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Water diffusion gives rise to micrometer-scale sensitivity of diffusion MRI (dMRI) to cellular-level tissue struc-
ture. The advent of precision medicine and quantitative imaging hinges on revealing the information content
of dMRI, and providing its parsimonious basis- and hardware-independent “fingerprint”. Here we reveal the
geometry of a multi-dimensional dMRI signal, classify all 21 invariants of diffusion and covariance tensors in
terms of irreducible representations of the group of rotations, and relate them to tissue properties. Previously
studied dMRI contrasts are expressed via 7 invariants, while the remaining 14 provide novel complementary in-
formation. We design acquisitions based on icosahedral vertices guaranteeing minimal number of measurements
to determine 3–4 most used invariants in only 1–2 minutes for the whole brain. Representing dMRI signals via
scalar invariant maps with definite symmetries will underpin machine learning classifiers of brain pathology,
development, and aging, while fast protocols will enable translation of advanced dMRI into clinical practice.

INTRODUCTION

Diffusion NMR or MRI (dMRI) measures a propagator of
micrometer-scale displacements of water molecules in an
NMR sample or an imaging voxel [1, 2]. Mapping the lowest-
order cumulant, the voxel-wise diffusion tensor D, via diffu-
sion tensor imaging (DTI) [3], has become an integral part of
most human brain MRI clinical protocols and research studies.
The information-rich signal beyond DTI forms the foundation
of tissue microstructure imaging [4–10] — a combination of
biophysics, condensed matter physics and bioengineering, that
allows MRI to become specific to disease processes at the scale
of cells and organelles, and to provide non-invasive markers
of development, aging and pathology [2, 11, 12].

Our goal here is to study the geometry of the muti-
dimensional dMRI signal beyond the diffusion tensor ellipsoid
D(n̂)=D𝑖 𝑗𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 . (Einstein’s convention of summation over re-
peated Cartesian indices is assumed hereon.) We will construct
the map between terms of the diffusion cumulant series [13–
15] and the addition of “angular momenta” corresponding to
the diffusion tensors of sub-voxel spin populations. While we
study in detail the 4th-order covariance tensor C, also relevant
in materials science, elasticity and geology, our methodology
can be further extended onto higher-order tensors.

The information content of the dMRI signal depends on
the degree of coarse-graining [5, 7] over the diffusion length
controlled by the diffusion time 𝑡. With sufficiently long
𝑡 ≳ 50 ms used in the clinic, each tissue compartment (a non-
exchanging water population, e.g., intra-axonal space, extra-
axonal space, etc) can be asymptotically considered as fully
coarse-grained, such that diffusion in it becomes Gaussian
[5, 16, 17]. Assuming (anisotropic) Gaussian diffusion in
each compartment drastically simplifies the analysis. Indeed,
the signal 𝑆 = exp(− tr B𝐷) (normalized to 1 in the absence of
diffusion weighting) from any such “Gaussian compartment”
defined by its diffusion tensor 𝐷, becomes fully encoded by a
3 × 3 symmetric B-tensor [15, 18–22]. The signal from a dis-
tribution P(𝐷) of Gaussian compartments is then represented

by the cumulant expansion [13–15]

ln 𝑆 = −B𝑖 𝑗 D𝑖 𝑗 + 1
2 B𝑖 𝑗B𝑘𝑙C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 + O(𝑏3) , (1)

where 𝑏 = tr B is the 𝑏-value, cf. Materials and Methods, and
D𝑖 𝑗 =

〈
𝐷𝑖 𝑗

〉
,

C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 =
〈〈
𝐷𝑖 𝑗 𝐷𝑘𝑙

〉〉
≡
〈(
𝐷𝑖 𝑗 − ⟨𝐷𝑖 𝑗⟩

) (
𝐷𝑘𝑙 − ⟨𝐷𝑘𝑙⟩

)〉 (2)

are components of the overall diffusion and covariance tensors
D and C in an imaging voxel. Brackets ⟨. . .⟩ denote averages
over the diffusion tensor distribution P(𝐷) that characterizes
tissue in a given voxel, while double brackets ⟨⟨. . .⟩⟩ denote
cumulants [13]. Tensor D has 6 independent parameters, or
“degrees of freedom” (dof), and C has 21 dof (Fig. 1).

A fundamental problem is to classify symmetries of the cu-
mulant tensors in Eq. (1), and define tensor invariants, i.e.,
combinations of tensor components independent of the choice
of basis (such as the trace D𝑖𝑖). With the advent of preci-
sion medicine and quantitative imaging [23], tensor invariants
form a basis- and hardware-independent “fingerprint” of MRI
signals [24–30]; their information content will underpin clas-
sifiers of pathology, development and aging [31]. A practical
problem is to relate tensors and their invariants to tissue prop-
erties, and to design fast unbiased measurements.

Here we provide full classification of rotational invariants of
the cumulant expansion (RICE) by decomposing tensors D and
C according to irreducible representations of the SO(3) group
of rotations. This reveals the cumulant tensors’ symmetries
and geometric meaning, and connects with tissue biophysics
embodied by the distribution P(𝐷). All dMRI contrasts up
to O(𝑏2) (mean diffusivity (MD), fractional anisotropy (FA),
mean, radial and axial kurtosis (MK, RK, AK), and micro-
scopic FA (µFA)), are expressed via just 7 RICE. Besides un-
covering the 14 unexplored invariants, constructing RICE ac-
cording to symmetries makes them “orthogonal”, and thereby
potentially more specific to distinct microstructure changes.

Our geometric approach applies to hundreds of thousands
publicly available human brain datasets [32–36]. We also
derive the shortest iRICE protocols for mapping MD, FA, MK
in 1 minute, and MD, FA, MK, µFA in 2 minutes on a clinical
scanner, making advanced dMRI clinically feasible.
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FIG. 1. Outline: (a) An MRI voxel as a distribution P(𝐷) of compartment diffusion tensors 𝐷 decomposed in the spherical tensor basis. (b)
The QT decomposition of the covariance tensor C arises from the addition of “angular momenta”, Eq. (5): Central moments (2) of compartment
tensors 𝐷 correspond to tensor products, subsequently averaged over the voxel-wise distribution P(𝐷). (c) Irreducible components of the QT
decomposition represent 1 size-size, 5 size-shape, and 1 + 5 + 9 shape-shape covariances in the 21 dof of C.

RESULTS

Warm-up: Irreducible decomposition of the diffusion tensor

Our main method of investigation will be the representation
theory of SO(3) group applied to cumulant tensors (2). To
set the stage, recall that a 3 × 3 symmetric matrix, such as a
diffusion tensor 𝐷𝑖 𝑗 , splits into an isotropic component, 𝐷 (0)

𝑖 𝑗
,

and a symmetric trace-free (STF) component, 𝐷 (2)
𝑖 𝑗

:

𝐷𝑖 𝑗 = 𝐷
(0)
𝑖 𝑗

+ 𝐷 (2)
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝐷00Y00
𝑖 𝑗 +

2∑︁
𝑚=−2

𝐷2𝑚Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗 , (3)

where Yℓ𝑚 is a standard STF tensor basis such that 𝑌 ℓ𝑚(n̂) =
Yℓ𝑚
𝑖 𝑗
𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 are the spherical harmonics (SH) defined on a unit

sphere |n̂| = 1 [37]. Since
√

4𝜋Y00
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 (unit matrix),
the ℓ = 0 component yields the trace: 𝐷00/

√
4𝜋 = 1

3 tr𝐷.
The ℓ = 2 sector contains 5 spherical tensor components
𝐷2𝑚 responsible for the shape and orientations of the diffusion
tensor ellipsoid 𝐷𝑖 𝑗𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 , while the single ℓ = 0 component
𝐷00 (a scalar) sets its overall size.

Upon rotations, the spherical tensor components 𝐷ℓ𝑚 with
different ℓ do not mix: 𝐷2𝑚 transform amongst themselves;
𝐷00 is an invariant. Mathematically, they belong to different ir-
reducible representations of the SO(3) group [37–39]. Hence,
Eq. (3) realizes the irreducible decomposition

𝐷 = 𝐷 (0) ⊕𝐷 (2) , 𝐷 (ℓ ) = {𝐷ℓ𝑚} , 𝑚 = −ℓ, . . . , ℓ , (4)

where each irreducible component of degree ℓ has 2ℓ + 1 dof,
such that the 6 dof of a symmetric 3 × 3 matrix 𝐷 splits into
6 = 1 + 5, cf. Fig. 1a. Spherical tensors will be our workhorse
as they provide the natural way to represent tensors using the
minimal number of dof. Furthermore, different transformation
properties often point at distinct physical origins.

The diffusion tensor in Eq. (3) may describe a microscopic
tissue compartment. Consider the invariants of 𝐷: the ellip-
soid’s shape is defined by 3 semi-axes (the eigenvalues). The
remaining 3 dof define its orientation in space (e.g., 3 Euler’s
angles), and depend on the coordinate frame. The irreducible

decomposition (4) allows one to construct tensor invariants
symmetric with respect to the eigenvalues, and to assign the
degree ℓ to them. The simplest, ℓ = 0 invariant, is the trace
tr𝐷 ∝ 𝐷00. The remaining two independent ℓ = 2 invariants
are also given by traces: tr(𝐷 (2) )2 is proportional to the vari-
ance of the eigenvalues, and tr(𝐷 (2) )3 = 3 det𝐷 (2) — to their
product (readily seen in the eigenbasis of 𝐷 (2) ).

The overall diffusion tensor D𝑖 𝑗 is the mean of the compart-
ment tensors (3) over P(𝐷), cf. Eq. (2). Invariants of D give
rise to common DTI metrics, such as MD, D̄ = 1

3 tr D (ℓ = 0),
and FA (from both ℓ = 0 and ℓ = 2 sectors, cf. Eq. (20) below).

The covariance tensor C involves averages of the direct ten-
sor products 𝐷 ⊗ 𝐷, Eq. (2). To find the irreducible de-
composition and the invariants of C, in what follows we will
construct a formal mapping onto the addition of quantum an-
gular momenta with ℓ = 0 or 2. This will relate the irreducible
components of C to tissue properties via P(𝐷), and to all
previously studied model-independent dMRI metrics. We will
then construct all invariants of C keeping track of their sym-
metries, relate them to dMRI measurements, and find ways of
fast estimation of the most common invariants.

Size and shape covariances: QT decomposition

Using the irreducible decomposition (4) in Eq. (2) results in

C = ⟨⟨𝐷 ⊗ 𝐷⟩⟩ =
〈〈(
𝐷 (0) ⊕ 𝐷 (2)

)
⊗
(
𝐷 (0) ⊕ 𝐷 (2)

)〉〉
= Q(0) ⊕ Q(2) ⊕ T(0) ⊕ T(2) ⊕ T(4) ,

(5)

where

Q(0) =
〈〈
𝐷 (0) ⊗ 𝐷 (0)

〉〉
, (6a)

Q(2) = 2
〈〈
𝐷 (0) ⊗ 𝐷 (2)

〉〉
, (6b)

T =

〈〈
𝐷 (2) ⊗ 𝐷 (2)

〉〉
= T(0) ⊕ T(2) ⊕ T(4) . (6c)

Formally, this corresponds to the addition of two quantum
angular momenta with ℓ = 0 or ℓ = 2, see graphical represen-
tation in Fig. 1b. As it is known from quantum mechanics [38],
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addition of angular momenta ®ℓ1 and ®ℓ2 yields all possible states
with momenta ®𝐿 between |ℓ1 − ℓ2 | and ℓ1 + ℓ2. Mathematically
speaking [39], the tensor product ℓ1 ⊗ ℓ2 of representations
labeled by ℓ1 and ℓ2 is reducible, and splits into a direct sum of
irreducible representations with 𝐿 = |ℓ1 − ℓ2 |, . . . , ℓ1 + ℓ2.
Successive terms in Eq. (5) symbolically yield the repre-
sentations with the following angular momenta: 0 ⊗ 0 = 0;
(0 ⊗ 2 + 2 ⊗ 0) = 2; and 2 ⊗ 2 = 0 ⊕ 2 ⊕ 4. This yields the dof
count for C tensor: 21 = 1+ 5+ 1+ 5+ 9. In the 2 ⊗ 2 case, we
did not include representations with ℓ = 1 and 3, forbidden by
parity, (−1)ℓ = +1, coming from the time-reversal invariance
of the Brownian motion.

Physically speaking, in a distribution P(𝐷) of compart-
mental diffusion tensors of Fig. 1a, each ellipsoid (4) has
an isotropic (“size”) part 𝐷 (0) and trace-free anisotropic
(“shape”) part 𝐷 (2) . Thus, the direct products in Eq. (6)
define the size variance Q(0) , the size-shape covariance Q(2) ,
and the shape-shape covariance T, Fig. 1b,c. The shape-shape
covariance is reducible and further splits into three irreducible
spherical tensors T(0) , T(2) and T(4) .

Besides the explicit classification based on symmetries, the
benefit of using spherical tensors is in having the minimal
number of dof in each of them, as compared to the highly
redundant Cartesian objects such as C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 . Therefore, one
expects that the covariances

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉 of the spherical-

tensor components (4) of compartmental diffusivities should
be related to the corresponding spherical-tensor components
of Q and T, Fig. 1c. We derive these explicit relations based
on the spherical tensor algebra in Supplementary Section S3.
In brief, the relations for Q,

Q00 = 1√
4𝜋

〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 , Q2𝑀 = 2√

4𝜋

〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑀 〉〉

(7)

follow trivially from Eqs. (6a) and (6b). However, Eq. (6c)

T𝐿𝑀 = 5√
4𝜋 (2𝐿+1)

⟨2, 0, 2, 0|𝐿, 0⟩

×
∑︁

𝑚+𝑚′=𝑀

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚′

〉〉
⟨2, 𝑚, 2, 𝑚′ |𝐿, 𝑀⟩

(8)

involves the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients [38]
⟨ℓ, 𝑚, ℓ′, 𝑚′ |𝐿, 𝑀⟩ which obey the selection rule 𝑀 = 𝑚 + 𝑚′

(and vanish otherwise). This rule makes the linear system
(7)–(8) so sparse that it can be inverted by hand, see
Supplementary Eq. (S11). This provides a full analytical
solution for the tissue properties

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉 in terms of the

spherical components of T and Q tensors, i.e., the irreducible
components of the covariance tensor C. We call the above
Eqs. (5)–(6) the QT decomposition of the covariance tensor.

dMRI measurement: SA decomposition

dMRI parameter estimation is conventionally performed in a
Cartesian basis. In what follows, we will construct the SA
decomposition that is most natural for the dMRI acquisition,
and derive how to proceed from SA to QT — i.e., from the
acquisition to the tissue properties.

Historically, diffusion weightings in MR have been per-
formed in a single direction using pulsed gradients [40],
such that B𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑏 𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 where 𝑏 = 𝑞2𝑡; this so-called lin-
ear tensor encoding (LTE) corresponds to rank B = 1. As
B𝑖 𝑗B𝑘𝑙 → 𝑏2𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑙 becomes symmetric in all indices,
Eq. (1) becomes the diffusion kurtosis imaging (DKI) signal
representation [41]:

ln 𝑆 = −𝑏 𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 D𝑖 𝑗 + 1
2𝑏

2𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑙 S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 + O(𝑏3) , (9)

where S, the fully symmetric part of C, is proportional to the
kurtosis tensor W:

S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 ≡ C(𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙) =
1
3 (C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 + C𝑖𝑙 𝑗𝑘 + C𝑖𝑘 𝑗𝑙),

W𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 =
3

D̄2 S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 ,
(10)

and symmetrization over tensor indices between (...) is as-
sumed henceforth [37]. Note the kurtosis tensor is made di-
mensionless by normalizing S with mean diffusivity squared.

Tensor S (likewise W) splits into irreducible components
with ℓ = 0, 2, 4. Their Cartesian components can be con-
structed by subtracting the corresponding traces [37]; equiv-
alently, their spherical tensor components are found using
Eqs. (33) in Materials and Methods. Thus, S(0) is isotropic
(ℓ = 0) and defined by 1 dof (the full trace S𝑖𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 of S),
whereas S(2) and S(4) are STF tensors that are parametrized
by 2ℓ + 1 = 5 and 9 dof, respectively, totalling 1 + 5 + 9 = 15
dof for the kurtosis tensor.

The remaining 21 − 15 = 6 dof of C are contained in the
asymmetric (not antisymmetric!) part A of C:

A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 = C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 − C(𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙) = 1
3 (2C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 − C𝑖𝑙 𝑗𝑘 − C𝑖𝑘 𝑗𝑙) . (11)

To measure A, the necessary (but not sufficient) condition is
to use rank B > 1 [15]. Although A is a fourth-order tensor, it
has 6 dof, and thus it is equivalent to a symmetric 3× 3 tensor
[42, 43]:

A𝑝𝑞 = 𝜖𝑖𝑘 𝑝𝜖 𝑗𝑙𝑞A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 (12a)
= 𝛿𝑝𝑞 (A𝑖𝑖𝑘𝑘 − A𝑖𝑘𝑖𝑘) + 2(A𝑝𝑘𝑞𝑘 − A𝑝𝑞𝑘𝑘) , (12b)

A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 =
1
6 (𝜖𝑖𝑘 𝑝𝜖 𝑗𝑙𝑞 + 𝜖𝑖𝑙 𝑝𝜖 𝑗𝑘𝑞)A𝑝𝑞 , (12c)

where 𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑘 is the fully antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor. Thus,
analogously to Eq. (4), A splits into the irreducible components
with ℓ = 0 and 2.

To summarize, we can write the SA decomposition as:

C = S ⊕ A , (13a)

S = S(0) ⊕ S(2) ⊕ S(4) , (13b)

A = A(0) ⊕ A(2) , (13c)

where the dof count holds: 21C = (1+5+9)S+(1+5)A. Due to
this natural separation of information accessible through LTE
(S) vs non-LTE accessible (A), we say the SA decomposition is
acquisition-driven. Hundreds of thousands datasets acquired
with LTE and moderate diffusion weightings are available [32–
36] and thus, sensitive to the information present in S only.

The number of nonzero eigenvalues of the B tensor re-
flects how many dimensions of the diffusion process are being
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FIG. 2. Irreducible decompositions of D and C tensors, Eqs. (4), (6), and (13), for two white matter voxels: (a) corpus callosum — highly
aligned fibers, and (b) longitudinal superior fasciculus — crossing fibers. Glyphs are rescaled to a similar size. They are color-coded by the
sign (red = positive), while the radius represents the absolute value. (c) Representation of the eigentensor decomposition, Eq. (44) in Materials
and Methods, of T(4) for the crossing fiber voxel shown in (b). The 6 invariants of T(4) = S(4) (cf. Fig. 3) correspond to 4 dof from 𝜆𝑎 (here
𝜆4 = 0, E(4)

𝑖 𝑗
∝ 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 , and

∑6
𝑎=1 𝜆𝑎 = 0), and 2 dof defining the relative orientations among any pair of eigentensors E(𝑎)

𝑖 𝑗
.

probed simultaneously. The requirement rank B > 1 means
probing the diffusion along more than one dimension. In what
follows, without the loss of generality, we focus on axially
symmetric B:

B𝑖 𝑗 (𝑏, 𝛽, ĝ) = 𝑏
(
𝛽 𝑔𝑖𝑔 𝑗 + 1−𝛽

3 𝛿𝑖 𝑗

)
, (14)

parametrized by its trace 𝑏 giving the overall scale; the unit
vector ĝ along its symmetry axis; and the dimensionless shape
parameter 𝛽 [44]. Compared to conventional LTE (𝛽 = 1),
varying 𝛽 changes the B-tensor shape, e.g., 𝛽 = 0 for spherical
tensor encoding (STE, isotropic B-tensor), and 𝛽 = − 1

2 for pla-
nar encoding (PTE, two equal nonzero eigenvalues) [15, 18–
22]. Non-axially symmetric B-tensors are not necessary for
accessing O(𝑏2) information, and are typically not employed.

Non-LTE B-tensors (14) probe the A tensor. Specifically,
its contribution to the 𝑏2 term in the cumulant expansion (1)
can be expressed as

1
2 B𝑖 𝑗B𝑘𝑙A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 =

𝑏2 (1−𝛽) (1+2𝛽)
27 A𝑝𝑝 − 𝑏2𝛽 (1−𝛽)

9 A𝑝𝑞𝑔𝑝𝑔𝑞 ,

(15)
a scalar ∝ A00 =

√
4𝜋
3 A𝑝𝑝 =

√
4𝜋
2 A𝑖𝑖𝑘𝑘 (full trace), plus an

ellipsoid of the tensor (12a). As expected, Eq. (15) vanishes
for LTE (𝛽 = 1). STE (𝛽 = 0) is sensitive only to the isotropic
(ℓ = 0) part A00 (the scalar term), whereas PTE (𝛽 = − 1

2 ) is
the cleanest encoding to probe the A tensor ellipsoid: the first
term vanishes, and the second term yields + 𝑏2

12 A𝑝𝑞𝑔𝑝𝑔𝑞 .

From measurements (SA) to tissue properties (TQ)

Extracting tissue properties from C requires transforming C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

into
〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉. First, we split C into S and A following

Eqs. (10)-(11). Then, according to Eqs. (13), we compute the
irreducible components S(ℓ ) and A(ℓ ) , see explicit Eqs. (33)

in Materials and Methods. Finally, a linear transformation,
derived in Eqs. (35)–(37), relates the irreducible components
of T(ℓ ) , Q(ℓ ) with S(ℓ ) , A(ℓ ) :

Q(0) = 5
9 S(0) + 2

9 A(0) , (16a)

Q(2) = 7
9 S(2) − 2

9 A(2) , (16b)

T(0) = 4
9 S(0) − 2

9 A(0) , (16c)

T(2) = 2
9 S(2) + 2

9 A(2) , (16d)

T(4) = S(4) . (16e)

Note that since each representation with ℓ = 0 and ℓ = 2 enters
Eq. (5) twice, any decomposition with two independent linear
combinations of representations with ℓ = 0, and separately for
ℓ = 2, is equally legitimate. Here, the two decompositions (6)
and (13) are selected by their distinct physical meaning: The
SA decomposition is motivated by the acquisition and con-
ventional parameter estimation, while the QT decomposition
is natural to describe tissue properties. Upon rotations of the
basis, the components S(ℓ ) ,A(ℓ ) , or T(ℓ ) ,Q(ℓ ) , transform such
that they do not mix with each other.

Geometric meaning

The geometric meaning of the irreducible decompositions such
as (4), (6), and (13), comes from the correspondence between
STF tensors and spherical harmonics (cf. Eq. (30) in Materi-
als and Methods). For example, in the tensor glyphs of Fig. 2,
D(n̂) = D𝑖 𝑗 𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 , Q(n̂) = Q𝑖 𝑗 𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 and T(n̂) = T𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑙 ,
where n̂ is a unit vector, the ℓ = 0 parts give directional aver-
ages. The ℓ = 2 parts are responsible for a glyph parametrized
by five 𝑌2𝑚 (n̂), turning the corresponding ball into an ellip-
soid, such as D(n̂) = D𝑖 𝑗𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 in DTI [2].

The ℓ = 0 and ℓ = 2 parts can capture a single fiber tract (a
single pair of opposite lobes on a sphere, both at the O(𝑏) and
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FIG. 3. Irreducible decompositions of D and C (QT) tensors, Eqs. (4)–(5). Each irreducible component has its intrinsic invariants (1 for
ℓ = 0; 2 for ℓ = 2; and 6 for ℓ = 4). Together with these 1 + 2 + 1 + 2 + 6 = 12 intrinsic invariants, C has 3 · 3 = 9 basis-dependent absolute
angles defining the orientations of its T(2) , T(4) , and Q(2) via the rotation matrices RQ(2) , RT(2) , and RT(4) , such that total dof count of C is
21 = 12 + 9. Out of these 9 absolute angles, 6 dof are mixed invariants since they correspond to relative angles between Q(2) , T(2) and T(4) .
As an example, we take RT(2) as a reference, and compute the relative rotations R̃T(4) and R̃Q(2) . Maps of these invariants are shown in Fig. 4.

O(𝑏2) level), but cannot represent geometries with multiple
pairs of lobes, such as in fiber crossings. The T(4) = S(4)

part, parametrized by nine 𝑌4𝑚 (n̂), is the only part of C that
captures multiple pairs of lobes coming from fiber crossings,
see Fig. 2c for an example. Interestingly, the beyond-LTE A-
tensor part of C can only accommodate an ellipsoidal glyph
shape — albeit physically distinct from that of the diffusion
tensor.

Irreducible components, such as T(ℓ ) and Q(ℓ ) , have some
dof whose values do not change upon rotations of the basis, i.e.
are rotational invariant. The following subsection discusses
how many rotational invariants we can find in D and C and
how to compute them.

Invariants: intrinsic and mixed

We now construct all invariants of C in either QT or SA decom-
position, by splitting them into the ones intrinsic to a given ir-
reducible representation, and the ones mixing representations.
Let us define intrinsic invariants as those that belong purely
to a single irreducible component, such as Q(ℓ ) and T(ℓ ) in
Eq. (6), or S(ℓ ) and A(ℓ ) in Eq. (13). Conversely, mixed in-
variants determine the relative orientations between different
irreducible components with ℓ > 0, such as between T(2) and
T(4) . In what follows, we will focus on the invariants of the QT
decomposition, Fig. 3, with all maps for a human brain shown
in Fig. 4. An identical treatment yields the corresponding S
and A invariants, cf. Supplementary Fig. S1.

How many intrinsic and mixed invariants exist? First note
that the total number of invariants for any tensor equals its
number of dof minus 3 angles defining its overall orientation
[45], yielding 3 for D (DTI), 12 for S or W (DKI), and 18 for
C. Applying this argument to each irreducible representation,
the number of intrinsic invariants is 1 for ℓ = 0, and (2ℓ +
1) − 3 = 2(ℓ − 1) = 2, 6, . . . for ℓ = 2, 4, . . . . This yields

(1 + 2 + 6) + (1 + 2) = 12 intrinsic invariants of C, Fig. 3.
The isotropic, ℓ = 0 component of a symmetric tensor is a

rotational invariant, which we normalize to its spherical mean:

D0 = D(0) (n̂) = 1
3 tr D = 1

3 D𝑖𝑖 = 𝐶0 D00 = D̄ ,

Q0 = Q(0) (n̂) = 𝐶0 Q00 = 5
9 S0 + 2

9 A0 ,

T0 = T(0) (n̂) = 𝐶0 T00 = 4
9 S0 − 2

9 A0 ,

(17)

where 𝐶ℓ =

√︃
2ℓ+1
4𝜋 and Eqs. (16a) and (16c) define relations

between A0=
1
3 tr A = 𝐶0A00, S0=

1
5 tr S = 𝐶0S00, Q0, and T0.

Consider now the irreducible components with ℓ = 2.
Among the 5 dof of tensors such as D(2) , T(2) or Q(2) , 3
angles define the orientation (and are not invariants). The re-
maining 2 dof parametrize the three eigenvalues that sum up
to zero trace. The corresponding 2 independent invariants can
be written as:

D2 |𝑛 =

(
2
3 tr(D(2) )𝑛

)1/𝑛
, 𝑛 = 2, 3, (18)

and the same definition can be applied to T(2) , Q(2) , S(2) , and
A(2) . For brevity, we dropped the 𝑛 = 1 index that indicates
the power of the trace for ℓ = 0 in Eq. (17), and will from now
on drop the 𝑛 = 2 index (𝐿2-norm) for ℓ ≥ 2. Thereby, the 3
invariants of D: D0 = D0 |1, D2 ≡ D2 |2, and D2 |3 (equivalent to
its eigenvalues) determine the semi-axes of the corresponding
ellipsoid; the same applies for Q(0) ⊕ Q(2) , T(0) ⊕ T(2) , and
any second-order tensor.

For the ℓ = 4 components T(4) = S(4) , the picture is more
complex. The 3 absolute angles determine the orientation of
the glyph T(4) (n̂), while the remaining 6 dof are the invari-
ants determining its shape (Fig. 2a,b). We construct these 6
intrinsic invariants in Materials and Methods and denote them

T4 |𝑛 =

(
8

35 tr(T(4) )𝑛
)1/𝑛

, 𝑛 = 2 . . . 5 ;

T4 |6 = tr1/3E3 , T4 |7 = tr1/3Ẽ3,

(19)



6

FIG. 4. RICE maps for a normal brain (33 y.o. male). Intrinsic invariants for each irreducible decomposition of D, T and Q are shown as
powers of corresponding traces, to match units of D and C. The 6 mixed invariants correspond to Euler angles of eigenframes of T(4) and Q(2)

relative to that of T(2) (see text). The underlying tissue microstructure introduces correlations between invariants: e.g. small relative angles 𝛽
in white matter tracts exemplify the alignment of eigenframes of different representations of SO(3) with the tract.

where E and Ẽ are defined in Eq. (46). The normalization
coefficients 2

3 and 8
35 in Eqs. (18)–(19) are chosen to match

the 𝐿2-norms of their spherical components, as explained in
Materials and Methods.

The relative angles between irreducible components of a
given tensor do not change upon rotations (the tensor trans-
forms as a whole). Hence, 18−12 = 6 dof define the two sets of
mixed invariants of C that parametrize the relative rotations be-
tween the frames of T(4) , Q(2) , and T(2) . Here, without the loss
of generality, we take them as the Euler angles that define ac-
tive rotations R̃ (4)

T (𝛼̃ (4)
T , 𝛽

(4)
T , 𝛾̃

(4)
T ) and R̃ (2)

Q (𝛼̃ (2)
Q , 𝛽

(2)
Q , 𝛾̃

(2)
Q )

of the T(2) frame along 𝑧 by 𝛼̃, then along new 𝑥′ by 𝛽, and
along new 𝑧′′ by 𝛾̃ to obtain the T(4) and Q(2) frames. Such
mixed invariants are mapped for the human brain in the bot-
tom row of Fig. 4 (cf. Supplementary Fig. S1 for S and A
invariants).

Interestingly, C has the same symmetries of the elasticity
tensor in continous media. However, our identification of
invariants through irreducible representations and their corre-
sponding symmetries makes our treatment distinct from that
employed in the elasticity theory [46–50], and later in the
dMRI context [51–53]. These previous works used Cartesian
representations of C as a symmetric 6 × 6 matrix (Kelvin or
Voigt notation, cf. Eq. (42) in Materials and Methods). Here,
the invariants were evaluated as coefficients of the generalized
characteristic polynomial of two variables in the 6 × 6 matrix
representation of C [48, 51], or of the kurtosis tensor (10) [52],
or through Hilbert’s theorem on non-negative ternary quartics
to construct the invariants of S [53]. While formally yielding
a number of invariants, these methods so far provided limited
intuition for their geometric or physical meaning.

Previously used dMRI contrasts from RICE

The 4 most widely used scalar dMRI contrasts can be expressed
in terms of only 4 invariants. Two from DTI (D0, D2):

MD = D0, FA =

√︄
3D2

2

4D0
2 + 2D2

2 , (20)

and two from C (S0, T0):

MK =
3S0

D0
2 , µFA =

√︄
15T0 + 3D2

2

10T0 + 2D2
2 + 12D0

2 , (21)

where any pair of {T0, Q0, S0, A0} suffices, see Eq. (16).
Recently introduced isotropic [15, 22] and anisotropic [54,

55] variances

VI = Q0 and VA = T0 + 1
5 D2

2 , (22)

are expressed very naturally via Q0 and T0, respectively. As
their names suggest, VI is related to the heterogeneity of
isotropic compartmental tensor components 𝐷 (0) , whereas its
counterpart VA is related to the heterogeneity of anisotropic
compartmental components 𝐷 (2) . Both variances rely only on
the ℓ = 0 invariants of C. For a derivation of Eqs. (20)–(22)
see Materials and Methods.

Empirically, the reason why ℓ = 0 invariants are the only
ones explored so far, could be because the ℓ > 0 invariants are
relatively smaller. Figure 5a shows “energy” ratios maps of ℓ =
2, 4 invariants relative to ℓ = 0, together with histograms of
gray and white matter voxels. It is evident that the contribution
of high-order information in D, W ∝ S, and A decreases with
the degree ℓ for both tissues. This is more pronounced in gray
matter and less so in crossing fibers or highly aligned WM
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FIG. 5. Significance of ℓ > 0 and axial symmetry in healthy brains. (a) Maps of the 𝐿2-norms for degree-ℓ components of D, W ∝ S, and A,
and their histograms for white and gray matter voxels, normalized by ℓ = 0 components. W4𝑚 elements are 5 − 10× smaller than W00. (b)
Relative contribution of the 𝑚 = 0 tensor components along the principal fiber axis n̂, normalized by the 𝐿2-norm of all components with a
given degree ℓ; such ratio = 1 for perfect axial symmetry. (c,d): Axial and radial projections of the diffusion (c) and kurtosis (d) tensors onto
the principal fiber axis, with exact Eq. (52), and Eq. (53) relying on axial symmetry approximation.

regions, e.g., the corpus callosum. In the kurtosis tensor, the
9 elements of ℓ = 4 are ∼ 5 − 10 times smaller than MK.

For an axially-symmetric fiber tract, two more invariants are
sometimes considered — axial and radial projections of D and
W [56] (along and transverse to the fiber axis). In Eq. (53) of
Materials and Methods, we express them via the above D0, D2,
S0, together with S2 ≡ S2 |2 and S4 ≡ S4 |2, without the need
to rotate to the basis aligned with the tract.

How good is the axial symmetry assumption for cumulant
tensors? In Fig. 5b, we rotate all voxels’ principal fiber
axes n̂ to ẑ, and compute the relative fraction of “energy”
along it. This is a measure of axial symmetry for each degree
ℓ, since axially symmetric tensors satisfy |Fℓ0

n̂ |/∥Fℓ𝑚∥ ≡ 1
for any ℓ. This shows that D(2) and W(2) have a high axial
symmetry, while the opposite holds for W(4) and A(2) . Figures
5c and 5d show typical projections of the diffusion and kurtosis
tensors onto the principal fiber basis, Eq. (52). These have
a clear physical meaning when there is a predominant fiber
direction in a voxel, in which case it makes sense to refer to
them as axial or radial. Both figures show approximations
that do not involve projecting onto the principal fiber basis,
Eq. (53). These expressions are exact for axially symmetric
tensors and show good agreement in the whole brain. This
happens because, although W4𝑚 may not be always axially
symmetric, they are much smaller than W00 and W2𝑚.

New invariants

Overall, just 6 independent invariants: D0 and D2; S0 and
A0 (equivalently, Q0 and T0); and S2 and S4, are enough to
synthesize all previously used dMRI contrasts up to O(𝑏2) and
hence clinically feasible. Since individual DTI eigenvalues
may be used as contrasts, the total number of previously studied
O(𝑏2) invariants (explicitly or implicitly) is at most 3 from D
(D0, D2, D2 |3), and at most 4 from C (A0, S0, S2, S4).

The remaining 14 invariants of the C tensor contain es-

sentially unexplored information. Their definition, symme-
tries, and geometric meaning constitute the main results of
the present comprehensive group theory-based approach. For
example, the size-shape correlation index of compartmental
tensors, proportional to the norm of

〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉 (Fig. 1e),

introduced in Eq. (60) of Materials and Methods, involves in-
variants Q2, Q0 and T0. The ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 4 sectors of T have
not been looked upon at all. The six mixed invariants relate
to the underlying fiber tract geometry, quantifying correlations
between eigenframes of different irreducible components.

The significance of these and other remaining RICE will be
elucidated in future studies. Such a large set of complementary
tissue contrasts is well suited for machine learning algorithms
to study human development, aging and disease. Much like
RGB pictures containing 𝑁 = 3 colors, the invariant maps with
𝑁 = 21 contrasts can be viewed as a large-𝑁 generalization of
computer vision data, prompting the development of large-𝑁
classifiers.

For invariants not involving the A tensor, one can explore
hundreds of thousands human data sets from imaging consor-
tia such as the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative
(ADNI) [32], Human Connectome Project [33], UK Biobank
[35], and Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD)
[36], which are all compatible with the DKI signal representa-
tion. A comprehensive B-tensor encoding human dataset has
been recently made publicly available [57], from which all SA
and QT invariants can be determined and studied.

Minimal protocols: iRICE

Table I shows the proposed minimal iRICE protocols to obtain
MD, FA, MK, based on measurements with only 12 B tensors;
and MD, FA, MK,µFA with only 15 B tensors. These numbers
are notably fewer than 21 = 6 + 15 or 27 = 6 + 21 necessary to
determine all tensor components. These acquisition schemes
involve fewer measurements than was previously anticipated
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FIG. 6. Comparison of iRICE (1-2 minutes) with fully sampled acquisitions (6-11 minutes). (a,c): iRICE maps (top) vs fully sampled DKI
maps (bottom) for a healthy volunteer. Panels (b) and (d) show scatter plots for all brain voxels in 3 normal volunteers (3 colors).

TABLE I. Comparison of existing and proposed fast protocols. Theoretically minimal protocols contain the minimum unique number of
directions and distinct 𝑏-values (specific exemplary 𝑏-values can be altered). For STE, more than 1 direction implies rotation of the waveform
for accuracy. All protocols include a non-diffusion weighted image (𝑏 = 0).

Fast protocols comparison, 𝑏-values are in ms/µm2

Output maps MD+MK MD+FA+MK

Theoretical minimum 6×LTE𝑏=2 6×LTE𝑏=1; 6×LTE𝑏=21×STE𝑏=1

iRICE (MD+FA+MK) 6×LTE𝑏=1; 6×LTE𝑏=2

Ref. [58] 3×LTE𝑏=1; 9×LTE𝑏=2

Output maps MD+MK+µFA MD+FA+MK+µFA

Theoretical minimum 6×LTE𝑏=2 6×LTE𝑏=1; 6×LTE𝑏=2
1×STE𝑏=1; 1×STE𝑏=1.5 1×STE𝑏=1.5

iRICE (MD+FA+MK+µFA)
6×LTE𝑏=1; 6×LTE𝑏=2

3×STE𝑏=1.5

Ref. [59] 3×LTE𝑏=0.1; 3×LTE𝑏=0.7; 6×LTE𝑏=1.4; 6×LTE𝑏=2
6×STE𝑏=0.1; 6×STE𝑏=0.7; 10×STE𝑏=1.4; 16×STE𝑏=2

[58]. Fast protocols from previous literature are shown for
comparison.

In Materials and Methods we use spherical designs (special
directions on a sphere) which guarantee that relevant tensor
components are estimated, whereas components that do not
contribute to the four invariants in Eq. (20)-(21) are canceled.
In Supplementary Section S5 we prove that for the minimal
protocols based on icosahedral directions, the tensor elements
not involved in MD, FA, MK, µFA explicitly cancel.

Minimal and fully sampled acquisitions were thoroughly
compared. Maps for MD, FA, MK are shown in Fig. 6a and
maps for MD, FA, MK, µFA are shown in Fig. 6c. In both
cases, minimal maps show a near-identical contrast to fully
sampled maps despite having 8-fold fewer measurements and
not estimating full tensors. Scatter plots, Figs. 6b,c, do not

show biases. Regions where W4𝑚 elements are larger, e.g.,
WM fiber crossings, show good correspondence in all maps.

OUTLOOK

This work demonstrates how representation theory yields all
symmetries and invariants of the diffusion and covariance ten-
sors, and their geometric meaning. The generality of this
approach extends our results to all fourth-order tensors with
minor and major symmetries such as elasticity tensor in con-
tinuous media [46–50], yielding applications in mechanics,
geology, materials science, and soft condensed matter physics.
Higher-order cumulants [60], relevant for larger 𝑏 approach-
ing the cumulant series’ convergence radius [61], are not used
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in clinic or clinical research so far. However, they can be
classified using the present framework, by mapping onto the
addition of 3 or more angular momenta, expanding on Eq. (8).

For diffusion NMR/MRI, we uncovered 14 invariants in
addition to 7 previously used in the life sciences context of
diagnostic MRI. Publicly available consortia dMRI datasets
provide a place where the information of novel contrasts pre-
sented here can be exploited at a population level. RICE maps
belong to distinct irreducible representations of rotations, and
thereby represent “orthogonal” contrasts up to 𝑏2. We hypoth-
esize that this mutual independence may provide improved
sensitivity and higher specificity to detect independent tissue
microstructure changes in disease, aging and development.
Additionally, we proposed two economic acquisition protocols
(iRICE) requiring a minimal number of measurements for es-
timating MD, FA, MK, and µFA. These minimal protocols
have the potential to enable clinical translation of beyond-DTI
diffusion metrics typically hampered due to long acquisition
times.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Notations

Throughout this work, sans serif font refers to voxel-wise ten-
sors, such as D, C, A, S, Q, T, whereas italic font refers to
tensors 𝐷 of the microscopic compartments. These may have
either Cartesian components such as D𝑖 𝑗 and 𝐷𝑖 𝑗 , or spher-
ical tensor components such as Dℓ𝑚 and 𝐷ℓ𝑚. We refer to
irreducible components, such as S(ℓ ) , both as a collection of
Sℓ𝑚 spherical tensor elements, or Cartesian ones S(ℓ )

𝑖1...𝑖ℓ
. Un-

less specified otherwise, the order ℓ of the latter will coincide
with the number of Cartesian subindices since this is the most
natural representation. We assume Einstein’s convention of
summation over repeated Cartesian indices 𝑖 𝑗 𝑘𝑙....

Brackets ⟨. . .⟩ denote averages over the compartmental dif-
fusion tensor distribution P(𝐷), and double brackets ⟨⟨. . .⟩⟩
denote cumulants of P(𝐷). Finally, for readability, we
omit outer parentheses when referring to tensor traces, e.g.,
tr B = tr(B), tr BD = tr(BD), and tr𝜈 B =

(
tr(B)

)𝜈 .

Multiple Gaussian compartments

The dMRI signal from a given voxel

𝑆 = ⟨𝑒𝑖𝜙⟩paths+spins , 𝜙 = −
∫ 𝑡

0
d𝜏 g(𝜏) · r(𝜏) (23)

is the transverse magnetization 𝑒𝑖𝜙 in the rotating frame, aver-
aged over all spins traveling along all possible Brownian paths
r(𝜏) between 𝜏 = 0 and measurement time 𝑡. Experiments are
performed under the condition

∫ 𝑡

0 g(𝜏) d𝜏 = 0 on the applied
Larmor frequency gradient g(𝜏) [2, 5, 17]. In general, the
dMRI signal is a functional of g(𝑡), or, equivalently, of the
encoding function q(𝑡) =

∫ 𝑡

0 g(𝑡′) d𝑡′: 𝑆 = 𝑆[q(𝑡)]. Even for
a conventional pulsed-gradient diffusion sequence [40], one

obtains a multi-dimensional phase diagram in the space of
sequence parameters [7, 8].

However, after coarse-graining the dynamics over suffi-
ciently long 𝑡, the microstructure-induced temporal velocity
correlations become forgotten, such that the distribution of
spin phase 𝜙 =

∫ 𝑡

0 d𝜏 q(𝜏) · v(𝜏) becomes asymptotically
Gaussian, defined by its velocity autocorrelation function〈〈
𝑣𝑖 (𝜏)𝑣 𝑗 (𝜏′)

〉〉
= 2𝐷𝑖 𝑗 𝛿(𝜏 − 𝜏′) [5, 7, 17]. The averaging

in Eq. (23) is then represented in terms of the second cumulant
of the phase, 𝑆 = 𝑒−B𝑖 𝑗𝐷𝑖 𝑗 , and the measurement is determined
by specifying the B-tensor with elements

B𝑖 𝑗 =

∫ 𝑡

0
d𝜏 𝑞𝑖 (𝜏) 𝑞 𝑗 (𝜏) (24)

calculated based on q(𝑡). The distribution P(𝐷) of compart-
ment diffusion tensors in a given voxel gives rise to the overall
signal [62–64]

𝑆(B) =
∫

d𝐷 P(𝐷) 𝑒− tr B𝐷 =
∑︁
𝛼

𝑓𝛼 𝑒
− tr B𝐷𝛼

. (25)

Normalization
∫

d𝐷 P(𝐷) = 1 implies that the fractions add
up to unity,

∑
𝛼 𝑓𝛼=1.

Equation (25) is the most general form of a signal from
multiple Gaussian compartments. It is valid when the tran-
sient processes have played out, such that compartmental diffu-
sion tensors 𝐷 have all become time-independent, and thereby
higher-order cumulants in each compartment are negligible
[5]. In this case, the signal (25) is a function of the B-tensor:
𝑆[q(𝑡)] → 𝑆(B), while tissue is fully represented by the
voxelwise distribution P(𝐷). This long-𝑡 picture of multi-
ple Gaussian compartments (anisotropic and non-exchanging)
underpins a large number of dMRI modeling approaches, in
particular, the Standard Model (SM) of diffusion [5] and its
variants [65–70]. Furthermore, this picture contains the SM
extension onto different fiber populations in a voxel, lifting the
key SM assumption of a single-fascicle “kernel” (response).

Given the forward model (25), an inverse problem is to
restore P(𝐷) from measurements with different B. This prob-
lem is a matrix version of the inverse Laplace transform and
is therefore ill-conditioned. Since in clinical settings, typical
encodings are moderate (tr BD ∼ 1), the inverse problem can
be formulated term-by-term for the cumulant expansion (1) of
the signal (25).

Parameter count in the cumulant series

The higher-order signal terms in Eq. (1) couple to succes-
sive cumulants of P(𝐷). The inverse problem maps onto
finding the cumulants

〈〈
𝐷𝑖1 𝑗1 . . . 𝐷𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛

〉〉
(tensors of even or-

der 2𝑛) from a set of measurements. This becomes obvi-
ous by noting the analogy B → 𝑖𝜆 with the standard cu-
mulant series [13] ln 𝑝(𝜆) =

∑∞
𝑛=1

(−𝑖𝜆)𝑛
𝑛! ⟨⟨𝑥𝑛⟩⟩ for the char-

acteristic function 𝑝(𝜆) =
∫

d𝑥 𝑒−𝑖𝜆𝑥 𝑝(𝑥) of a probabil-
ity distribution 𝑝(𝑥), such that the 𝑛-th term in Eq. (1) is
(−)𝑛
𝑛! B𝑖1 𝑗1 . . .B𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛

〈〈
𝐷𝑖1 𝑗1 . . . 𝐷𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛

〉〉
.
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Hence, the introduction of the B-tensor, enabled by the
Gaussian diffusion assumption, lowers the order by half: The
2𝑛-th cumulant of the phase (23) (the 2𝑛-th order term from
expanding ln 𝑆[q(𝑡)] in q(𝑡)) maps onto the 𝑛-th cumulant〈〈
𝐷𝑖1 𝑗1 . . . 𝐷𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛

〉〉
of P(𝐷) corresponding to the 𝑛-th or-

der of expansion of ln 𝑆(B) in B. The number of dof for
this cumulant equals to that for a fully symmetric order-𝑛
tensor of dimension 𝑑 = 6, which is a number of assign-
ments of 𝑛 indistinguishable objects into 𝑑 distinguishable
bins:

(𝑛+𝑑−1
𝑛

)
= (𝑛 + 5)!/(𝑛!5!) = 6, 21, 56, 126, . . . for

𝑛 = 1, 2, 3, 4, . . . .

Irreducible representations of SO(3)

Here we remind key aspects from representation theory of
SO(3) [38, 39] used throughout this work. A 𝑑-dimensional
representation of a group is a mapping of each element (rota-
tion) onto a 𝑑 × 𝑑 matrix that acts on a 𝑑-dimensional vector
space. Representation theory provides a way to split a complex
object (such as tensor D or C) into a set of independent simpler
ones with certain symmetries, on which a group acts. In par-
ticular, the elements of an irreducible representation transform
among themselves, and hence can be studied separately.

All irreducible representations of SO(3) are labeled by their
integer degree ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . , and have dimension 2ℓ + 1.
Each representation is formed, equivalently, by:

• 2ℓ + 1 linearly independent Cartesian tensors F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

of
order ℓ, which for ℓ > 0 are STF tensors. This means
they are fully symmetric with respect to all ℓ! permu-
tations of indices 𝑖1 . . . 𝑖ℓ , and are trace-free, i.e., trace
over arbitrary pair of indices is zero: F(ℓ )

𝑖1...𝑖ℓ
𝛿𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛′ ≡ 0,

1 ≤ 𝑛, 𝑛′ ≤ ℓ. The case of ℓ = 0 corresponds to a
(generally nonzero) scalar;

• 2ℓ + 1 spherical tensors Fℓ𝑚, 𝑚 = −ℓ . . . ℓ, which are
related to their STF counterparts via

F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

=

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

Fℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

, (26)

where Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

form the standard complex STF tensor
basis [37] with Condon-Shortley phase [71]. Note that
Fℓ𝑚∗

= (−1)𝑚Fℓ−𝑚 for real-valued F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

.

Following Eq. (26), any arbitrary symmetric tensor can be
represented as a sum of spherical tensors of different degrees:

F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿 =

𝐿∑︁
ℓ=0

F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

=

𝐿∑︁
ℓ=0

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

Fℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

, (27)

where components of degree ℓ < 𝐿 are uniquely mapped to
an 𝐿-th order Cartesian tensor through symmetrization of the
corresponding STF basis elements with sufficient number of
kronecker symbols

Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

= Yℓ𝑚
(𝑖1...𝑖ℓ 𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿) , 𝐿 ≥ ℓ . (28)

As Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

generate the set of 2ℓ + 1 spherical harmonics

𝑌 ℓ𝑚(n̂) = Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

𝑛𝑖1 . . . 𝑛𝑖ℓ = Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

𝑛𝑖1 . . . 𝑛𝑖𝐿 , (29)

for 𝑚 = −ℓ . . . ℓ, the spherical tensor components transform
upon SO(3) rotations as the SH components [37]. Both STF
and SH representations generate identical “glyphs” (Fig. 2):

F(ℓ ) (n̂) = F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

𝑛𝑖1 . . . 𝑛𝑖ℓ = Fℓ𝑚𝑌 ℓ𝑚(n̂) . (30)

Every degree ℓ in dMRI context are even due to time-
reversal invariance of the Brownian motion dictating even
parity 𝑌 ℓ𝑚(−n̂) = 𝑌 ℓ𝑚 (n̂). Hence, each cumulant or mo-
ment tensor, as in Eq. (1), can be split into a direct sum of
irreducible representations with even ℓ, connecting it with the
orientation dispersion in the SH basis [29, 72].

Decomposition into irreducible representations

To find irreducible representations of D and C, we need first to
identify their symmetric components and subtract the traces.
D is symmetric but C is not; thus, C must be first split into
S, its fully symmetric part, and A, the remaining asymmetric
part, following Eq. (10)-(11):

C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 = S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 + A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 , (31a)
S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 = C(𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙) =

1
3 (C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 + C𝑖𝑙 𝑗𝑘 + C𝑖𝑘 𝑗𝑙) , (31b)

A𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 = C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 − C(𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙) =
1
3 (2C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 − C𝑖𝑙 𝑗𝑘 − C𝑖𝑘 𝑗𝑙) . (31c)

To decompose A, we use Eq. (12) from the main text, where
Eq. (12a) is A𝑝𝑞 = 4Δ𝑝𝑞 from Eqs. (45)–(46) in [42];
here we use the same symbol A for 2nd and 4th order ten-
sors, as they are isomorphic (and represent the same geo-
metric object). Eq. (12b) is obtained by using the identity
𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝜖𝑙𝑚𝑛 = 𝛿𝑖𝑙𝛿 𝑗𝑚𝛿𝑘𝑛 + 𝛿𝑖𝑚𝛿 𝑗𝑛𝛿𝑘𝑙 + 𝛿𝑖𝑛𝛿 𝑗𝑙𝛿𝑘𝑚 − 𝛿𝑖𝑙𝛿 𝑗𝑛𝛿𝑘𝑚 −
𝛿𝑖𝑛𝛿 𝑗𝑚𝛿𝑘𝑙 − 𝛿𝑖𝑚𝛿 𝑗𝑙𝛿𝑘𝑛. Eq. (12c) (the inverse relation) fol-
lows from 𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑛𝜖𝑘𝑙𝑛 = 𝛿𝑖𝑘𝛿 𝑗𝑙 − 𝛿𝑖𝑙𝛿 𝑗𝑘 and from the property
A𝑖 ( 𝑗𝑘𝑙) ≡ 0 that is a consequence of Eq. (11).

We now deal with fully symmetric Cartesian tensors D𝑖 𝑗 ,
S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 , and A𝑖 𝑗 , which can be represented as combinations of
spherical tensors, cf. Eq. (27). To extract their spherical
tensor components we rely on the orthogonality of such basis
and project the Cartesian tensor onto the STF basis

Fℓ𝑚 = 4𝜋 𝐿!
(𝐿+ℓ+1)!!(𝐿−ℓ )!! F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿 Yℓ𝑚∗

𝑖1...𝑖ℓ
𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 ,

(32)
where ℓ! ≡ ℓ(ℓ − 1) · · · 2 · 1, ℓ!! ≡ ℓ(ℓ − 2) (ℓ − 4) · · · (2 or 1),
and ∗ denotes complex conjugation. The above normalization
factor is derived in Supplementary Section S1, which agrees
with [37] for 𝐿 = ℓ since

Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

∗Yℓ𝑚′
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

=
(2ℓ + 1)!!

4𝜋 ℓ!
𝛿𝑚𝑚′ .

Applying Eq. (32) to obtain the spherical tensor elements
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Dℓ𝑚, Aℓ𝑚, and Sℓ𝑚 gives us

D00 = 4𝜋
3 𝐶0 D𝑖𝑖 D2𝑚 = 2·4𝜋

15 Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗

∗ D𝑖 𝑗 ;

A00 = 4𝜋
3 𝐶0 A𝑖𝑖 , A2𝑚 = 2·4𝜋

15 Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗

∗ A𝑖 𝑗 ;

S00 = 4𝜋
5 𝐶0 S𝑖𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 , S2𝑚 = 4·4𝜋

35 Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗

∗ S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑘 ,

S4𝑚 = 8·4𝜋
315 Y4𝑚

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

∗ S𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 .

(33)

Here we find it useful to define coefficients

𝐶ℓ =

√︃
2ℓ+1
4𝜋 . (34)

From the above, one can compute the spherical tensor compo-
nents of the QT decomposition following Eq. (16).

From tissue diffusivities to QT decomposition

We begin from the irreducible decomposition of compartmen-
tal diffusion tensors (3) used in D and C, Eqs. (2):

D𝑖 𝑗 =
〈
𝐷00〉Y00

𝑖 𝑗 +
∑︁
𝑚

〈
𝐷2𝑚〉Y2𝑚

𝑖 𝑗 ,

C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 =
〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 Y00

𝑖 𝑗 Y00
𝑘𝑙

+
∑︁
𝑚

〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉 (Y00

𝑖 𝑗 Y2𝑚
𝑘𝑙 + Y2𝑚

𝑖 𝑗 Y00
𝑘𝑙

)
+
∑︁
𝑚,𝑚′

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚′

〉〉
Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗 Y2𝑚′

𝑘𝑙 .

(35)

Here the averages are taken over the distribution of compart-
mental diffusion tensors P(𝐷). The ℓ = 0 component rep-
resents the trace of the compartmental tensors (size) and the
ℓ = 2 components represent their shapes in a given reference
frame, see Fig. 1a.

Next, Eqs. (10)-(11) enable us to compute the irreducible
decompositions of D (trivial), S, and A, and group them ac-
cording to their degree ℓ:

D00 =
〈〈
𝐷00〉〉 ,

S00 = 𝐶0
〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 + 𝐶0

∑
𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚∗

𝐷2𝑚〉〉 ,
A00 = 2𝐶0

〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 − 5

2 𝐶0
∑

𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚∗

𝐷2𝑚〉〉 ,
D2𝑚 =

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚〉〉 ,

S2𝑚 = 2𝐶0
〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉

+ 8
21𝐶2

2
∑

𝑚′ ,𝑚′′
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚′

𝐷2𝑚′′ 〉〉Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑗𝑘
Y2𝑚∗

𝑘𝑖
,

A2𝑚 = 92𝐶0
〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉

+ 4
3𝐶2

2
∑

𝑚′ ,𝑚′′
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚′

𝐷2𝑚′′ 〉〉Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑗𝑘
Y2𝑚∗

𝑘𝑖
,

S4𝑚 = 8
35𝐶4

2
∑

𝑚′ ,𝑚′′
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚′

𝐷2𝑚′′ 〉〉Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑘𝑙
Y4𝑚∗

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙
.

(36)

Equation (36) motivates Q and T definitions in Eq. (6), these

cleanly separate the sources of different covariances:

Q00 = 𝐶0
〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 ,

Q2𝑚 = 2𝐶0
〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉 ,

T00 = 𝐶0
∑

𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉

,

T2𝑚 = 8
21𝐶2

2
∑

𝑚′ ,𝑚′′
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚′

𝐷2𝑚′′ 〉〉Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑗𝑘
Y2𝑚∗

𝑘𝑖
,

T4𝑚 = 8
35𝐶4

2
∑

𝑚′ ,𝑚′′
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚′

𝐷2𝑚′′ 〉〉Y2𝑚′

(𝑖 𝑗 Y2𝑚′′

𝑘𝑙) Y4𝑚∗

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙
.

(37)

It is straightforward to derive Eq. (16) from Eqs. (36)–(37).
In particular, in the complex STF basis 𝐷ℓ𝑚∗

= (−1)𝑚𝐷ℓ−𝑚

since 𝐷𝑖 𝑗 is real-valued. Furthermore, Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑗𝑘
Y2𝑚
𝑘𝑖

∗ and
Y2𝑚′
𝑖 𝑗

Y2𝑚′′

𝑘𝑙
Y4𝑚
𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

∗ become proportional to the Clebsch-Gordan
coefficients ⟨2, 𝑚′, 2, 𝑚′′ |2, 𝑚⟩ and ⟨2, 𝑚′, 2, 𝑚′′ |4, 𝑚⟩, see
Supplementary Eq. (S9). This highlights how the relation
between the C tensor and the covariances of compartmental
diffusion tensors maps onto the addition of angular momenta
(cf. Supplementary Section S3 for a detailed explanation).

Although the full QT system has 21 independent linear equa-
tions for 21 unknown covariances, it is sparse in two ways.
First, ℓ = 0 equations are decoupled from ℓ > 0 ones. Thus,
we do not need to fully measure T and Q to generate some of
the typical diffusion contrasts that only depend on T00 and Q00.
Second, most Clebsch-Gordan coefficients are zero due to the
selection rule 𝑚 = 𝑚′ + 𝑚′′. This greatly simplifies Eq. (37),
allowing for a clean analytical inversion of this system, see
Supplementary Eq. (S11).

Intrinsic invariants

Degree ℓ = 0

For an arbitrary symmetric tensor F as in Eq. (27), we define
its intrinsic ℓ = 0 invariant via either its 𝑌00 component in
Eq. (30), or its full trace tr F = F𝑖1𝑖2...𝑖ℓ 𝛿𝑖1𝑖2 . . . 𝛿𝑖ℓ−1𝑖ℓ :

F0 ≡ F0 |1 = 𝐶0 F00 = 1
ℓ+1 tr F , (38)

since 𝛿 (𝑖1𝑖2 . . . 𝛿𝑖ℓ−1𝑖ℓ )𝛿𝑖1𝑖2 . . . 𝛿𝑖ℓ−1𝑖ℓ = ℓ + 1. This normaliza-
tion ensures F0 equals the average of F(n̂) over the unit sphere.

Degree ℓ = 2

We focus on the invariants of S(2) , since D(2) , A(2) , Q(2) , and
T(2) can be treated analogously. The two intrinsic invariants
for ℓ=2 can be obtained from the characteristic equation [48]

det(S(2) − 𝜆I) = 0 , I𝑖 𝑗 = 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 , (39)
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since the coefficients of this cubic polynomial are rotationally
invariant (note that tr S(2) = 0). Using Eq. (18),

S2 ≡ S2 |2 =

(
2
3 tr(S(2) )2

)1/2
= 𝐶2 (S2𝑚S2𝑚∗)1/2

= 𝐶2

(
|S2−2 |2+|S2−1 |2+|S20 |2+|S21 |2+|S22 |2

)1/2
,

S2 |3 =

(
2
3 tr(S(2) )3

)1/3
=

(
2 detS(2)

)1/3

=

(
2 𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑘S2𝑚S2𝑛S2𝑝Y2𝑚

1𝑖 Y2𝑛
2 𝑗 Y

2𝑝
3𝑘

)1/3
,

(40)
which have a 1-to-1 mapping to the eigenvalues of the matrix
S(2)
𝑖 𝑗

and 𝐶2 is defined in Eq. (34). In the second equation
above we used tr(S(2) )3 = 3 det S(2) due to tr S(2) = 0, which
becomes obvious in the eigenbasis of S(2) . We discuss their
normalization factor 2

3 below, after ℓ = 4 invariants.

Degree ℓ = 4

Intrinsic invariants for fourth-order tensors are more intricate
since we can write the characteristic equation with more dof
than in the second-order case. For the covariance or elasticity
tensor this can be written as [48]

det
(
C − I(4) (𝜆, 𝜇)

)
= 0,

I(4)
𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

(𝜆, 𝜇) = 𝜆
2 (𝛿𝑖𝑘𝛿 𝑗𝑙 + 𝛿𝑖𝑙𝛿 𝑗𝑘) + 𝜇 𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝛿𝑘𝑙 .

(41)

To solve this problem, Refs. [48, 51] and others proposed to
map the elasticity fourth-order 3D tensor to a second-order 6D
tensor. For C → C6×6 one uses the mapping [51]:

©­­­­­­­­­«

C1111 C1122 C1133
√

2 C1112
√

2 C1113
√

2 C1123

C1122 C2222 C2233
√

2 C2212
√

2 C2213
√

2 C2223

C1133 C2233 C3333
√

2 C3312
√

2 C3313
√

2 C3323
√

2 C1112
√

2 C2212
√

2 C3312 2 C1212 2 C1213 2 C1223
√

2 C1113
√

2 C2213
√

2 C3313 2 C1312 2 C1313 2 C1323
√

2 C1123
√

2 C2223
√

2 C3323 2 C2312 2 C2313 2 C2323

ª®®®®®®®®®¬
. (42)

The characteristic polynomial in Eq. (41) has degree 6 in 𝜆
and degree 3 in 𝜇 [48]. From these coefficients, one can
extract C invariants; however, they mix different irreducible
representations.

In this work, to keep track of distinct symmetries, we pro-
pose to use Eq. (41) to solve a more constrained problem:
finding the intrinsic invariants of S(4) , which has only 9 inde-
pendent parameters. The corresponding 6×6 equation S(4)

6×6
is spelled out in Section S6 of Supplementary Material. The
characteristic polynomial is sixth-order in 𝜆 and first-order
in 𝜇. Remarkably, it has only 4 nonzero independent roots,
which can be found by setting 𝜇 = 0. These have a 1-to-
1 mapping with the eigenvalues of S(4)

6×6, or equivalently,
tr(S(4) )𝑛, 𝑛 = 1, . . . , 6. Thus, the natural way of constructing
the invariants is to consider the traces tr(S(4) )𝑛. Note that

tr(S(4) )𝑛 = S(4)
𝑖1 𝑗1𝑖2 𝑗2

. . .S(4)
𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛𝑖1 𝑗1

= tr(S(4)
6×6)

𝑛. (43)

Since by Cayley–Hamilton theorem, each matrix satisfies its
characteristic equation (in this case, of the order 6), and
tr S(4) = 0, the traces tr(S(4) )2, tr(S(4) )3, tr(S(4) )4, and
tr(S(4) )5 determine all traces of higher powers of S(4) . They
are normalized in Eq. (19) of the main text according to
Eq. (47).

The remaining 2 intrinsic invariants of S(4) can be obtained
from its eigentensor decomposition [51]

S(4)
𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

=

6∑︁
𝑎=1

𝜆𝑎E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗

E(𝑎)
𝑘𝑙
, (44)

where𝜆𝑎 and E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗

are the eigenvalues and eigentensors of S(4) .
This is analogous to an eigenvalue decomposition of S(4)

6×6
akin to Eq. (41) with 𝜇 = 0. Here, 𝜆𝑎 are the eigenvalues and
v̂(𝑎) = [𝑣 (𝑎)𝑥𝑥 , 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑦𝑦 , 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑧𝑧 , 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑥𝑦 , 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑥𝑧 , 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑦𝑧 ] are the normalized

eigenvectors, from which we build

E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗

=

©­­­«
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑥𝑥

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑥𝑦

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑥𝑧

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑥𝑦 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑦𝑦

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑦𝑧

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑥𝑧

1√
2
𝑣
(𝑎)
𝑦𝑧 𝑣

(𝑎)
𝑧𝑧

ª®®®¬ . (45)

Eigentensors satisfy E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗

E(𝑏)
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝛿𝑎𝑏. From direct inspection
of S(4)

6×6 (cf. Supplementary Section S6) it can be seen that
the eigentensor associated with a zero eigenvalue, 𝜆𝑎0 = 0, is
E(𝑎0 )
𝑖 𝑗

= 1√
3
𝛿𝑖 𝑗 , v̂(𝑎0 ) = 1√

3
(1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0)𝑡 . Furthermore,

tr E(𝑎) = 0 for all other five eigentensors 𝑎 ≠ 𝑎0.
To obtain the remaining two invariants of S(4) , one must

utilize the eigentensors. We define

E𝑖 𝑗 =
∑︁
𝑎

𝜆𝑎E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗
, and Ẽ𝑖 𝑗 =

∑︁
𝑎≠𝑎0

E(𝑎)
𝑖 𝑗
. (46)

Traces of powers of E and Ẽ are rotationally invariant. As for
any second-order tensor, only traces of linear, quadratic and
cubic powers of these matrices are algebraically independent.
Further, by construction, tr E = tr Ẽ = 0. One can also check
that tr E2 = tr(S(4) )2 and tr Ẽ2 = 5, which is given by one of
the previously found invariants. Therefore, we identify the two
remaining independent intrinsic invariants of S(4) with tr E3

and tr Ẽ3. We denoted these six intrinsic invariants S4 |𝑛, 𝑛 =

2 . . . 7, in Eq. (19).
It is fairly natural to assign meaning to S4 |𝑛, 𝑛 = 2 . . . 5,

since these can be seen as shape tensor metrics of increasing
order. For S4 |6 = tr E3 and S4 |7 = tr Ẽ3 this is less intu-
itive. Thus, one alternative is to take any pair of eigentensors,
say E(6)

𝑖 𝑗
and E(5)

𝑖 𝑗
(where 𝜆6 is the largest and 𝜆5 is the sec-

ond largest eigenvalue), and compute the 3d rotation matrix
between their bases, R5,6, see Supplementary Fig. 2. Such
rotation matrix has three important aspects: (i) it contains
independent information to that provided by the eigenvalues
(although it is affected by {𝜆𝑎}); (ii) it is invariant to overall
rotations of S(4) ; (iii) even though it seems to have 3 free pa-
rameters, after fixing {𝜆𝑎} values we can observe that R5,6 is
parametrized by two degrees of freedom 𝜑 and 𝜓. These have
a nontrivial relation with S4 |6 and S4 |7.
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Normalization

Intrinsic invariants are defined such that their units match
those of tensor elements, except for S4 |7 = tr Ẽ3 that is di-
mensionless. Normalization coefficients for 𝑛-th power traces,
tr(S(ℓ ) )𝑛 with ℓ > 0, depend on ℓ, e.g. 2

3 for ℓ = 2 in Eq. (18).
These factors are chosen such that 𝑛 = 2 invariants match the
𝐿2-norms over 𝑚 for Sℓ𝑚:

Sℓ
2 ≡ Sℓ |2

2 ≡ 𝐶2
ℓ

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

|Sℓ𝑚 |2 =
ℓ!

(2ℓ − 1)!! tr(S(ℓ ) )2 , (47)

where tr(S(ℓ ) )2 = S(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ/2 𝑗ℓ/2+1... 𝑗ℓ

S(ℓ )
𝑗ℓ/2+1... 𝑗ℓ 𝑖1...𝑖ℓ/2

. Equations
(17)–(19) correspond to specific cases of ℓ = 0, 2, 4.

Conventional contrasts from RICE

MD, FA, and MK

Interestingly, the first four equations in Eq. (36) are decoupled
from the others. Forming the D0 and D2 invariants as in
Eq. (17)-(18), we can compute:

MD ≡ D̄ = 1
4𝜋

∫
S2

D(n̂) dn̂ = 1
3 tr D = D0, (48a)

FA2 =
3
2

V𝜆 (D)
V𝜆 (D) + 3D̄2

=
3D2

2

4D0
2 + 2D2

2 , (48b)

where D(n̂) = D𝑖 𝑗𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 and

V𝜆 (D) ≡ 1
3

3∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝜆𝑖−D̄)2 = 1
2𝐶2

2 ∑
𝑚 D2𝑚 D2𝑚∗

= 1
2𝐷2

2 (49)

is the variance of the set of 3 eigenvalues of any second-
order tensor in 3 dimensions, such as D. The relation for FA
becomes evident if we realize that in the eigenbasis, D(2) =

diag(𝜆1 − D̄, 𝜆2 − D̄, 𝜆3 − D̄). Thus, the rotational invariant
D2

2 = 2V𝜆 (D) [29]. Although the dimensionless ratio D2/D0
would be perhaps a more natural way to quantify the anisotropy
of D, historically FA has been the preferred way to do so
due to bounding it to [0, 1] interval by placing V𝜆 (D) in the
denominator, which however makes its statistical properties
less transparent.

The definition of mean kurtosis is ambiguous in the dMRI
literature. In this work we define MK as the angular average
of the dimensionless cumulant tensor W(n̂) [58, 73, 74]:

MK ≡ W̄ = 1
4𝜋

∫
S2

W(n̂)dn̂= 1
5 W𝑖𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 =

1
5 tr W=W0, (50)

where W(n̂) = W𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑙 . W̄ can be computed fast and
precisely from the estimated W tensor by simply taking a full
trace which is proportional to the principal invariant W0.

The original DKI paper [41] defined mean kurtosis as the
angular average of the directional kurtosis 𝐾 (n̂):

𝐾 (n̂) = D̄2W(n̂)
D2 (n̂)

, 𝐾̄ = 1
4𝜋

∫
S2

dn̂𝐾 (n̂) = D̄2

4𝜋

∫
S2

dn̂
W(n̂)
D2 (n̂)

.

(51)

Note that both W̄ and 𝐾̄ are dimensionless and have quali-
tatively similar contrasts. While perhaps more intuitive, 𝐾̄
suffers from two drawbacks. First, unlike W̄, 𝐾̄ cannot be
compactly represented as a trace of a certain tensor (e.g., anal-
ogously to Eq. (48)) — due to a nontrivial directional depen-
dence of the denominator. Furthermore, fundamentally, the
directional kurtosis 𝐾 (n̂) cannot be represented via a convo-
lution of direction n̂ with a fourth-order tensor, and requires
an infinite series in the powers of n̂ due to the expansion of
the denominator in its definition. Second, practically, this
definition leads to a relatively low precision and is strongly
affected by outliers, which come from directions where diffu-
sivity D(n̂) ≪ D̄ is small.

Projecting on the fiber basis

Often a voxel corresponds to a single dominant fiber tract. In
this case, D and W can be projected onto the principal fiber
direction v̂1, and onto the plane transverse to it. This yields
axial and radial diffusivities and kurtoses, respectively:

AD = D∥ = D(v̂1), (52a)

RD = D⊥ =
1

2𝜋

∫
S2

D(n̂) 𝛿(n̂ · v̂1) dn̂, (52b)

AK =
D̄2

D2
∥

W∥ =
D̄2

D2
∥

W(v̂1), (52c)

RK =
D̄2

D2
⊥

W⊥ =
D̄2

D2
⊥

1
2𝜋

∫
S2

W(n̂) 𝛿(n̂ · v̂1) dn̂. (52d)

If D and W possess axial symmetry around the main fiber
population, we can choose a coordinate frame with the z-axis
parallel to the fibers where it is evident that for any ℓ only
𝑚 = 0 elements are nonzero. This implies that Dℓ = 𝐶ℓDℓ0

and Wℓ = 𝐶ℓWℓ0. Thus, in this coordinate frame, we can
compute the maps in (52) by evaluating𝑌 ℓ0 (ẑ) and integrating
𝑌 ℓ0 (n̂) over the xy-plane directly from principal invariants:

Dax,sym
∥ = D0 + D2, (53a)

Dax,sym
⊥ = D0 − 1

2 D2, (53b)
Wax,sym

∥ = W0 + W2 + W4, (53c)

Wax,sym
⊥ = W0 − 1

2 W2 + 3
8 W4. (53d)

Kurtosis anisotropy

To quantify the anisotropy of the kurtosis tensor, the kurtosis
fractional anisotropy (KFA) [58, 75] has been proposed:

KFA =
| |W − W̄𝛿 (𝑖 𝑗𝛿𝑘𝑙) | |F

| |W| |F

=

√√
14W2

2 + 35W2
4

40W2
0 + 14W2

2 + 35W2
4
,

(54)
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which can be expressed using W rotational invariants using the
properties derived in Supplementary Section S1. Akin to FA,
KFA is normalized to values between 0 and 1.

µFA and diffusivity variances

We can extract the variance of the eigenvalues of 𝐷 averaged
over the diffusion tensor distribution P(𝐷). For this, we repeat
the process outlined above for FA but for each compartment
and then take the average with respect to P(𝐷):

⟨V𝜆 (𝐷)⟩ = 1
2𝐶2

2 ∑
𝑚

〈
𝐷2𝑚 𝐷2𝑚∗〉

= 1
2𝐶2

2 ∑
𝑚

( 〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉 + 〈〈

𝐷2𝑚〉〉〈〈𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉 )
= 5

2 T0 + 1
2 D2

2,
(55)

since T0 = 1
5 tr T = 𝐶0

2 ∑
𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉 from Eq. (37). We

can then use it to compute µFA [15, 54, 76] without the need to
assume axial symmetry in 𝐷𝑖 𝑗 or assuming a functional form
for P(𝐷) ([22] assumes axially symmetric 𝐷):

µFA2=
3
2

⟨V𝜆 (𝐷)⟩
⟨V𝜆 (𝐷)⟩ + 3D̄2

=
15T0 + 3D2

2

10T0 + 2D2
2 + 12D0

2 . (56)

Note that this definition of µFA is inconsistent: the averages
are taken in the numerator and denominator separately; µFA
is not defined as averaged FA(𝐷) over P(𝐷). This is because,
unfortunately, such information is not available in the O(𝑏2)
signal [77], which makes µFA interpretation less transparent.

Old and new information in Q and T

The QT decomposition is motivated by the separation of dif-
ferent sources of covariances of compartmental diffusivities.
While the isotropic parts of T and Q have been studied in the
dMRI literature under different names, their anisotropic com-
plements have not. These provide access to novel rotationally
invariant tissue contrasts.

We also note that acquiring the signal at high 𝑏, beyond
𝑏2 in the cumulant expansion, can be used to estimate binned
parametrizations of the full P(𝐷) through a multi-dimensional
inverse Laplace transform [22, 78, 79], perhaps under some
constraints on its functional form. In this way, one is sensitive
to not only the covariance information, but also to higher-
order cumulants. However, this typically requires much more
extensive acqusitions; also, no rotationally invariant variance
metrics have been derived from these binned distributions.

Diffusivity variances

Here we place C components pertaining to variances of com-
partmental diffusivities into a broader context by relating them
to the general formalism of irreducible representations. In-
verting the complete system in Eq. (37), see Supplementary
Eq. (S11), enables finding the covariances of STF compo-
nents starting from the conventional Cartesian ones, Eq. (2),

C𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 →
〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉. Unlike the Cartesian expressions of

C [15, 51, 79], irreducible representations enable a deeper
understanding of the rotationally invariant information. See
Fig. 1c for a diagram, where 3 different types of information
are immediately available:

• size variance, contained in
〈〈
𝐷00

2〉〉, a scalar previously
referred to as isotropic variance VI [15, 22]:

VI = V(𝐷̄) = 𝐶0
2 〈〈(𝐷00)2〉〉 = Q0 , (57)

where V(𝐷̄) refers to the conventional variance of the
scalar compartmental mean diffusivity, 𝐷̄, over P(𝐷).
Note that Q0 = 1

3 tr Q = 𝐶0
2 〈〈(𝐷00)2〉〉 from Eq. (37).

• shape covariances contained in
〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚′ 〉〉, a 5 × 5

matrix that has never appeared in the dMRI literature. Its
trace:

∑
𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉

= 1
𝐶0

2 T0 has previously been
linked to the anisotropic variance VA [54, 55]:

VA = 2
5 ⟨V𝜆 (𝐷)⟩ = T0 + 1

5 D2
2. (58)

Note that VA ∝ ∑
𝑚

〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉 rather than to∑

𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉 and thus it depends on 𝐷2

2, Eq. (55).

• size-shape covariance, contained in
〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉, a 1×5

vector that has been overlooked in the literature.

Out of all the invariants one can extract from T and Q, only
T0 and Q0 have been exploited with the meaning highlighted
above. Conventional kurtosis maps conflate T0, T2, T4, Q0,
and Q2, cf. Eqs. (52)–(54).

Size-shape correlation (SSC)

Size-shape covariances have not been exploited. Following
the ℓ = 2 part of the system (37), we can determine the 1 × 5
covariances

〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉:〈〈

𝐷00 𝐷2𝑚〉〉 = 1
2𝐶0

Q2𝑚 = 7
18𝐶0

S2𝑚 − 1
9𝐶0

A2𝑚. (59)

We may define a novel invariant with size-shape correlation
(SSC) information, complementary to DTI-DKI-µFA:

SSC =



〈〈𝐷00 𝐷2𝑚〉〉

√︃〈〈
(𝐷00)2

〉〉
·∑𝑚

〈〈
𝐷2𝑚𝐷2𝑚∗〉〉 =

1
2
√

5
Q2√
Q0 T0

.

(60)
This contrast shows the correlation of the sizes and shapes of
the microscopic compartments in a voxel. The normalization is
chosen akin to correlation coefficients, such that SSC ∈ [0, 1],
where SSC=0 for independent shapes and sizes and SSC=1 for
a linear relationship. Due to the norm taken over 𝑚 on the
numerator, SSC can only take only positive values.
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Spherical designs

Spherical designs [80] are sets of 𝑁 points on the unit sphere
{n̂𝑖}𝑁

𝑖=1 ∈ S2, ∥n̂∥ = 1 that for any rotation of the set satisfy

1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂𝑖) = 1
4𝜋

∫
S2
𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂) dn̂ = 1√

4𝜋
𝑓 00 = 𝐶0 𝑓

00,

(61)
where 𝐶0 𝑓

00 is the spherical mean of 𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂), which is any
function with finite degree 𝐿 when expanded in SH:

𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂) =
𝐿∑︁

ℓ=0

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

𝑓 ℓ𝑚𝑌 ℓ𝑚(n̂). (62)

The smallest spherical designs for 𝐿 = 2 and 𝐿 = 4 are
provided by tetrahedron and icosahedron vertices, 𝑁 = 4 and
𝑁 =12, respectively. For functions with 𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂) = 𝑓 (𝐿) (−n̂)
one can further reduce 𝑁 to half of the octahedron vertices
for 𝐿 = 2 (the 𝑁 = 3 cyclic permutations of n̂ = (1, 0, 0)), and
half of the icosahedron vertices for 𝐿 = 4 (the 𝑁 = 6 cyclic
permutations of n̂ = 1√

1+𝜑2
(1,±𝜑, 0), where 𝜑 = (1+

√
5)/2).

See Supplementary Section S5 for a proof.
Note that the number of measurements of the minimal spher-

ical designs is much smaller than the total number of degrees
of freedom in 𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂). 𝑓 (4) (n̂) has 15 degrees of freedom but
only 6 measurements suffice for an unbiased computation of
their spherical average. Thus, we can use spherical designs as
a minimal way to measure the isotropic part of 𝑓 (𝐿) (n̂), 𝑓 00,
since they cancel 𝑓 ℓ𝑚 contributions for 0 < ℓ ≤ 𝐿.

Minimal protocols

When all 𝑏-shells are acquired using spherical designs, we can
represent the dependence on B𝑖 𝑗 of the spherical mean signal
using only the traces of the cumulant tensors: D00, S00, and
A00, Eq. (33). If we are only interested in measuring MD and
MK, then two LTE shells with 4-designs (𝑁 = 6) will suffice.
This also provides sufficient measurements to fit D2𝑚 elements,
enabling the computation of FA. The signal expression to be
fit for such a protocol would be:

ln 𝑆 = ln 𝑠0 − 𝑏 𝑔𝑖𝑔 𝑗 (D00 Y00
𝑖 𝑗 +∑

𝑚 D2𝑚 Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗

)

+ 𝑏2

6 𝐷
2
𝑔𝑖𝑔 𝑗𝑔𝑘𝑔𝑙 W00 Y00

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 ,
(63)

which only has 8 free parameters and can be robustly estimated
from one 𝑏0 and two 𝑁 =6 distinct b-shells, totaling 12 DWI.
Thus, we can compute (D0, W0, D2), and obtain MD, FA, and
MK following Eq. (48)-(50).

A similar procedure can be designed if we additionally want
to measure µFA. Here, a single STE measurement sensitive to
O(𝑏2) must be added to the previous protocol to provide si-
multaneous sensitivity to A00 and insensitivity to A2𝑚. Hence,

the signal becomes:

ln 𝑆 = ln 𝑠0 − B𝑖 𝑗 (D00 Y00
𝑖 𝑗 +∑

𝑚 D2𝑚 Y2𝑚
𝑖 𝑗

)

+ 1
2 B𝑖 𝑗B𝑘𝑙 S00 Y00

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

+ 1
2 B𝑖 𝑗B𝑘𝑙

1
6 (𝜖𝑖𝑘 𝑝𝜖 𝑗𝑙𝑞 + 𝜖𝑖𝑙 𝑝𝜖 𝑗𝑘𝑞) A00Y00

𝑝𝑞 ,

(64)

which has 9 free parameters and can be estimated from one 𝑏0
and 13 DWI. Here we access (D0, D2, S0, A0), and thus, MD,
FA, MK, and µFA. To avoid STE spurious time dependence
we acquire 3 orthogonal rotations.

Note that in both scenarios we acquire more measurements
than the number of parameters we estimate. However, being
insensitive to high ℓ contributions greatly reduces the number
of dof affecting the signal (which have to be estimated), thereby
pushing down the limit of minimum directions needed. Here,
no assumptions are made on the shapes of D, W, or C. Ta-
ble I contrasts theoretically minimal spherical designs against
previous literature and our proposed protocols.

MRI experiments

After providing inform consent, three healthy volunteers (23 yo
female, 25 yo female, 33 yo male) underwent MRI in a whole
body 3T-system (Siemens, Prisma) using a 32-channel head
coil. Maxwell-compensated free gradient diffusion waveforms
[81] were used to yield linear, planar, and spherical B-tensor
encoding using a prototype spin echo sequence with EPI read-
out [82]. Four diffusion datasets were acquired according to
Table II, each with at least 1 non diffusion-weighted image.
Imaging parameters: voxel size= 2 × 2 × 2 mm3, 𝑇𝑅 = 4.2s,
𝑇𝐸 = 90ms, bandwidth=1818Hz/Px, 𝑅GRAPPA = 2, partial
Fourier= 6/8, multiband= 2. Total scan time was approxi-
mately 15 minutes per subject for all protocols.

Image pre-processing

All four protocols were processed identically and indepen-
dently for each subject. Magnitude and phase data were re-
constructed. Then, a phase estimation and unwinding step
preceded the denoising of the complex images [83]. Denois-
ing was done using the Marchenko-Pastur principal component
analysis method [84] on the real part of the phase-unwinded
data. An advantage of denoising before taking the magni-
tude of the data is that Rician bias is reduced significantly.
We also processed this data considering only magnitude DWI
were acquired. Here, magnitude denoising and rician bias
correction were applied, see results in Supplementary Section
S7. Data was subsequently processed with the DESIGNER
pipeline [85]. Denoised images were corrected for Gibbs ring-
ing artifacts accounting for the partial Fourier acquisition [86],
based on re-sampling the image using local sub-voxel shifts.
These images were rigidly aligned and then corrected for eddy
current distortions and subject motion simultaneously [87]. A
𝑏 = 0 image with reverse phase encoding was included for cor-
rection of EPI-induced distortions [88]. Finally, MRI voxels
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TABLE II. Description of the four protocols (rows) acquired for each volunteer. Imaging parameters were kept constant for all protocols and
numbers denote the different directions sampled on each shell. All b-values are in microstructure units ms/𝜇m2.

Res = 2 × 2 × 2 mm3, PF = 6/8, 𝑅GRAPPA = 2, 68 slices, MB=2, TE=90ms, TR=4.2s
Protocol 𝑏 = 0 𝑏LTE = 1 𝑏LTE = 2 𝑏PTE = 1.5 𝑏STE = 1.5 𝑡acq [min’ sec”]
DKI 1 30 60 - - 6’ 43”
iRICE (MD+FA+MK) 1 6 6 - - 1’ 14”
RICE 2 30 60 30 - 11’ 20”
iRICE (MD+FA+MK+µFA) 2 6 6 - 3 1’ 56”

were locally smoothed based on spatial and intensity similarity
akin [89].

Parameter estimation

Four different variants of the cumulant expansion were fit to all
four datasets described in Table II. This depended on which pa-
rameters each protocol was sensitive to. The full DKI protocol
was fit with a regular DKI expression. The minimal DKI using
Eq. (63). The full RICE protocol with Eq. (1), and the minimal
RICE protocol with Eq. (64). Weighted linear least squares
were used for fitting [90] to highlight the gain achieved purely
by acquisition optimization. Including positivity constraints
to improve parameters robustness [91] is straightforward in
STF parametrization but is outside of the scope of this work.
All codes for RICE parameter estimation were implemented
in MATLAB (R2021a, MathWorks, Natick, Massachusetts).
These are publicly available as part of the RICE toolbox at
https://github.com/NYU-DiffusionMRI/RICE.
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M. Nilsson, Tensor-valued diffusion encoding for diffusional
variance decomposition (divide): Technical feasibility in clini-
cal mri systems, PLOS ONE 14, 1 (2019).

[83] G. Lemberskiy, S. Baete, J. Veraart, T. Shepherd, E. Fiere-
mans, and D. S. Novikov, Achieving sub-mm clinical diffusion
MRI resolution by removing noise during reconstruction using
random matrix theory, In Proceedings 27th Scientific Meet-
ing, 0770, International Society for Magnetic Resonance in
Medicine, Montreal, Canada, 2019 (2019).

[84] J. Veraart, E. Fieremans, and D. S. Novikov, Diffusion MRI noise
mapping using random matrix theory, Magnetic Resonance in
Medicine 76, 1582 (2016).

[85] B. Ades-Aron, J. Veraart, P. Kochunov, S. McGuire, P. Sherman,
E. Kellner, D. S. Novikov, and E. Fieremans, Evaluation of the
accuracy and precision of the diffusion parameter estimation
with gibbs and noise removal pipeline, NeuroImage 183, 532
(2018).

[86] H.-H. Lee, D. S. Novikov, and E. Fieremans, Removal of partial
fourier-induced gibbs (rpg) ringing artifacts in MRI, Magnetic
Resonance in Medicine 86, 2733 (2021).

[87] S. M. Smith, M. Jenkinson, M. W Woolrich, C. F Beckmann,
T. E J Behrens, H. Johansen-Berg, P. Bannister, M. Luca,
I. Drobnjak, D. Flitney, R. Niazy, J. Saunders, J. Vickers,
Y. Zhang, N. De Stefano, M. Brady, and P. Matthews, Advances
in functional and structural mr image analysis and implementa-
tion as fsl, NeuroImage 23 Suppl 1, S208 (2004).

[88] J. L. Andersson, S. Skare, and J. Ashburner, How to correct sus-
ceptibility distortions in spin-echo echo-planar images: appli-
cation to diffusion tensor imaging, NeuroImage 20, 870 (2003).
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S1

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

S1. GENERALIZED STF DECOMPOSITION

Throughout this work, we add irreducible components that may refer to tensors of different order (number of indices). For
simplicity of the notation we typically write D = D(0) ⊕ D(2) , where D(0) and D(2) a zeroth- and second-order spherical tensors.
Strictly speaking, to add their components these should have the same order, such as D𝑖 𝑗 = D(0)

𝑖 𝑗
+ D(2)

𝑖 𝑗
, where D(0) ∝ 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 in

the ℓ = 0 case. Here we argue that such overloaded notation is self-consistent because one can uniquely generate an 𝐿-th order
symmetric Cartesian tensor from an ℓ-th (ℓ < 𝐿) order spherical counterpart using the STF basis, via symmetrization with
(𝐿 − ℓ)/2 kronecker symbols. To achieve this, we show that one can always extract the degree ℓ STF coefficients of an 𝐿-th order
tensor, where 𝐿 > ℓ, by taking traces with Kroneker deltas and the complex-conjugate Yℓ𝑚∗

𝑖1...𝑖ℓ
, via the following

Lemma: Let F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿 be an 𝐿-th order symmetric Cartesian tensor defined like in Eq. (27):

F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿 =

𝐿∑︁
ℓ=0

F(ℓ )
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

=

𝐿∑︁
ℓ=0

Fℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

, where Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

= Yℓ𝑚
(𝑖1...𝑖ℓ 𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿) , for 𝐿 ≥ ℓ. (S1)

Degree ℓ ≤ 𝐿 spherical tensor coefficients Fℓ𝑚 are determined by taking full traces and successive projections on STF basis
elements

Fℓ𝑚 =
4𝜋 𝐿!

(𝐿 + ℓ + 1)!!(𝐿 − ℓ)!! F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 Yℓ𝑚∗
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

. (S2)

Proof. To extract degree-ℓ spherical components from a symmetric tensor of order 𝐿 > ℓwe need first to build an ℓ-th order tensor,
and then project it onto the desired STF basis element. For the first step, we must contract 𝐿−ℓ indices: F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿 𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 .
Note that which specific indices is irrelevant since we are dealing with fully symmetric tensors. This procedure keeps only F(ℓ )

components since ℓ′ > ℓ information is removed when 𝐿 − ℓ indices are contracted. Additionally, ℓ′ < ℓ is removed when
projecting onto Yℓ𝑚∗

𝑖1...𝑖ℓ
:

F𝑖1...𝑖𝐿𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

∗
= 𝛼 Fℓ𝑚, (S3)

The proportionality coefficient 𝛼 can be derived from noting that contracting a single pair of indices gives

Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 =
(𝐿 + ℓ + 1) (𝐿 − ℓ)

𝐿 (𝐿 − 1) Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿−2

, for ℓ ≤ (𝐿 − 2), and 0 for ℓ = 𝐿. (S4)

Equation (S4) can be applied recursively until obtaining

Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖𝐿

𝛿𝑖ℓ+1𝑖ℓ+2 . . . 𝛿𝑖𝐿−1𝑖𝐿 =
(𝐿 + ℓ + 1) (𝐿 + ℓ − 1) . . . (2ℓ + 3) (𝐿 − ℓ) (𝐿 − ℓ − 2) . . . 2

𝐿 (𝐿 − 1) (𝐿 − 2) . . . (ℓ + 1) Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

, (S5)

which combined with Eq. (2.13b) in [37] that states Yℓ𝑚
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

Yℓ𝑚′∗
𝑖1...𝑖ℓ

=
(2ℓ+1)!!

4𝜋 ℓ! 𝛿𝑚𝑚′ , allow us to derive 𝛼 =
(𝐿+ℓ+1)!!(𝐿−ℓ )!!

4𝜋 𝐿! , which
we move to the other side of the equality for Eq. (S2).



S2

S2. SA IRREDUCIBLE DECOMPOSITION: ALL ROTATIONAL INVARIANTS

RICE maps for SA irreducible decomposition.

FIG. S1. RICE maps for a normal brain (33 y.o. male). Intrinsic invariants for each irreducible decomposition of D, S and A are shown as
powers of corresponding traces, to match units of D and C tensors. Combinations of just 6 intrinsic invariants (out of 3 + 12) generate all
previously used model-independent dMRI contrasts, Eqs. (48)-(56). The 6 mixed invariants correspond to Euler angles of eigenframes of S(4)

and A(2) relative to that of S(2) (see text). The underlying tissue microstructure introduces correlations between invariants. For example, small
relative angles 𝛽 in white matter tracts exemplify the alignment of eigenframes of different representations of SO(3) with the tract.

S3. PRODUCTS OF STF TENSORS AND THE CLEBSCH-GORDAN COEFFICIENTS

As the relation between the C tensor and the covariances of compartment diffusion tensors maps onto the addition of angular
momenta, we remind that from the representation theory standpoint, addition of two angular momenta ®ℓ1 and ®ℓ2 corresponds
to the tensor product of two SO(3) representations with dimensions 2ℓ1 + 1 and 2ℓ2 + 1. This tensor product of dimension
(2ℓ1 + 1) (2ℓ2 + 1) is reducible, and splits into a sum of irreducible representations with 𝐿 = |ℓ1 − ℓ2 |, . . . , ℓ1 + ℓ2. The basis
elements of these irreducible representations

|𝐿𝑀⟩ =
∑︁

|ℓ1𝑚1ℓ2𝑚2⟩ ⟨ℓ1𝑚1ℓ2𝑚2 |𝐿𝑀⟩ (S6)

are expanded in terms of the basis elements of |ℓ1𝑚1ℓ2𝑚2⟩ of the tensor product, with the coefficients ⟨ℓ1𝑚1ℓ2𝑚2 |𝐿𝑀⟩ that are
called Clebsch–Gordan coefficients.

When using the complex definition of the spherical harmonics basis, the following identity applies:∫
S2
𝑌 ℓ1𝑚1 (n̂)𝑌 ℓ2𝑚2 (n̂)𝑌 𝐿𝑀∗ (n̂) dn̂ =

√︄
(2ℓ1 + 1) (2ℓ2 + 1)

4𝜋(2𝐿 + 1) ⟨ℓ10 ℓ20 | 𝐿 0⟩ ⟨ℓ1𝑚1ℓ2𝑚2 | 𝐿𝑀⟩ , (S7)

where ∗ indicates complex conjugate. Combining this with Eq. (29) and the following identity from [37]:∫
S2
𝑛𝑖1 . . . 𝑛𝑖2ℓ 𝑑n̂ =

(
4𝜋

2ℓ + 1

)
𝛿 (𝑖1𝑖2 . . . 𝛿𝑖2ℓ−1𝑖2ℓ ) , (S8)

allows us to simplify triple complex-basis STF products such as

Y2𝑚1
𝑎1𝑎2Y

2𝑚2
𝑎2𝑎3Y

2𝑀∗
𝑎3𝑎1 =

−105
√

10
8
√︁

7(4𝜋)3
⟨2𝑚1 2𝑚2 |2𝑀⟩ , Y2𝑚1

(𝑎1𝑎2
Y2𝑚2
𝑎3𝑎4 )Y

4𝑀∗
𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3𝑎4 =

315
√

10
8
√︁

7(4𝜋)3
⟨2𝑚1 2𝑚2 |4𝑀⟩ , (S9)

that connect Eq. (8) with Eq. (37).
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Clebsch–Gordan coefficients are sparse since only the ones satisfying 𝑚1 + 𝑚2 = 𝑀 are nonzero (19 out of 125 for ℓ1 = ℓ2 =

𝐿 = 2 and 25 out of 225 for ℓ1 = ℓ2 = 2, 𝐿 = 4). We can substitute these and rewrite Eq. (37):

Q00 = 1√
4𝜋

〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 ,

Q2𝑚 = 2√
4𝜋

〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉 for 𝑚 = −2,−1, . . . , 2 ;

T00 =
√

5√
4𝜋

(
2 1√

5

〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷22〉〉 − 2 1√

5

〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷21〉〉 + 1√

5

〈〈
𝐷202〉〉 )

,

T2−2 = −
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

2
7
〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷20〉〉 −√︃

3
7
〈〈
(𝐷2−1)2〉〉 ) ,

T2−1 = −
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

3
7
〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷21〉〉 − 2

√︃
1
14

〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷20〉〉 ) ,

T20 = −
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

2
7
〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷22〉〉 + 2

√︃
1
14

〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷21〉〉 −√︃

2
7
〈〈
(𝐷20)2〉〉 ) ,

T21 = −
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

3
7
〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷22〉〉 − 2

√︃
1
14

〈〈
𝐷20𝐷21〉〉 ) ,

T22 = −
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

2
7
〈〈
𝐷20𝐷22〉〉 −√︃

3
7
〈〈
(𝐷21)2〉〉 ) ,

T4−4 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

〈〈
(𝐷2−2)2〉〉 ,

T4−3 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

2 1√
2

〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷2−1〉〉 ,

T4−2 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

3
14

〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷20〉〉 +√︃

4
7
〈〈
(𝐷2−1)2〉〉 ) ,

T4−1 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

1
14

〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷21〉〉 + 2

√︃
3
7
〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷20〉〉 ) ,

T40 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

1
70

〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷22〉〉 + 2

√︃
8
35

〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷21〉〉 +√︃

18
35

〈〈
(𝐷20)2〉〉 ) ,

T41 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

1
14

〈〈
𝐷2−1𝐷22〉〉 + 2

√︃
3
7
〈〈
𝐷20𝐷21〉〉 ) ,

T42 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

(
2
√︃

3
14

〈〈
𝐷20𝐷22〉〉 +√︃

4
7
〈〈
(𝐷21)2〉〉 ) ,

T43 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

2 1√
2

〈〈
𝐷21𝐷22〉〉 ,

T44 =
√

10√
7·4𝜋

〈〈
(𝐷22)2〉〉 ,

(S10)



S4

which shows how different covariances contribute to T and Q irreducible components. We can then solve for all the covariances:〈〈
(𝐷00)2〉〉 = √

4𝜋Q00 ,〈〈
𝐷00𝐷2𝑚〉〉 = √

4𝜋
2 Q2𝑚 for 𝑚 = −2,−1, . . . , 2 ;〈〈

(𝐷2−2)2〉〉 = √︃
7·4𝜋

10 T4−4 ,〈〈
𝐷2−2𝐷2−1〉〉 = √︃

7·4𝜋
20 T4−3 ,〈〈

𝐷2−2𝐷20〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
20

(
−2 T2−2 +

√
3 T4−2

)
,〈〈

𝐷2−2𝐷21〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
120

(
−6 T2−1 +

√
6 T4−1

)
,〈〈

𝐷2−2𝐷22〉〉 = √
4𝜋
10

(
2 T00 − 2

√
5 T20 + T40

)
,〈〈

(𝐷2−1)2〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
10

(√
3 T2−2 + 2 T4−2

)
,〈〈

𝐷2−1𝐷20〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
120

(√
6 T2−1 + 6 T4−1

)
,〈〈

𝐷2−1𝐷21〉〉 = √
4𝜋
10

(
−2 T00 −

√
5 T20 + 4 T40

)
,〈〈

𝐷2−1𝐷22〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
120

(
−6 T21 +

√
6 T41

)
,〈〈

(𝐷20)2〉〉 = √
4𝜋
5

(
T00 +

√
5 T20 + 3 T40

)
,〈〈

𝐷20𝐷21〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
120

(√
6 T21 + 6 T41

)
,〈〈

𝐷20𝐷22〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
20

(
−2 T22 +

√
3 T42

)
,〈〈

(𝐷21)2〉〉 = √︃
4𝜋
10

(√
3 T22 + 2 T42

)
,〈〈

𝐷21𝐷22〉〉 = √︃
7·4𝜋

20 T43 ,〈〈
(𝐷22)2〉〉 = √︃

7·4𝜋
10 T44 .

(S11)

The sparsity of the QT decomposition is seen in all covariances depending on few T and Q elements. The simplicity of the above
system relies on the usage of the complex STF basis. However, since we are interested in the real-valued C tensor, we can easily
go back and forth from complex to real STF representations. Thus, the procedure to obtain

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉 in real STF basis is

simple: take Tℓ𝑚 and Qℓ𝑚 in complex STF basis and compute
〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉 using Eq. (S11), then convert the later to real STF

basis. See the following section for details.

S4. RELATIONS BETWEEN REAL AND COMPLEX STF/SH

We use the standard complex STF tensor basis [37] with Condon-Shortley phase [71] since this allows us to write the system
in Eq. (37) as Eq. (7-8). Solving it using the real STF basis is more cumbersome because it includes more than a single
Clebsch-Gordan coefficient when rewriting Eq. (S9). This could be done using the relation between complex and real STF:

Yℓ𝑚
C =


1√
2

(
Yℓ−𝑚
R − 𝑖Yℓ𝑚

R

)
if 𝑚 < 0

Yℓ0
R if 𝑚 = 0

(−1)𝑚√
2

(
Yℓ𝑚
R + 𝑖Yℓ−𝑚

R

)
if 𝑚 > 0

, Yℓ𝑚
R =


(−1)𝑚

√
2 Im(Yℓ−𝑚

C
) if 𝑚 < 0

Yℓ0
C

if 𝑚 = 0
(−1)𝑚

√
2 Re(Yℓ𝑚

C
) if 𝑚 > 0

, (S12)

and substituting Yℓ𝑚
C

into Eq. (S9) which will involve multiple combinations of ⟨2 ±𝑚1 2 ±𝑚2 |2 ±𝑀⟩. Here Yℓ𝑚
C

and Yℓ𝑚
R are

the complex and real STF basis tensors (identical relations apply to the SH basis). Note that, unlike the complex STF, the real STF
basis is not defined with Condon-Shortley phase since this is the most conventional in the literature. Although compartmental
diffusion tensors 𝐷𝑖 𝑗 are real-valued, it is simpler to first decompose C into complex-valued

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚𝐷ℓ′𝑚′ 〉〉 and then map these
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to the corresponding real-basis coefficients for computing rotational invariants. To solve this we can use the following relations:

𝐷ℓ𝑚
R =


(−1)𝑚+1√2 Im(𝐷ℓ−𝑚

C
) if 𝑚 < 0

𝐷ℓ0
C

if 𝑚 = 0
(−1)𝑚

√
2 Re(𝐷ℓ𝑚

C
) if 𝑚 > 0

, and 𝐷ℓ𝑚
C

∗
= (−1)𝑚𝐷ℓ−𝑚

C , (S13)

where 𝐷ℓ𝑚
R and 𝐷ℓ𝑚

C
are STF coefficients using either real or complex basis. Thus, the mapping

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚
C
𝐷ℓ′𝑚′

C

〉〉
→

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚
R 𝐷ℓ′𝑚′

R

〉〉
becomes:

〈〈
𝐷ℓ𝑚
R 𝐷ℓ′𝑚′

R

〉〉
=



〈〈
𝐷00
C
𝐷00
C

〉〉
if ℓ = 0, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 0, 𝑚′ = 0 ,

√
2 Im

(〈〈
𝐷00
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 0, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ < 0 ,〈〈

𝐷00
C
𝐷20
C

〉〉
if ℓ = 0, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ = 0 ,

(−1)𝑚′√2 Re
(〈〈
𝐷00
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 0, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ > 0 ,

−Re
(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
+ (−1)𝑚′Re

(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2−𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 < 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ < 0 ,

√
2 Im

(〈〈
𝐷C2𝑚𝐷

C
20
〉〉)

if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 < 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ = 0 ,

(−1)𝑚′ Im
(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
+ Im

(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2−𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 < 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ > 0 ,〈〈

𝐷20
C
𝐷20
C

〉〉
if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ = 0 ,

(−1)𝑚′√2 Re
(〈〈
𝐷20
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 = 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ > 0 ,

(−1)𝑚+𝑚′Re
(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2𝑚′

C

〉〉)
+ (−1)𝑚 Re

(〈〈
𝐷2𝑚
C
𝐷2−𝑚′

C

〉〉)
if ℓ = 2, 𝑚 > 0, ℓ′ = 2, 𝑚′ > 0 .

(S14)

S5. MINIMAL SPHERICAL DESIGNS FOR 𝐿 = 2 AND 𝐿 = 4

Spherical designs fulfill Eq. (61). One can check that for 𝐿=2, {n̂} = {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)} satisfies

1
3

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (2) (n̂𝑖) = 1
3 𝑓

ℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖 𝑗 (𝑛1

𝑖 𝑛
1
𝑗 + 𝑛2

𝑖 𝑛
2
𝑗 + 𝑛3

𝑖 𝑛
3
𝑗 ) = 1

3 𝑓
ℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚

𝑖 𝑗 (𝛿11 + 𝛿22 + 𝛿33) = 1
3 𝑓

ℓ𝑚Yℓ𝑚
𝑖 𝑗 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 =

𝑓 00
√

4𝜋
. (S15)

For 𝐿=4, {n̂} = 1√
1+𝜑2

{(1, 𝜑, 0), (0, 1, 𝜑), (𝜑, 0, 1), (1,−𝜑, 0), (0, 1,−𝜑), (−𝜑, 0, 1)}, where 𝜑 = (1 +
√

5)/2:

1
6

6∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (4) (n̂(𝑖) ) = 1
6 𝑓

ℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙 (𝑛

1
𝑖 𝑛

1
𝑗𝑛

1
𝑘𝑛

1
𝑙 + 𝑛

2
𝑖 𝑛

2
𝑗𝑛

2
𝑘𝑛

2
𝑙 + 𝑛

3
𝑖 𝑛

3
𝑗𝑛

3
𝑘𝑛

3
𝑙 + 𝑛

4
𝑖 𝑛

4
𝑗𝑛

4
𝑘𝑛

4
𝑙 + 𝑛

5
𝑖 𝑛

5
𝑗𝑛

5
𝑘𝑛

5
𝑙 + 𝑛

6
𝑖 𝑛

6
𝑗𝑛

6
𝑘𝑛

6
𝑙 )

= 1
6 𝑓

ℓ𝑚 Yℓ𝑚
𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙

6
5

(
𝛿11𝛿11 + 𝛿22𝛿22 + 𝛿33𝛿33 + 2 (𝛿 (11𝛿22) + 𝛿 (11𝛿33) + 𝛿 (22𝛿33) )

)
= 1

5 𝑓
ℓ𝑚Yℓ𝑚

𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑙𝛿 (𝑖 𝑗𝛿𝑘𝑙) =
𝑓 00
√

4𝜋
.

(S16)

S6. SECOND-ORDER 6D REPRESENTATION FOR FULLY SYMMETRIC FOURTH-ORDER 3D TENSORS

Direct inspection of S(4)
6×6 makes it evident that: (i) tr S(4) = 0; (ii) One of the eigenvalues is zero (𝜆𝑎0 = 0); and (iii) its associated

eigenvector is v̂(𝑎0 ) = 1√
3
(1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0)𝑡 .
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S7. MINIMAL PROTOCOLS VALIDATION WITH MAGNITUDE DENOISING PREPROCESSED DWI

FIG. S2. Comparison of iRICE (1-2 minutes) with fully sampled acquisitions (6-11 minutes) for magnitude-denoised data. (a,c): iRICE maps
(top) vs fully sampled DKI maps (bottom) for a healthy volunteer. Panels (b) and (d) show scatter plots for all brain voxels in a normal volunteer.
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