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Comparison of quantum objects is a task to determine whether two unknown quantum objects
are the same or different. It is one of the most basic information processing tasks for learning
property of quantum objects, and comparison of quantum states, quantum channels, and quantum
measurements have been investigated. In general, repeated uses of quantum objects improve the
success probability of comparison. The optimal strategy of pure-state comparison, the comparison of
quantum states for the case of multiple copies of each unknown pure state, is known, but the optimal
strategy of unitary comparison, the comparison of quantum channels for the case of multiple uses
of each unknown unitary channel, was not known due to the complication of the varieties of causal
order structures among the uses of each unitary channel. In this paper, we investigate unitary
comparison with multiple uses of unitary channels based on the quantum tester formalism. We
obtain the optimal minimum-error and the optimal unambiguous strategies of unitary comparison
of two unknown d-dimensional unitary channels U1 and U2 when U1 can be used N1 times and U2

can be used N2 times for N2 ≥ (d − 1)N1. These optimal strategies are implemented by parallel
uses of the unitary channels, even though all sequential and adaptive strategies implementable by
the quantum circuit model are considered. When the number of the smaller uses of the unitary
channels N1 is fixed, the optimal averaged success probability cannot be improved by adding more
uses of U2 than N2 = (d − 1)N1. This feature is in contrast to the case of pure-state comparison,
where adding more copies of the unknown pure states always improves the optimal averaged success
probability. It highlights the difference between corresponding tasks for states and channels, which
has been previously shown for quantum discrimination tasks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Efficiently learning properties of unknown quantum
objects is a fundamental task in quantum mechanics and
quantum information. Commonly investigated target ob-
jects are quantum states and quantum channels, but they
are not restricted to these. There are different settings
and strategies for learning depending on properties to
learn, prior information about the object, and given re-
sources.

Quantum state discrimination [1–3] is one of the set-
tings to learn the identity of a quantum state when a set
of candidate states and a distribution of the candidates
are given. The number of candidates can be either finite
or infinite. When the figure of merit for optimization
is given by the success probability of learning the cor-
rect candidate, it is called minimum-error quantum state
discrimination [1]. For a continuous candidate set, the
figure of merit is evaluated by the averaged fidelity (or
some other distance) to the correct state. The number of
available copies of target states is a resource that can im-
prove the success probability or the fidelity of quantum
state discrimination. The pioneering works on quantum
state discrimination contributed to establishing the field
of quantum information, and similarly, quantum channel

discrimination has been investigated [4–6].

Quantum discrimination tasks are learning tasks for
a single quantum object in question. When there are
two unknown quantum objects, and we want to learn the
relationship between the objects, we compare the two
target objects. Consider that a set of candidates and a
distribution of the candidates for both objects are given.
It is always possible to first identify the description of
each unknown object by using quantum state or channel
discrimination and then compare the descriptions of the
objects. However, this method is generally not efficient,
as the success probability is multiplied, and it provides
unnecessary information about the identity of each ob-
ject. In contrast, just the difference between the objects
is necessary for comparison. A method to directly com-
pare two objects without identifying their descriptions is
preferable for more efficient learning of the difference be-
tween the target objects, especially when the number of
available copies of each target object is limited. One such
method is the swap test proposed in [7, 8], which evalu-
ates the inner product of two unknown quantum states
without identifying the states.

A simple but fundamental task to compare two objects
is to determine whether the two objects are the same or
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not. This decision task of comparison1 of two pure states
is introduced and analyzed in [10]. In this task, two un-
known pure states are given according to a distribution
of candidates. The two target states can be chosen to
be identical or different. The identical case represents
the perfect correlation between the two unknown states,
and the different case represents independently chosen
states. The optimal quantum state comparison aims to
obtain the optimal success probability to learn whether
the two unknown target states are the same or not for
given probabilities of identical and different cases and a
distribution of candidate states. Extensions to the case
of mixed states and the setting where multiple copies of
each unknown state are studied in [11–16]. Comparison
of quantum measurement is studied in [17]. Related to
the comparison, there are studies on equivalence deter-
mination [18, 19] which is the decision problem of an un-
known unitary channel U? which is equal to either of two
candidates U1 and U2. Similarly to quantum state dis-
crimination, the figure of merit for optimizing quantum
state comparison is usually given by the success proba-
bility of comparison.

For quantum channels, comparison of two unknown
unitary channels on a qubit (d = 2) system is consid-
ered in [20] and the optimal strategies for an unambigu-
ous [21–23] setting were found for the case where each
unitary channel can be used only once. The optimal
unambiguous strategy of the comparison for a general
d-dimensional system is derived in [24]. However, the
optimal strategies of unitary channel comparison for a
d-dimensional system when multiple uses of the unitary
channels are allowed have not been known2. Although
the no-cloning theorem of quantum channels [25] forbids
copying an unknown unitary channel with a single use of
the channel, multiple uses of an unknown unitary channel
are reasonable resources that can be achieved by apply-
ing the same experimental setup multiple times. There-
fore, improving the optimal success probability by multi-
ple uses of each unitary channel is a practically valuable
strategy for more efficient learning.

When multiple uses of each unitary channel are possi-
ble, a causal order among the uses of each unitary chan-
nel is introduced. A general formalism to describe strate-
gies involving causally ordered uses of channels had de-
veloped as the quantum tester formalism [26–28]. A va-
riety of strategies in terms of causal order, such as a
parallel-use strategy and a more general sequential-use
strategy of channel comparison, can be considered within
this framework. This property is in contrast to quantum
state comparison, where we can always rewrite a com-
parison algorithm to the one with parallel uses of the
copies of each target state. For quantum channel dis-

1 In [9], the term “comparison of quantum channel” is used in the
different context to our study.

2 In [20], the comparison protocol when each unitary channel can
be used d times was proposed, but its optimality is not known

crimination, there exist some cases where the sequential
uses of the target channel give an advantage compared
to the parallel use [29, 30], whereas sequential uses of the
target channel cannot improve the success probability of
unitary channel discrimination if the candidate channels
are given by a uniform distribution of a set of unitary
channels forming a group [31]. The existence of such an
advantage in the success probability of sequential uses in
quantum channel comparison with multiple uses of each
channel has not been known.

Further, it is possible to consider strategies beyond
the parallel and sequential causal order strategies within
the framework of quantum mechanics [32–34]. General
strategies known as indefinite causal order strategies can-
not be implemented by quantum circuits [32, 33], and it
is currently not yet established how to implement such
indefinite causal order strategies. On the other hand, in
[34], a strategy described by a quantum circuit with clas-
sical control of causal order (QC-CC), in which the causal
order of the use of the channels is determined adaptively
based on a measurement applied during the protocol is
formulated. This strategy cannot be described by the
quantum tester formalism in general, but its implemen-
tation is straightforward by conditionally applying dif-
ferent quantum circuits depending on the measurement
outcome.

In this paper, we investigate how the multiple uses of
each quantum channel can improve the success probabil-
ity and the role and characteristics of the causal order of
the uses in efficient property learning of quantum chan-
nels. We analyze optimal strategies of quantum channel
comparison of general d-dimensional unitary channels U1

and U2 when multiple but finite N1 and N2 ≥ N1 uses
of channels U1 and U2, respectively, are provided. We
consider the probability to be U1 = U2 is given by p
and U1 6= U2 by 1 − p, and the uniform distribution
of SU(d) for the candidate channels of U1 and U2. We
discover the optimal minimum-error strategy and the op-
timal one-side unambiguous strategy for N2 ≥ (d− 1)N1

using the quantum tester formalism. In both cases, the
optimal strategy in the quantum tester formalism can be
realized by the parallel use of unitary channels. We also
show that the optimality is unchanged even if the strat-
egy can be extended to the ones with classical control of
causal order.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II we
review quantum tester formalism and present our setting
of unitary comparison with multiple uses of the two un-
known channels. In Section III, we analyze the optimal
comparison strategy when one of two unitary channels is
known. Using this result, we obtain the optimal compari-
son strategy when both of unitary channels are unknown
for N2 ≥ (d − 1)N1 in Section IV. We also extend to
the unambiguous comparison settings in Section V. We
present the summary in Section VI.
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II. UNITARY COMPARISON

A. Notations

A unitary channel (operation) is denoted by U . The
corresponding unitary operator of U is denoted by U ,
where the equivalence up to the global phase eiφ of U is
taken, that is, we treat eiφU as the same operator as U .
The corresponding unitary operator of Ui is denoted by
Ui.

B. Problem setting

Unitary comparison is a task of determining whether
two unknown unitary channels U1 and U2 are the same or
different under a promise on U1 and U2, by using U1 and
U2 multiple times, namely, N1 and N2 times, respectively,
where N1 and N2 are finite natural numbers. Without
loss of generality, we assume N2 ≥ N1 in this paper, as
we can always choose the unitary channel with a smaller
number of uses to be U1 in case N2 6= N1. We consider
the promise that one of the following two cases occurs
with probability p and 1− p, respectively.

Case 1 U1 = U2, perfectly correlated case:
U1 is chosen randomly over SU(d). U2 is the
same as U1.

Case 2 U1 6= U2, independently distributed case:
U1 and U2 are chosen randomly over SU(d),
independently.

Although Case 2 contains the case of U1 = U2, we call
Case 2 as U1 6= U2 case since U1 = U2 only happens with
probability 0 in this setting.

The objective of unitary channel comparison is to ob-
tain the optimal strategy of determining whether Case
1 (U1 = U2) or Case 2 (U1 6= U2) holds by N1 uses of
U1 and N2 uses of U2 under a given figure of merit. As
the figure of merit, we use an average success probability
pasp given by

pasp := pProb(Concluding “Case 1 holds” when U1 = U2 )

+ (1− p)Prob(Concluding “Case 2 holds” when U1 6= U2 ),

(1)

following the cases of minimum-error discrimination
tasks for quantum states and channels. Later in Section
V, we will introduce another figure of merit for unam-
biguous unitary comparison.

C. Quantum tester

Quantum tester formalism describes [26–28] general
measurement processes of quantum channels imple-
mentable by quantum circuits in which the causal order
of the use of the channels is predefined before execution of

the quantum circuits. The tester formalism is extended
to describe more general cases where the causal order
of the use of the channel can be adaptively determined
or even indefinite [30, 34]. As physical implementations
of the processes involving indefinite causal order are not
well established yet, we focus on the processes imple-
mentable with quantum circuits. We first consider the
restricted class of the processes described by the original
quantum tester, which is also known as quantum circuits
with fixed order (QC-FO) [34]. Later, we extend our
analysis to the processes described by quantum circuits
with classical control of causal orders (QC-CC).

In the (original) tester formalism, we describe a m-
outcomes measurement process involving n quantum
channels {Ek} (k = 1, . . . , n) using a predefined quantum
circuit. Namely, an m-outcome measurement process for
n quantum channels {Ek} can be written as a sequence,

(i) Preparation of an initial quantum state.

(ii) Applying fixed unitary channels and the k channels
{Ek} in a certain order.

(iii) Measuring the final state by an m-outcome mea-
surement.

An example of a quantum circuit for n = 3 is shown in
Fig 1. The quantum circuit of the measurement process
for channels can be decomposed into the {Ek} part, rep-
resenting the n channels to be measured, and the other,
the fixed unitary channel parts representing a measuring
“machine” with n-slots where each of {Ek} is inserted.
The former part is referred to as the input quantum chan-
nels and the latter part as quantum tester.

FIG. 1. An example of a quantum circuit representing a gen-
eral m-outcome measurement process for E1, E2 and, E3. The
channels E1, E2 and, E3 (all the channels to be measured) to-
gether are called the input quantum channels, and the blue
parts together are called as the quantum tester.

In the quantum tester formalism, quantum channels
are represented by Choi operators [35, 36]. A Choi
operator CE ∈ L(K) ⊗ L(H) of a quantum channel
E : L(K)→ L(H) is defined by

CE := (id⊗ E)(|φ+〉 〈φ+|). (2)

where |φ+〉 :=
∑
i |i〉 |i〉 is a maximally entangled (un-

normalized) vector on K̄ ⊗ H, and K̄ is a Hilbert space
that is isomorphic to the Hilbert space K. In particular,
a Choi operator of a unitary operator U is defined as

CU := (I ⊗ U) |φ+〉 〈φ+| (I ⊗ U†) (3)
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The Choi operator of the input quantum channels to-
gether is given as

M =

n⊗
k=1

CKkHk

Ek , (4)

where we denote the space that the k-th Choi operator
acts on as Kk ⊗Hk.

According to [26, 27], a set of positive semidefinite lin-
ear operators {Π1, . . . ,Πm} with Πi ∈ L(K1⊗H1⊗· · ·⊗
Kn ⊗ Hn) for all i is a n-slot quantum tester with m-
outcomes for the input quantum channels represented
by a Choi operator in L(K1 ⊗ H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hn ⊗ Hn),
if there exists a set of linear operator {Rk}k=1,...,n with
Rk ∈ L(K1 ⊗H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Kk ⊗Hk) that satisfies

m∑
i=1

Πi = Rn ⊗ IHn (5)

TrKk
Rk = Rk−1 ⊗ IHk−1

(k = n, . . . , 2) (6)

TrR1 = 1. (7)

Fig. 2 shows this quantum tester. We denote input
Hilbert spaces as Ki and output Hilbert spaces as Hi.
The probability of obtaining the outcome i (i = 1, · · · ,m)

FIG. 2. Quantum tester, which is the same as Fig 1, but
represented in a simpler form.

when M is measured is given by

Tr(ΠiM). (8)

When a quantum tester {Πm} satisfies Rn ⊗ IHn
=

SK ⊗ IH for a unit-trace positive semidefinite operator
SK on K = K1⊗· · ·⊗Kn and an identity operator IH on
H = H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hn, the tester is called a parallel tester
[27]. By regarding H and K as one Hilbert space, the
tester can be seen as a 1-slot tester. All input channels
{Ek}k=1,...,n are used in parallel (Fig.3). The conditions
of a parallel tester corresponding to Eq.(5)-(7) are given
as

m∑
i=1

Πi = SK ⊗ IH (9)

TrSK = 1. (10)

In Eqs. (9) and (10), we use S to denote the single op-
erator representing the condition for a parallel tester to
distinguish the case of a general tester in Eq. (2) where
a set of operators {Rk}k=1,...,n is used.

FIG. 3. A parallel tester uses E1, ..., En in parallel. By gath-
ering {Ki} and {Hi}, this tester can be seen as a 1-slot tester.

D. Unitary comparison in quantum tester
formalism

We apply the quantum tester formalism to unitary
comparison. For the comparison task with N1 uses of U1

and N2 ≥ N1 uses U2, we employ a (N1 +N2)-slot quan-
tum tester with two-outcomes “same” or “different” cor-
responding to Case 1 and Case 2. We denote the elements
of such a quantum tester as Π1, Π2 for Case 1 and Case 2,
respectively, and each element Π1 is a positive semidefi-
nite operator in Πi ∈ L(H1⊗K1⊗· · ·⊗HN1+N2

⊗KN1+N2
)

associated with {Rk}k=1,··· ,N1+N2
satisfying Eq. (5) to

Eq. (7). Since the Choi operator of the total input quan-
tum channels in this task is given by

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U1

N1+N2⊗
k=N1+1

CKkHk

U2
,

the probability of obtaining outcome i is

Tr(Πi

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U1

N1+N2⊗
k=N1+1

CKkHk

U2
).

When Case 1 holds, U1 = U2 and U1 is chosen ran-
domly over SU(d). Then the conditional probability for
outcome i = 1 is obtained by taking the Haar integral of
U1(= U2) as

Prob(Outcome i=1 when U1 = U2 )

=

∫
dU1Tr(Π1

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U1

N1+N2⊗
k=N1+1

CKkHk

U1
)

= Tr(Π1M1).

(11)

where

M1 :=

∫
dU

N1+N⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U

represents the averaged Choi operator of the input quan-
tum channels. When Case 2 holds, as both U1 and U2

are chosen independently randomly over SU(d), the con-
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ditional probability for i = 2 is obtained as

Prob(Outcome i=2 when U1 6= U2 )

=

∫
dU1dU2Tr(Π2

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U1

N1+N2⊗
k=N1+1

CKkHk

U2
)

= Tr(Π2M2)

(12)

where the averaged Choi operator in this case is defined
by

M2 :=

∫
dU1dU2

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U1

N1+N2⊗
k=N1+1

CKkHk

U2
.

Thus, the average success probability is given by

pasp = pProb(Outcome i = 1 when U1 = U2 )

+(1− p)Prob(Outcome i = 2 when U1 6= U2 )

= Tr(pΠ1M1 + (1− p)Π2M2).

(13)

III. OPTIMAL COMPARISON IN QUANTUM
TESTER FORMALISM WHEN U2 IS KNOWN

A. Problem setting

Although unitary comparison aims to compare both
unknown unitary channels, we first consider a modified
task where U2 is perfectly known, but U1 is still chosen
randomly from SU(d) in this subsection. In this case,
comparison of U1 and U2 is reduced to an identity check

problem of V := U1U
†
2 without loss of generality, since we

can exactly and deterministically apply U†2 by utilizing
the knowledge of U2, whereas exactly and deterministi-

cally applying U†2 is not possible with finite uses of U2 if
U2 is unknown. More precisely, the task is to discrimi-
nate the following two cases

Case 1 V = I: V equals to identity operator I.

Case 2 V 6= I: V is chosen randomly over SU(d).

by N1 uses of V .
For the same reason as the original unitary comparison,

Case 2 contains the instance of V = I with an infinitely
small probability and can be ignored. In this case, the
averaged Choi operators subjected to discrimination are

M1 :=

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

I , (14)

M2 :=

∫
dV

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

V . (15)

B. Optimal average success probability

We obtain the following Lemma on the optimal average
success probability pasp := Tr(pΠ1M1 + (1 − p)Π2M2)

of this modified comparison task in the quantum tester
formalism.

Lemma 1. The optimal average success probability of
the modified comparison task in the quantum tester for-
malism when U2 is known and U1 can be used N1 times
is

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
)

1− 1−p
γN1,d

( 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1),
(16)

where γn,d is a binomial coefficient defined by

γn,d :=

(
n+ d2 − 1

n

)
. (17)

Proof. The averaged Choi operators M1 and M2 in this
case can be transformed to

M1 =

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

I

=

N1⊗
k=1

|φ+〉 〈φ+|KkHk

= |Φ+〉 〈Φ+|KH ,

(18)

and

M2 =

∫
dV

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

V

=

∫
dV

N1⊗
k=1

(IKk ⊗ V Hk) |φ+〉 〈φ+|KkHk

(IKk ⊗ V Hk)†

=

∫
dV (IK ⊗ [V ⊗N1 ]H)|Φ+〉〈Φ+|KH

(IK ⊗ [V ⊗N1 ]H)†,

(19)

respectively, where |Φ+〉KH :=
⊗N1

k=1 |φ+〉
KkHk is a maxi-

mally entangled vector on a bipartite Hilbert space K⊗H
with K := K1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ KN1

and H := H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HN1
.

The Hilbert spaces K and H can be decomposed using
the Schur-Weyl duality [37–39] as

K =
⊕
J

UKJ ⊗ VKJ (20)

H =
⊕
J

UHJ ⊗ VHJ , (21)

where J is a label corresponding to the representation
of symmetric group S(N1), UKJ (UHJ ) is a subspace cor-
responding to the representation of U ∈ SU(d), labeled
by J , and VKJ (VHJ ) is a subspace corresponding to the
representation of σ ∈ S(N1), labeled by J . With this
decomposition, we can represent [U⊗N1 ]H as

[U⊗N1 ]H =
∑
J

UUHJ ⊗ IVHJ , (22)
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where UUHJ is a unitary representation on UHJ , and IVHJ
is an identity operator on VHJ .

By denoting a maximally entangled vector on the bi-
partite Hilbert space UKJ ⊗ UHJ as

|φ+〉KHUJ :=

dimUJ∑
i=1

|i〉UKJ ⊗ |i〉UHJ (23)

and a maximally entangled vector on the bipartite
Hilbert space VKJ ⊗ VHJ as

|φ+〉KHVJ :=

dimVJ∑
i=1

|i〉VKJ ⊗ |i〉VHJ , (24)

the maximally entangled vector |Φ+〉KH can be written
as

|Φ+〉KH =
∑
J

|φ+〉KHUJ ⊗ |φ
+〉KHVJ . (25)

By using Eq. (22) and Eq. (25), we obtain an explicit
expression of M2 as

M2 =
∑
J

IKUJ ⊗ I
H
UJ

dimUJ
⊗ |φ+〉 〈φ+|KHVJ , (26)

as proven in Appendix B. The value
∑
J(dimUJ)2 can

be explicitly given [30, 37] as

γN1,d :=
∑
J

(dimUJ)2 =

(
N1 + d2 − 1

N1

)
. (27)

Achievability

We show that there exists a strategy that provides the
average success probability pasp given by Eq. (16), and
we further show that the average success probability pasp
given by Eq. (16) achieves the upper bound in the given
condition. As the optimal strategy depends on the range
of p, we present the following two cases separately.

(i) For the case of 0 ≤ p ≤ 1
1+γN1,d

:

The strategy is to conclude U1 6= U2 without applying
the quantum tester. The average success probability pasp
is given as

pasp = pProb(Outcome i = 1 when U1 = U2)

+ (1− p)Prob(Outcome i = 2 when U1 6= U2)

= p · 0 + (1− p) · 1 = 1− p
(28)

(ii) For the case of 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1:

Let us define a parallel tester S and {Πi} given by

SK =
∑
J

qJ
IUKJ

dimUJ
⊗

IVKJ
dimVJ

(29)

Π1 = SK ⊗ IH |Φ+〉 〈Φ+|KH SK ⊗ IH (30)

Π2 = SK ⊗ IH −Π1, (31)

where qJ is set to be

qJ =
(dimUJ)2∑
J(dimUJ)2

. (32)

Since SK and |Φ+〉 〈Φ+|KH are positive semidefinite, Π1

is positive semidefinite. By defining a state |ψ〉KH :=√
S
K ⊗ IH |Φ+〉KH satisfying 〈ψ|ψ〉 = TrSK = 1, Π2 is

shown to be positive semidefinite as

Π2 = SK ⊗ IH −Π1

=
√
S
K
⊗ IH(IK ⊗ IH − |ψ〉 〈ψ|KH)

√
S
K
⊗ IH

≥ 0,

(33)

where the last inequality is due to the fact that I ≥ ρ
holds for any density operator ρ. Due to Π1 + Π2 =
SK ⊗ IH and TrSK = 1, the parallel tester conditions
Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) are satisfied, thus we can conclude
{Πi} is a valid set of positive semidefinite linear operators
describing a quantum tester.

Inserting Eq. (29) in Eq (30), we have

Π1 =
∑
J1J2

qJ1qJ2
dimUJ1 dimVJ1 dimUJ2 dimVJ2

· |φ+〉 〈φ+|KHUJ2
⊗ |φ+〉 〈φ+|KHVJ2

.

(34)

Using Eq. (34), following probabilities can be calculated
as

Tr(Π1M2) =
∑
JJ1J2

qJ1qJ2
dimUJ dimUJ1 dimVJ1 dimUJ2 dimVJ2

· 〈φ+|KHUJ2
|φ+〉 〈φ+|KHVJ2

|φ+〉 〈φ+|KHVJ |φ
+〉KHVJ1

=
∑
J

q2J
(dimUJ)2

=
1∑

J(dimUJ)2
,

(35)

Tr(Π1M1) = (〈Φ+|KH SK ⊗ IH |Φ+〉KH)2

= (TrS)2 = 1,
(36)

and thus

Tr(Π2M2) = Tr((S ⊗ I)M2)− Tr(Π1M2)

= 1− 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

.
(37)
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Therefore, the average success probability is calculated
as

pasp = Tr(pM1Π1 + (1− p)M2Π2)

= p+ (1− p)
(

1− 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

)
= 1− 1− p∑

J(dimUJ)2

= 1− 1− p
γN1, d

.

(38)

A parallel tester for identity check of V with N1

uses can be implemented by the following preparation-
measurement process:

(i) Preparation of |ψ〉KH :=
√
S
K ⊗ IH |Φ+〉KH,

(ii) Applying V in parallel, namely, [V ⊗N1 ]H to |ψ〉KH,

(iii) Measurement of the final state (IK ⊗
[V ⊗N1 ]H) |ψ〉 〈ψ|KH (IK ⊗ [V ⊗N1 ]H)† by a POVM{

Π̃i = ([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)Πi([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)
}
i=1,2

.

A quantum circuit representing this preparation-
measurement process is shown in Fig. 4.

The equivalence of the quantum tester and the process
(i)–(iii) can be seen as follows. The state just before the

POVM in step (iii) is given as ρi =
√
S
K ⊗ IHMi

√
S
K ⊗

IH for Case i (i = 1, 2). The average success probability
of this process is given by

pasp := Tr(pρ1Π̃1 + (1− p)ρ2Π̃2)

= Tr(p
√
S
K
⊗ IHM1

√
S
K
⊗ IH)

([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)Π1([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH))

+Tr((1− p)
√
S
K
⊗ IHM2

√
S
K
⊗ IH

([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)Π2([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH))

= Tr(pM1Π1 + (1− p)M2Π2).

(39)

Thus, the process given by (i) – (iii) implement the par-
allel tester {Π1,Π2} in the sense of achieving the average
success probability.

Optimality

We show that this strategy is optimal in the sense of
the average success probability. The optimization prob-
lem of this unitary comparison with a general tester is
formularized as the semidefinite programming [40] given

|ψ〉

V
H1

V
H2

...

V
HN1

K1

K2

KN1

...

{Π̃1, Π̃2}

FIG. 4. Quantum circuit of the optimal strategy of identity
check of V . All input quantum channels are used in parallel.

by

maximize :pasp := Tr(pM1Π1 + (1− p)M2Π2) (40)

Π1,Π2 ∈ L(

n⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk) (41)

Π1,Π2 ≥ 0 (42)

Ri ∈ L((

i⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk)⊗Ki+1) (i = 1, . . . , n) (43)

R1 ∈ L(K1) (44)

Π1 + Π2 = Rn ⊗ IHn (45)

Ri ≥ 0 (i = 1, . . . , n) (46)

TrKi
Ri = Ri−1 ⊗ IHi−1 (i = 2, . . . , n) (47)

TrR1 = 1. (48)

As shown in Appendix A, a parameter λ of the follow-
ing dual SDP problem gives the upper bound of pasp,

minimize :λ ∈ R (49)

Ωk ∈ L(

i⊗
l=1

(Kl ⊗Hl)) (k = 1, . . . , N1) (50)

Ωk ≥ 0 (51)

pM1 − ΩN1
≤ 0 (52)

(1− p)M2 − ΩN1
≤ 0 (53)

TrHk
Ωk − Ωk−1 ⊗ IKk ≤ 0 (k = 2, . . . , N1) (54)

TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1 ≤ 0. (55)

Let us define the Choi operators of the input channels to
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be

M
(k)
1 =

k⊗
l=1

CKlHl

I , (56)

M
(k)
2 =

∫
dV

k⊗
l=1

CKlHl

V (57)

for k = 1, . . . , N1. Note that we have

TrHk
M

(k)
1 = M

(k−1)
1 ⊗ TrHk

(|φ+〉 〈φ+|KkHk)

= M
(k−1)
1 ⊗ IKk ,

(58)

and

TrHk
M

(k)
2 =

∫
dV

k−1⊗
l=1

CKlHl

V ⊗ TrHk
(CKkHk

V )

=

∫
dV

k−1⊗
l=1

CKlHl

V ⊗ TrHk
(IKk

⊗ V |φ+〉 〈φ+|KkHk IKk ⊗ V †)

=

∫
dV

k−1⊗
l=1

CKlHl

V ⊗ IKk

= M
(k−1)
2 ⊗ IKk

(59)

for k = 2, . . . , N1.

(i) For the case of 0 ≤ p ≤ 1
1+γN1,d

:

Let us define Ωk and λ as

Ωk = (1− p)M (k)
2 (k = 1, . . . , N1), (60)

λ = 1− p. (61)

Apparently, Ωk ≥ 0 for k = 1, . . . , N1, TrHk
Ωk −Ωk−1 ⊗

IKk = 0 for k = 2, . . . , N1, TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1 = 0, and

(1− p)M2 − ΩN1
= 0. Moreover, we have

pM1 − ΩN1
≤ 0

⇐⇒ pM1 ≤ (1− p)M2,
(62)

and this follows from the relation

pM1 ≤
1− p
γN1, d

M1 ≤ (1− p)M2 (63)

where we used the relation

p ≤ 1

1 + γN1, d
≤ 1− p
γN1, d

, (64)

and the inequality M1/γN1, d ≤ M2 (B5). Thus, the set
{λ,Ωk} are a valid solution of Eq. (49) – Eq. (55) for
0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
.

(i) For the case of 0 ≤ p ≤ 1
1+γN1,d

:

Let us define Ωk and λ as

Ωk =

(
p− 1− p

γN1, d

)
M

(k)
1

+ (1− p)M (k)
2 (k = 1, . . . , N1)

λ = 1− 1− p
γN1, d

.

(65)

Note that the first term of Ωk is positive since

p− 1− p
γN1, d

=
p(γN1, d + 1)− 1

γN1, d
> 0. (66)

Apparently, Ωk ≥ 0 (k = 1, . . . , N1), TrHi
Ωi − Ωi−1 ⊗

IKi = 0 (i = 2, . . . , N1) TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1 = 0, and (1 −

p)M2 − ΩN1
≤ 0 hold. Moreover, we have

pM1 − ΩN1
≤ 0

⇐⇒ pM1 ≤
(
p− 1− p

γN1,d

)
M1 + (1− p)M2

⇐⇒ 0 ≤ −1− p
γN1,d

M1 + (1− p)M2

⇐⇒ 1

γN1,d
M1 ≤M2.

(67)

where we used the relation shown in M1/γN1, d ≤ M2

(B5) of Appendix B in the last inequality. Thus, these
{λ,Ωk} are a valid solution of Eq. (49) – Eq. (55) when

1
1+γN1, d

< p ≤ 1 holds. Now, the dual SDP solution

above asserts the optimality of pasp.

IV. THE OPTIMAL COMPARISON WHEN U2 IS
UNKNOWN

A. The optimal comparison in quantum tester
formalism when N1 uses of U∗2 is available

First, we show that if N1 uses of U∗2 (complex conju-
gate of U2) is available, we can achieve the same optimal
average success probability pasp in the quantum tester
formalism as the case of U2 is known, even though U2 is
unknown.

Lemma 2. When both U1 and U∗2 can be used N1 times,
we can achieve the same optimal average success proba-
bility pasp in the quantum tester formalism as the case of
U2 is known, namely,

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
)

1− 1−p
γN1,d

( 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1).
(68)

Proof. Using the irreducible decompositions representa-
tions of U⊗N1 given by Eq. (22), SK given by Eq. (29) can
be shown to commute with U⊗N1 for arbitrary unitary
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U as

[SK, U⊗N1 ]

=
∑
J,J ′

[
qJ

IUKJ
dimUJ

⊗
IVKJ

dimVJ
, UUK

J′
⊗ IVK

J′

]
= 0.

(69)

The optimal comparison strategy when U2 is known
can be written as three steps by replacing V in the
preparation-measurement process presented in the pre-

vious section by V = U1U
†
2 as

(i) Preparation of the initial state |ψ〉 :=
√
S
K ⊗

IH |Φ+〉KH

(ii) Applying (U1U
†
2 )⊗N1 to the subsystem H of |ψ〉

(iii) Performing a measurement using a POVM given

by {Π̃i = ([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)Πi([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)}i=1,2

where Π1, Π2 are defined by Eq. (30) and Eq. (31)

Note that as long as U†2 can be applicable N1 times, this
strategy works. Thus we do not need to know about

U†2 itself to perform this strategy if U†2 is provided. The
strategy consisting of the three steps is represented by a
quantum circuit shown in Fig. 5.

We can rewrite the quantum circuit given by Fig. 5 into
the one with U1 and U∗2 as shown in Fig. 6. Due to the
property of the maximally entangle vector I⊗AB |φ+〉 =
BT ⊗A |φ+〉, and the commutability of S and U⊗N1 ,

IK ⊗ (U1U
†
2 )⊗N1 |ψ〉

=
√
S
K
⊗ (U1U

†
2 )⊗N1 |Φ+〉

=
√
S
K
⊗ IH(I ⊗ U1U

†
2 |φ+〉)⊗N1

=
√
S
K
⊗ IH(U∗2 ⊗ U1 |φ+〉)⊗N1

=
√
S
K
U∗⊗N1
2 ⊗ U⊗N1

1 |Φ+〉

= U∗⊗N1
2

√
S
K
⊗ U⊗N1

1 |Φ+〉
= U∗⊗N1

2 ⊗ U⊗N1
1 |ψ〉 .

(70)

Thus, when both U1 and U∗2 can be used N1 times, we
can achieve the same average success probability pasp by
the strategy given by

(i) Preparation of the initial state |ψ〉 :=
√
S
K ⊗

IH |Φ+〉KH

(ii) Applying U⊗N1
1 to the subsystem H of |ψ〉 and ap-

plying U∗⊗N1
2 to the subsystem K of |ψ〉.

(iii) Performing a measurement using a POVM given

by {Π̃i = ([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)Πi([
√
S
−1

]K ⊗ IH)}i=1,2

where Π1, Π2 are defined by Eq. (30) and Eq. (31)

|ψ〉

U†2 U1
H1

U†2 U1
H2

...

U†2 U1
HN1

K1

K2

KN1

...

{Π̃1, Π̃2}

FIG. 5. Quantum circuit representation of the optimal com-
parison strategy when both U1 and U†2 can be used N1 times.

|ψ〉

U1
H1

U1
H2

...

U1
HN1

U∗2
K1

U∗2
K2

U∗2
KN1

...

{Π̃1, Π̃2}

FIG. 6. Quantum circuit representation of the comparison
strategy when both U1 and U∗2 can be used N1 times.

B. The optimal comparison in quantum tester
formalism when N2 uses of unknown U2 is available

If the action of U∗2 can be applied by using unknown
U2 finite times, the optimal average success probability of
unitary comparison with known U2 is achievable. Such
a task of transforming an unknown unitary channel U
to its complex conjugate channel U∗ by using U multiple
times is known as unitary complex conjugation presented
in [41].

Proposition 1. (Conjugate algorithm [41]) There exists
an algorithm to deterministically transform U to U∗ by
d− 1 uses of U in parallel.

Using this proposition, we conclude the following The-
orem.
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Theorem 1. The optimal average success probability
pasp of the comparison of U1 and U2 with N1 uses of
U1 and N2 ≥ N1(d− 1) uses of U2 in the quantum tester
formalism is given by

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
)

1− 1−p
γN1,d

( 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1),
(71)

where γN1,d is given by

γN1,d :=

(
N1 + d2 − 1

N1

)
. (72)

Proof. For the case of N2 ≥ N1(d − 1), N2 = N1(d − 1)
uses of U2 can implement the action of N1 uses of U∗2 by
Proposition 1. Then N1 uses of U1 and N1(d− 1) uses of
U2 can achieves the optimal average success probability

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
)

1− 1−p
γN1,d

( 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1)
(73)

by Lemma 2. This optimal average success probability
in the quantum tester formalism is identical to the case
of the optimal pasp when N1 uses of U1 are possible and
U2 is known.

We cannot improve the average success probability
pasp by the remaining N2−N1(d− 1) uses of U2 because
the probability cannot be greater than the case of U2 is
known. To see this, let B(N2) denote the set of strategies
that uses U2 for N2 times, and let Bknown denote the set
of strategies when U2 is known. By using the knowledge
of U2, we can implement U2 as many times as we want,
hence B(N2) ⊂ Bknown holds. The optimal average suc-
cess probability when N2 times uses of U2, pasp(N2) is
bounded by

pasp(N2) = sup
s∈B(N2)

pasp(s) (74)

≤ sup
s∈Bknown

pasp(s) =: pknownasp , (75)

where pknownasp is the optimal average success probability
when U2 is known. Noting that

pasp(N1(d− 1)) ≤ pasp(N2) ≤ pknownasp (76)

for N2 ≥ N1(d− 1), and pasp(N1(d− 1)) = pknownasp from

Lemma 2, we conclude that pasp(N2) = pknownasp forN1(d−
1) ≤ N2.

As appeared in the proof, one notable property of the
minimum-error optimal average probability pasp given by
Eq. (71) in Theorem 2 is that when the number of the
uses of the channel N1 is fixed, pasp is saturated at N2 =
(d−1)N1 and it cannot be improved by adding more uses
of U2. This was due to the fact that the same pasp to the
one for the case of known U2 is achieved by finite (i.e.
N2 = (d− 1)N1) uses.

In contrast, in quantum state comparison of (un-
known) pure states |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 when N1 and N2 ≥ N1

copies are given, respectively, pasp of minimum-error
state comparison for a fixed number of N1 can be im-
proved by adding more copies of |ψ2〉. That is, it is not
possible to achieve pasp for known |ψ2〉 by using only fi-
nite copies of |ψ2〉. To see this, we obtain the optimal
average success probability of minimum-error state com-
parison of |ψ1〉 with N1 copies and |ψ2〉 with N2 copies
as

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+βN1,N2,d
)

1− 1−p
βN1,N2,d

( 1
1+βN1,N2,d

< p ≤ 1)
(77)

where βN1,N2,d := dsymN1
dsymN2

/dsymN1+N2
and

dsymN :=

(
N + d− 1
d− 1

)
is the dimension of the symmetric subspace of a N -qudit
system. The derivation of optimal pasp is shown in Ap-
pendix C. The forms of pasp for unitary comparison and
pure-state comparison are similar, the difference appears
only in the factor βN1,N2,d and γmin(N1,N2),d. We plot
the optimal average success probability of unitary com-
parison 1 − (1 − p)/γmin(N1,N2),d and that of pure-state
comparison 1 − (1 − p)/βN1,N2,d for N1 = 3, d = 2 and
p = 1/2 in Fig. 7. Note that the condition N2 ≥ (d−1)N1

is always satisfied for d = 2 in our setting of N2 ≥ N1.
Eq. (77) indicates that pasp increases as N2 increases

and asymptotically approaching 1 − (1 − p)/dsymN1
for

N2 → ∞ due to the property of 1/βN1,N2,d. There-
fore, when N2 is finite, it is not possible to achieve
1− (1− p)/dsymN1

that is achievable if |ψ2〉 is known. This
fact for the comparison task presents another instance of
the different characteristic behaviors of similar tasks for
unitary channels and pure states, in addition to the one
found for the discrimination tasks for unitary channels
and pure states [4, 42, 43].

C. Extension to quantum circuits with classical
control of causal order

A strategy with classical control of causal order repre-
sented by a quantum circuit with control of causal order
(QC-CC) [34] describes a strategy where the causal order
of the use of the channels is determined adaptively based
on a measurement applied during the protocol. This class
of strategies is strictly larger than the class of strategies
described by the quantum tester formalism but still im-
plementable in the quantum circuit model if we allow
adoptive changes of causal order depending on measure-
ment outcomes during the protocol. There is a possibility
that the optimal success probability may be improved by
extending to the class of strategies with classical control
of causal order for general tasks. However, such an ex-
tension cannot improve the optimal success probability
of unitary compassion in the quantum tester formalism.
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
N2

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

1 1/(2 min(N1, N2), d)
1 1/(2 N1, N2, d)

FIG. 7. The average success probability of unitary compar-
ison 1 − (1 − p)/γmin(N1,N2),d and that of state comparison
1 − (1 − p)/βN1,N2,d are plotted for N1 = 3, d = 2 and
p = 1/2. The average success probability of unitary com-
parison 1 − (1 − p)/γmin(N1,N2),d remains the same value for
N2 ≥ 3.

To see this, recall that when U2 is known, the unitary
comparison task is reduced to a task concerning a single

unknown input channel U1U
†
2 . When the same quantum

channels are inserted into all input slots in QC-CC, any
adoptive change of causal order can be represented by
the same fixed causal order, therefore, it can be repre-
sented by a quantum tester. When U2 is unknown and
N2 = (d − 1)N1 is satisfied, we have shown the con-
struction of a parallel tester that can achieve the same
optimal average success probability pasp for the case of
U2 is known. We have also shown that pasp for finite uses
of unknown U2 cannot be better than pasp for known U2

in general, thus the constructed parallel tester is optimal
even for the strategy with QC-CC. Therefore, QC-CC
does not improve the optimal success probability of uni-
tary comparison for N2 ≥ (d − 1)N1, and we obtain the
following theorem.

Theorem 2. The optimal average success probability
pasp of the comparison of U1 and U2 with N1 uses of
U1 and N2 ≥ N1(d−1) uses of U2 in the quantum circuit
model with classical control of causal order (QC-CC) is
given by

pasp =

{
1− p (0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+γN1,d
)

1− 1−p
γN1,d

( 1
1+γN1,d

< p ≤ 1),
(78)

where γN1,d is given by

γN1,d :=

(
N1 + d2 − 1

N1

)
. (79)

D. Examples of optimal unitary comparison
strategies

We construct concrete strategies of the unitary com-
parison for the case of the qubit (d = 2).

• N1 = N2 = 1 case: Since SK = I/2 holds, the
initial state |ψ〉 is a maximally entangled state, and
the POVM operators are given by Π1 = |ψ〉 〈ψ| and
Π2 = I − |ψ〉 〈ψ|.

• N1 = N2 = 2 case: We decompose a two-qubit
Hilbert space into the singlet and triplet sub-
spaces represented by the following orthonormal
basis states,

|ω0〉 :=
1√
2

(|01〉 − |10〉) (80)

|ω1〉 := |00〉 (81)

|ω2〉 :=
1√
2

(|01〉+ |10〉) (82)

|ω3〉 := |11〉 . (83)

Note that |ω0〉 is a basis of the single dimensional
subspace indexed by J = 0, and {|ω1〉 , |ω2〉 , |ω3〉}
is a basis of the triplet subspace indexed by J = 1.
We represent the projectors onto J-th subspaces,
IUJ ⊗ IVJ , as

IU0 ⊗ IV0 = |ω0〉 〈ω0| (84)

IU1 ⊗ IV1 = |ω1〉 〈ω1|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2| . (85)

Since dim(U0) = 1 and dim(U1) = 3, we obtain

SK :=
1

10
|ω0〉 〈ω0|+

3

10
(|ω1〉 〈ω1|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2|).

(86)

The initial state |ψ〉 is given as

|ψ〉 =
1√
10
|ω0〉 |ω0〉

+

√
3

10
(|ω1〉 〈ω1|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2|+ |ω2〉 〈ω2|).

(87)

Therefore, the POVM operators are given by Π1 =
|ψ〉 〈ψ| and Π2 = I − |ψ〉 〈ψ|.

V. OPTIMAL UNAMBIGUOUS STRATEGY IN
THE QUANTUM TESTER FORMALISM

Unambiguous [21–23] unitary comparison is a unitary
comparison task without allowing “error”. In the un-
ambiguous setting, the third outcome “?” should be in-
troduced for a quantum tester, where “?” stands for
the outcome for an inconclusive result, namely, neither
Case1 (U1 = U2) nor Case2 (U1 6= U2). Thus the cor-
responding measurement process in the quantum tester
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formalism is described by a quantum tester with three
outcomes {Π1,Π2,Π?}. In unambiguous unitary compar-
ison, the outcome is guaranteed to be true when outcome
“1” (U1 = U2) or “2” (U1 6= U2) is obtained. That is,

Prob(Outcome i = 1 when U1 6= U2)

= Tr(Π1M2) = 0
(88)

and

Prob(Outcome i = 2 when U1 = U2)

= Tr(Π1M2) = 0
(89)

have to be satisfied. The figure of merit for unambigu-
ous unitary comparison is the probability of obtaining an
undetermined outcome “?” defined by

p? := pProb(Outcome i =? when U1 = U2)

+ (1− p)Prob(Outcome i =? when U1 6= U2)

= Tr((pM1 + (1− p)M2)Π?).

(90)

The optimal strategy for unambiguous unitary compari-
son is obtained by modifying the strategy for optimizing
the average probability of unitary comparison presented
in the previous section.

First, Lemma 1 is modified as follows. In the settings
of Lemma 1, the task reduces to distinguish the Choi
operator M1 and M2, which correspond to the case of
U1 = U2 and the case of U1 6= U2, respectively. The un-
ambiguous comparison condition imposes the additional
restrictions given by Tr(M2Π1) = 0 and Tr(M1Π2) = 0.
Since the relation

0 ≤ 1

γN1, d
Tr(M1Π1) ≤ Tr(M2Π1) = 0

holds due to the relation M1/γN1, d ≤ M2 shown in Ap-
pendix B (B5), we obtain Tr(M1Π1) = 0. Thus, the
only valid measurement outcomes are “2” and “?”. The
probability p? given by Eq. (90) is calculated as

p? = Tr((pM1 + (1− p)M2)Π?) (91)

= 1− Tr((pM1 + (1− p)M2)(Π2 + Π1)) (92)

= 1− (1− p)Tr(M2Π2). (93)

That is, Tr(M2Π2) can be used as a figure of merit to be
minimized instead of p?. Using Tr(M2Π2) as a figure of
merit, the optimization of unambiguous comparison can

be expressed in SDP as

maximize :Tr(M2Π2) (94)

Π2, Π? ∈ L(

n⊗
k=1

Kk ⊗Hk) (95)

Ri ∈ L(

i−1⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk)⊗Ki)

(i = 2, . . . , N1)

(96)

R1 ∈ L(K1) (97)

Tr(M1Π2) = 0 (98)

Π2,Π?, Ri ≥ 0 (99)

Π2 + Π? = RN1 ⊗ IHN1 (100)

TrKi
Ri = Ri−1 ⊗ IHi−1

(i = 2, . . . , N1)
(101)

TrR1 = 1. (102)

To find the dual SDP, we introduce the Lagrangian
function L and the Lagrange multipliers in a similar way
presented in Appendix A, as

L = Tr(M2Π2)

− ηTr(M1Π2)

− Tr(ΩN1
(Π2 + Π? −RN1

⊗ IHN1 ))

−
N1∑
i=2

Tr(Ωi−1(TrKi
Ri −Ri−1 ⊗ IHi−1))

− λ(TrK1R1 − 1)

(103)

where Ωi ∈ L(K1⊗· · ·⊗Ki⊗H1⊗· · ·⊗Hi) for i = 1, . . . , n
and λ, η ∈ R are Lagrange multipliers. L can be further
rearranged as

L = Tr(Π2(M2 − ηM1 − ΩN1
))

− Tr(Π?ΩN1)

+

N1∑
i=2

Tr(Ri(TrHiΩi − Ωi−1 ⊗ IKi))

+ Tr(R1(TrH1Ω1 − λIK1)) + λ.

(104)

If {Ωi}i=1,...,n, λ and η satisfy

M2 − ηM1 − ΩN1 ≤ 0 (105)

ΩN1
≥ 0 (106)

TrHiΩi − Ωi−1 ⊗ IKi ≤ 0 (i = 2, . . . , N1) (107)

TrH1Ω1 − λIK1 ≤ 0, (108)

then L ≤ λ holds. Therefore, if there exist {Ωi}i=1,...,n,
λ and η satisfying these conditions, λ is an upper bound
of Tr(M2Π2).

Let us define a quantum tester represented by {Π?,Π2}
given by

Π? = SK ⊗ IH |φ+〉 〈φ+|KH SK ⊗ IH (109)

Π2 = SK ⊗ IH −Π? (110)
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with

SK =
∑
J

qJ
IKUJ

dimUJ
⊗

IKVJ
dimVJ

where qJ is given by

qJ =
(dimUJ)2∑
J(dimUJ)2

. (111)

This solution of the SDP gives

Tr(M2Π2) = 1− 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

= 1− 1

γN1,d
.

Similar to the case of minimum-error comparison, a set
of operators {Π?,Π2} satisfies the conditions for a valid
quantum tester.

Next, we show that Tr(M2Π2) = 1−1/γN1,d is optimal
by constructing the dual SDP solution (105) – (108). Let
us define {Ωk}, λ, and η as

Ωk = M
(k)
2 − 1∑

J(dimUJ)2
M

(k)
1

(k = 1, . . . , n)

(112)

λ = 1− 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

(113)

η =
1∑

J(dimUJ)2
. (114)

It is easy to check that this set is a feasible solution sat-
isfying the dual SDP. The strategy of unambiguous com-
parison is obtained by replacing the outcome “1” with the
inconclusive outcome “?” of the strategy of the minimum-
error comparison. Therefore, we obtain the following the-
orem for unambiguous comparison of unitary channels by
combining the feasibility and optimality.

Theorem 3. The optimal inconclusive probability p? of
unambiguous unitary comparison of U1 and U2 with N1

uses of U1 and N2 ≥ N1(d−1) uses of U2 in the quantum
tester formalism is given by

p? = p+
1− p
γN1,d

. (115)

where γN1,d is given by

γN1,d :=

(
N1 + d2 − 1

N1

)
. (116)

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we analyzed unitary channel compari-
son, which is a task determining whether two unknown
unitary channels are the same or different by directly
detecting the difference between the two channels with-
out tomography by using each of the channels only finite

times. We considered the setting that the unknown uni-
tary channels are uniformly and randomly given under
the promise that the two unitary channels are identical
in probability p and independent in probability 1− p.

There are two comparison strategies depending on the
figure of merits: the minimum-error strategy and the un-
ambiguous strategy. In a preceding work, a comparison
of unknown unitary channels by the unambiguous strat-
egy is analyzed when each of the two channels can be
used only once. However, the optimal comparison strat-
egy of two unitary channels when the multiple uses of
each channel are allowed was not known for either the
minimum-error strategy or the unambiguous strategy due
to the complication of the varieties of causal order struc-
tures among the uses of each unitary channel.

We analyzed the optimal minimum-error and unam-
biguous strategies when one of the unitary channels U1

can be used N1 times and the other U2 can be used
N2 ≥ N1 times using the quantum tester formalism.
As a result, both optimal strategies were obtained for
N2 ≥ (d − 1)N1. These optimal strategies were shown
to be implemented by parallel uses of the unitary chan-
nels, even though all possible predefined causal order
structures of the uses of the unitary channels that can
be described by the quantum tester formalism were con-
sidered. Further, we showed that the optimality is un-
changed even if the strategy can be extended to the ones
represented by quantum circuits with classical control of
causal order (QC-CC), namely, all the strategies imple-
mentable by the quantum circuit model. Whether the op-
timal comparison strategies using indefinite causal order
strategies [32, 33, 44] beyond the strategies with classical
control of causal order can enhance the success probabil-
ity or not is left for future works.

The characteristic property of unitary comparison is
that the optimal averaged success probabilities are sat-
urated at N2 = (d − 1)N1 when N1 is fixed and can-
not be improved by adding more uses of U2. This fea-
ture is in contrast to the case of pure-state comparison,
where adding more copies of the pure states always im-
proves the optimal averaged success probability, high-
lighting the difference between corresponding tasks for
states and channels, similarly to the case exhibited in
quantum discrimination tasks [4].
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Appendix A: Dual problem of a quantum tester

In this appendix, we show how to obtain the dual SDP
problem for the SDP problem of a quantum tester given
by

maximize :pasp := Tr(pM1Π1 + (1− p)M2Π2) (A1)

Π1,Π2 ∈ L(

n⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk) (A2)

Π1,Π2 ≥ 0 (A3)

Ri ∈ L((

i⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk)⊗Ki+1) (i = 1, . . . , n) (A4)

R1 ∈ L(K1) (A5)

Π1 + Π2 = Rn ⊗ IHn (A6)

Ri ≥ 0 (i = 1, . . . , n) (A7)

TrKiRi = Ri−1 ⊗ IHi−1 (i = 2, . . . , n) (A8)

TrR1 = 1. (A9)

We follow the method presented in Ref [18] using the
Lagrange multipliers to obtain the dual SDP problem.

Let us define the Lagrangian function L as

L := Tr(pΠ1M1 + (1− p)Π2M2)

− Tr(Ωn(Π1 + Π2 −Rn ⊗ IHn))

−
n∑
i=2

Tr(Ωi−1(TrKiRi −Ri−1 ⊗ IHi−1))

− λ(TrK1R1 − 1)

(A10)

where Ωi ∈ L(K1⊗· · ·⊗Ki⊗H1⊗· · ·⊗Hi) for i = 1, . . . , n
and λ ∈ R are Lagrange multipliers. Note that Eq. (A10)
can be rewritten as

L = Tr(Π1(pM1 − Ωn)) + Tr(Π2((1− p)M2 − Ωn))

+

n∑
i=2

Tr(Ri(TrHi
Ωi − Ωi−1 ⊗ IKi))

+ Tr(R1(TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1)) + λ.

(A11)

If {Ωi}i=1,...,n and λ satisfy

pM1 − Ωn ≤ 0, (A12)

(1− p)M2 − Ωn ≤ 0, (A13)

TrHi
Ωi − Ωi−1 ⊗ IKi ≤ 0, (i = 2, . . . , n) (A14)

TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1 ≤ 0, (A15)

then L ≤ λ holds because {Πi}i=1,2 and {Rk}k=1,...,n are
positive by definition of a quantum tester.

The minimization problem of these equations is the
dual SDP problem [40] of the quantum tester, namely

given by

minimize :λ (A16)

λ ∈ R (A17)

Ωi ∈ L(

i⊗
k=1

(Kk ⊗Hk)) (i = 1, . . . , n) (A18)

Ωi ≥ 0 (A19)

pM1 − Ωn ≤ 0 (A20)

(1− p)M2 − Ωn ≤ 0 (A21)

TrHiΩi − Ωi−1 ⊗ IKi ≤ 0 (i = 2, . . . , n) (A22)

TrH1
Ω1 − λIK1 ≤ 0. (A23)

If λ and {Ωk}k=1,...,n are the solution of Eq. (A16)–
Eq. (A23), then λ gives an upper bound of the average
success probability pasp = Tr(pΠ1M1 + (1 − p)Π2M2),
since a valid quantum tester {Πi}i=1,2 gives L = pasp
due to Eq. (A10), and L ≤ λ.

Appendix B: Explicit expressions of M2

In this Appendix, we calculate the explicit expressions
of M2 defined by Eq. (19), namely,

M2 :=

∫
dU

N1⊗
k=1

CKkHk

U

=

∫
dU(IK ⊗ [U⊗N1 ]H)|Φ+〉〈Φ+|(IK ⊗ [U⊗N1 ]H)†.

(B1)

The Choi operator M2 can be transformed as

M2 =

∫
dU(IK ⊗ [U⊗N1 ]H)|Φ+〉〈Φ+|(IK ⊗ [U⊗N1 ]H)†,

=

∫
dU

∑
J1J2J3J4

(IK ⊗ UUHJ1
⊗ IVHJ1

)(|φ+〉KHUJ2
〈φ+|KHUJ3

⊗ |φ+〉KHVJ2
〈φ+|KHVJ3

)(IK ⊗ U†UHJ4

⊗ IVHJ4
)

=

∫
dU

∑
J1J3

(IUKJ1
⊗ UUHJ1

) |φ+〉KHUJ2
〈φ+|KHUJ3

(IUKJ3
⊗ U†UHJ3

)⊗ |φ+〉KHVJ1
〈φ+|KHVJ3

=
∑
J

IKUJ ⊗ I
H
UJ

dimUJ
⊗ |φ+〉KHVJ 〈φ

+|KHVJ ,

(B2)

where we used Eq. (22) and Eq. (25). Note that from
Eq. (20), we have∑

J

(dimUJ)(dimVJ) = dimK = dN1 , (B3)
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and from Eq. (B2), we have

〈Φ+|KHM2 |Φ+〉KH

=
∑
J1J2J3

〈φ+|KHUJ1
⊗ 〈φ+|KHVJ1(

IKUJ2
⊗ IHUJ2

dimUJ2
⊗ |φ+〉KHVJ2

〈φ+|KHVJ2

)
|φ+〉KHUJ3

⊗ |φ+〉KHVJ3

=
∑
J1J2J3

δJ1J3δJ1J2δJ2J3
dimUJ1
dimUJ2

(dimVJ2)2

=
∑
J

(dimVJ)2.

(B4)

Next, we show that M1 = |Φ+〉 〈Φ+| defined by
Eq. (18) and M2 satisfy an inequality

1

γN1,d
M1 ≤M2. (B5)

This can be proven by transforming (B5) to an inequality
about the magnitude of the inner product of vectors as

1∑
J(dimUJ)2

M1 ≤M2

⇐⇒ 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

d2n ≤ 〈Φ+|KHM2 |Φ+〉KH

⇐⇒ 1∑
J(dimUJ)2

d2n ≤
∑
J

(dimVJ)2

⇐⇒

(∑
J

dimUJ dimVJ

)2

≤

(∑
J

(dimUJ)2

)(∑
J

(dimVJ)2

)
,

(B6)

where we used Eq. (B3) and Eq. (B4).

Appendix C: Derivation of Eq. (77)

For pure-state comparison, given |ψ1〉 with N1 copies
and |ψ2〉 with N2 ≥ N1 copies satisfy either of two cases
below,

Case 1 |ψ1〉 = |ψ2〉, perfectly correlated case: The
state |ψ1〉 is chosen randomly and |ψ2〉 is the same
as |ψ2〉.

Case 2 |ψ1〉 6= |ψ2〉, independently distributed case:
Both |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 are chosen randomly and inde-
pendently,

with probability p and 1− p, respectively. Our goal is to
determine which case holds with the maximum average
success probability given by

pasp := pProb(Concluding “Case 1 holds” when |ψ1〉 = |ψ2〉 )

+ (1− p)Prob(Concluding “Case 2 holds” when |ψ1〉 6= |ψ2〉 ).

(C1)

By defining

ρ1 :=

∫
dψ |ψ〉 〈ψ|⊗N1+N2 , (C2)

ρ2 =

∫
dψ1dψ2 |ψ1〉 〈ψ1|⊗N1 ⊗ |ψ2〉 〈ψ2|⊗N2 , (C3)

the pure-state comparison is reduced to state discrimi-
nation of ρ1 and ρ2. We want to maximize the averaged
success probability

pasp = Tr(pρ1Π1 + (1− p)ρ2Π2) (C4)

where {Π1,Π2} is a set of POVM operators which satis-
fies Π1 + Π2 = I. We define the Lagrangian function L
as

L := Tr(pρ1Π1 + (1− p)ρ2Π2)

− Tr(Ω(Π1 + Π2 − I)),

where Ω is a Lagrange multiplier. By transforming L to
Tr((pρ1 − Ω)Π1 + ((1 − p)ρ2 − Ω)Π2) + Tr(Ω), we find
that if the two inequalities

pρ1 − Ω ≤ 0, (C5)

(1− p)ρ2 − Ω ≤ 0 (C6)

hold, Tr(Ω) gives the upper bound of the average success
probability pasp. In the following, we construct a strategy
that gives the average success probability pasp, and then
show that the strategy is optimal by constructing Ω that
satisfies Tr(Ω) = pasp.

Before that, we obtain several formulas which are used
in the following proof. First, note that [45]∫

dψ |ψ〉 〈ψ|⊗N =
P symN,d

dsymN,d

, (C7)

where P symN,d is a projector onto symmetric subspace of a

N -qudits system and dsymN,d = Tr(P symN,d ) is its dimension.
Using this representation, ρ1 and ρ2 can be written as

ρ1 =
P symN1+N2,d

dsymN1+N2,d

, (C8)

ρ2 =
P symN1,d

dsymN1,d

⊗
P symN1,d

dsymN1,d

. (C9)

We have

|ψ〉 〈ψ|⊗N1+N2 ≤ P symN1,d
⊗ P symN2,d

(C10)

for arbitrary |ψ〉. This can be seen from that P symN1,d
⊗

P symN2,d
supports a rank-1 operator |ψ〉 〈ψ|⊗N1+N2 , and its

amplitude is Tr(|ψ〉 〈ψ|⊗N1+N2 P symN1,d
⊗ P symN2,d

) = 1. By

taking the integral of Eq. (C10) over |ψ〉, we have

dsymN1+N2,d
P symN1,d

≤ P symN1,d
⊗ P symN2,d

, (C11)
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where we used Eq. (C7). By substituting Eq. (C8) and
Eq. (C9) to Eq. (C11), we have

ρ1 ≤ βN1,N2,dρ2, (C12)

where βN1,N2,d := dsymN1,d
dsymN2,d

/dsymN1+N2,d
.

We construct a strategy for state discrimination of ρ1
and ρ2 as follows:
(i) For the case of 0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+βN1,N2d
: Let us define Π1 =

P symN1+N2,d
and Π2 = I−Π1. This set of POVM operators

gives the average success probability pasp = 1− 1−p
βN1,N2,d

.

(ii) For the case of 1
1+βN1,N2d

< p ≤ 1: Let us define

Π1 = 0 and Π2 = I. This set of POVM operators gives
the average success probability pasp = 1− p.

We construct Ω which gives Tr(Ω) = pasp as follows:
(i) For the case of 0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1+βN1,N2d
: Let us define

Ω = (p− (1− p)/βN1,N2,d)ρ1 + (1− p)ρ2. This Ω satisfies

Eq. (C5) and Eq. (C6) as

Eq. (C5)⇔ 0 ≤ −(1− p)/βN1,N2,dρ1 + (1− p)ρ2
⇔ ρ1/βN1,N2,d ≤ ρ2
⇔ Eq. (C12)

and

Eq. (C6)⇔ 0 ≤ (p− (1− p)/βN1,N2,d)ρ1

⇔ 0 ≤ p ≤ 1

1 + βN1,N2d
.

This Ω gives Tr(Ω) = 1− 1−p
βN1,N2,d

.

(ii) For the case of 1
1+βN1,N2d

< p ≤ 1: Let us define

Ω = (1− p)ρ2. This Ω satisfies Eq. (C5) and Eq. (C6) as

Eq. (C5)⇔ pρ1 ≤ (1− p)ρ2

⇔ βN1,N2d ≤
1− p
p

⇔ 1

1 + βN1,N2d
≤ p

and

Eq. (C6)⇔ (1− p)ρ2 ≤ (1− p)ρ2.

This Ω gives Tr(Ω) = 1− p.
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[44] Ä. Baumeler and S. Wolf, The space of logically con-
sistent classical processes without causal order, New J.
Phys. 18, 013036 (2016), arXiv:1507.01714 [quant-ph].

[45] J. Watrous, The Theory of Quantum Information, 1st ed.
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 2018).

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(98)00064-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(98)00064-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9807022
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.012308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.012308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.73.042301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.73.042301
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0512142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.79.012303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180504
https://arxiv.org/abs/0804.0129
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/83/30004
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/83/30004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.060401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.060401
https://arxiv.org/abs/0712.1325
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.77.062112
https://arxiv.org/abs/0802.3862
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032339
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032339
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180501
https://arxiv.org/abs/0803.3237
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2076
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2076
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.022318
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030335
https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-3795(75)90075-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-3795(75)90075-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4877(72)90011-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4877(72)90011-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-0979-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.100503
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0601150
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210501
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/18/1/013036
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/18/1/013036
https://arxiv.org/abs/1507.01714
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316848142

	Comparison of unknown unitary channels with multiple uses
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Unitary comparison
	A Notations
	B Problem setting
	C Quantum tester
	D Unitary comparison in quantum tester formalism

	III Optimal comparison in quantum tester formalism when U2 is known
	A Problem setting
	B Optimal average success probability
	 Achievability
	 Optimality


	IV The optimal comparison when U2 is unknown
	A The optimal comparison in quantum tester formalism when N1 uses of U2* is available
	B The optimal comparison in quantum tester formalism when N2 uses of unknown U2 is available
	C Extension to quantum circuits with classical control of causal order
	D Examples of optimal unitary comparison strategies

	V Optimal unambiguous strategy in the quantum tester formalism
	VI Conclusion
	 Acknowledgement
	A Dual problem of a quantum tester
	B Explicit expressions of M2
	C Derivation of Eq. (77)
	 References


