤ j<k≤t

k− j +λk −λ j

k− j
. (31)

It is upper bounded by (n+1)t(t−1)/2. Since |Y n
t
| ≤ (n+1)t−1,

we have

I(SU (t))An = R(SU (t))An = log

� ∑

λ′∈Y n
t

d2
λ′

�

≤ log(n+ 1)(t+1)t+(t−1) = (t2 − 1) log(n+ 1). (32)

When t is fixed and only n increases, we have

log

� ∑

λ′∈Y n
t

d2
λ′

�

= (t2 − 1) log n+O(1), (33)

which is shown in Section VI. Since t2− 1 is the number of
parameters of SU (t). the leading term in (33) is twice of

the case of state estimation case given in (5).
At least, when t = 2, we can show the above relation as

follows. Consider the case with t = 2. When n = 2m, we
have

∑

λ′∈Y n
d

d2
λ′ =

m∑

k=0

(2k+ 1)2 =
(m+ 1)(2m+ 1)(2m+ 3)

3
. (34)

When n= 2m− 1, we have

∑

λ′∈Y n
d

d2
λ′ =

m∑

k=1

(2k)2 =
2m(m+ 1)(2m+ 1)

3
. (35)

Then, we have

log

� ∑

λ′∈Y n
d

d2
λ′

�

= 3 log n− log 6+O(
1

n
). (36)

Here, we compare the above optimal case (32),(33) with
the case of the input state maximizing the trace of Fisher
information matrix [11]. The maximally entangled state

|Φ〉 on the symmetric subspace maximizes the trace of Fisher
information matrix [11]. In this case, since the dimension

of the symmetric subspace is
�

n+t−1
t−1

�

, the relations (14) and
(16) imply

I(X ;AR)[µ, |Φ〉] = 2 log

�
n+ t − 1

t − 1

�

= 2(t − 1) log n+ o(1),

(37)

which is much smaller than (32),(33).
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VI. PROOF OF (33)

Since we have (32), it is sufficient to show

log

� ∑

λ′∈Y n
t

d2
λ′

�

≥ (t2 − 1) log n+O(1). (38)

We choose a positive real number an such that n
an t is an

integer. We define the subset Y n
t
(an) ⊂ Y n

t
as

Y n
t
(an) :=

n

λ

�
�
�

n

an t
≤ λk+1 −λk for k = 1, . . . , t − 1

o

. (39)

For λ ∈ Y n
t
(an), we have

dλ =
∏

1≤ j<k≤t

k− j +λk −λ j

k− j
≥ 1

t

∏

1≤ j<k≤t

λk −λ j

t

≥
∏

1≤ j<k≤t

n

an t2
= (

n

an t2
)
(t−1)t

2 . (40)

Also, using mn := n− n
an

, we have

|Y n
t
(an)| =
�

mn + t − 1

t − 1

�

≥
mt−1

n

(t − 1)
. (41)

Therefore,

∑

λ∈Y n
t

d2
λ ≥
∑

λ∈Y n
t (an)

d2
λ ≥
∑

λ∈Y n
t (an)

(
n

an t2
)(t−1)t

=|Y n
t
(an)|(

n

an t2
)(t−1)t ≥

mt−1
n

(t − 1)
(

n

an t2
)(t−1)t . (42)

When an choose as a value such that 2≤ an ≤ 3, we have

log

� mt−1
n

(t − 1)
(

n

an t2
)(t−1)t
�

= (t2 − 1) log n+O(1) (43)

because t − 1+ (t − 1)t = t2 − 1. Hence, we obtain (38).

VII. CONCLUSION

We have derived general formulas for the mutual infor-

mation and the logarithm of the number of distinguishable
elements when a unitary group representation is given. We

have proposed the above quantities as a figure of merit

to address the population coding with group representa-
tion because these quantities reflect the global information

structure unlike Fisher information. Then, we have ap-
plied these general formulas to the case with multi-phase

estimation and multiple applications of SU (t). As the re-
sults, we have revealed that the optimal strategy realized

the twice value of the standard case for these two quanti-
ties, which can be considered as Heisenberg scaling. We

have also shown that the optimal strategies for maximiz-
ing Fisher information have much smaller values for these

quantities. This fact shows the advantage of our figure of
merit over Fisher information.
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A. DERIVATIONS OF (21) AND (22)

Since f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)† is a pure state, the reference

[43, (6)] shows the inequality

ε≤2(M(|ψ〉,ε)− 1)sTr

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�1+s

≤2M(|ψ〉,ε)sTr

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�1+s

(44)

for 0 ≤ s ≤ 1 and any distribution P on G. Choosing α =
1+ s, we have

log M(|ψ〉,ε) ≥Sα

� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

�

− 1

α− 1
(log 2− logε) (45)

for 1< α ≤ 2. Taking the maximum for P, we obtain (21).

Since f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)† is a pure state, the reference

[41, (4.67)] shows the inequality

log(1− ε) ≤max
P

log Tr
� ∑

g ′∈X
P(g ′) f (g ′)|ψ〉〈ψ| f (g ′)†

� 1
1−s

+
s

1− s
log M(|ψ〉,ε) (46)

for s < 0. Choosing β = 1
1−s , we have (22).
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