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The asymptotic theory of quantum channel estimation has been well established, but in general
noiseless and controllable ancilla is required for attaining the ultimate limit in the asymptotic regime.
Little is known about the metrological performance without noiseless ancilla, which is more relevant
in practical circumstances. In this work, we present a novel theoretical framework to address this
problem, bridging quantum metrology and the asymptotic theory of quantum channels. Leveraging
this framework, we prove sufficient conditions for achieving the Heisenberg limit with repeated
application of the channel to estimate, both with and without applying interleaved unitary control
operations. For the latter case, we design an algorithm to identify the control operation. Finally,
we analyze several intriguing examples by our approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology [1–3] is one of the most promising quantum technologies in the noisy intermediate-scale quan-
tum (NISQ) era [4] and has already seen wide applications, for example, in gravitational wave detection [5, 6], quantum
clocks [7, 8], and high-resolution imaging [9, 10]. The goal of quantum metrology is to boost the precision of estimating
some unknown physical parameter, by using quantum resources.

In a prototypical setup, one would like to estimate θ, given N copies of an unknown quantum channel Eθ in each
round of the experiment. Independently estimating each copy of Eθ results in a mean squared error (MSE) δθ2

following the standard quantum limit (SQL) 1/N . By leveraging quantum entanglement in preparing a probe state
(parallel strategy), or coherently applying a sequence of Eθ interleaved with control operations (sequential strategy),
the ultimate limit of δθ2 is the Heisenberg limit (HL) 1/N2. The 1/N2 scaling is known to hold for unitary channel
estimation [11], but is susceptible to noise [12]. It is thus a desideratum to investigate what types of noisy channels
can achieve the HL, and whether and how the HL can be recovered by active control given N noisy channels.
Quantum channel estimation follows either the HL or the SQL in the asymptotic limit N →∞. Extensive research

has focused on identifying the ultimate precision limit for a given quantum channel [12–18], which signifies whether
a quantum scaling advantage can exist. Both parallel and sequential strategies achieve the same optimal asymptotic
scaling [18]. However, in order to attain the optimal precision limit, it is in general assumed that one has unbounded
quantum memory when N → ∞. When the HL can be achieved with sequential strategies, there is no need for the
unbounded memory, but the noiseless ancilla and the syndrome measurements are required for repeatedly applying
quantum error correction (QEC) [17, 19, 20].

The requirement of the noiseless ancilla, however, is a major obstacle in many real-world applications. Ancilla-free
quantum metrology was mainly studied in the case of parallel strategies, and we review some of previous work here.
For parallel channel estimation with dephasing or erasure noise, optimal ancilla-free and ancilla-assisted strategies are
asymptotically equal [16]. With amplitude damping noise, ancilla-assisted estimation has a constant multiplicative
factor improvement over ancilla-free estimation [16, 21]. For Hamiltonian parameter estimation under Markovian noise
(which can been seen as a special case of channel estimation), with N probes and the evolution time t, researchers
usually allow for a repeated sequence of interleaved fast control operations with frequency 1/δt for a parallel strategy
(unlike in parallel channel estimation). When (i) the “Hamiltonian-not-in-Lindblad-span” (HNLS) [19, 20] condition
is satisfied and (ii) for qubit probes where the signal and noise act individually on each probe, an ancilla-free repetition
code can achieve the HL [22–24]. Recently, Ref. [25] showed that the optimal precision limit with respect to N (but not
t) can be in general achieved asymptotically (with both the scaling and its coefficient) by ancilla-free error correction
codes in Hamiltonian parameter estimation. Nevertheless, the protocol in Ref. [25] requires interleaved control and
does not apply to general parallel channel estimation, where no interleaved control operations can be done. In fact,
we already have a counterexample in the case of phase estimation under amplitude damping noise [16, 21].

For sequential strategies, it was known that ancilla-free QEC protocols achieving the same HL as ancilla-assisted
ones exist for Hamiltonian estimation under Markovian noise, when (i) the signal and noise commute and (ii) HNLS
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is satisfied [26]. However, little is known about general problems of quantum channel estimation without noiseless
ancilla, as well as the performance of applying identical unitary control in noisy channel estimation. We also remark
that previous works on the ancilla-free QEC for metrology still require syndrome measurements in general. Such re-
quirement is not only challenging for near-term devices, but may also impose a strong demand on the programmability
of quantum sensors even in the long term.

In this work, we establish a theoretical framework for sequential quantum channel estimation without ancilla, where
even the syndrome measurement in QEC is not allowed. In contrast to existing results that rely on QEC, we identify
conditions to achieve the ultimate precision limit with the simple setup in Fig. 1. This is motivated by typical optical
experiments, where it is favorable to apply identical unitary control operations in a loop made of mirrors [27]. For
estimating N copies of a general quantum channel, we prove a sufficient condition for achieving the HL1. Based on this,
we further show a sufficient condition for achieving the HL for estimating unital channels, when repeating identical
unitary control operations is available. The unitary control can be systematically identified by an algorithm, and we
show cases where the HL cannot be recovered without such control. We demonstrate several inspiring applications of
our theoretical framework for certain types of quantum channels.

	ℰ!

	𝑈"

Probe state

Measurement

Unknown channel

Unitary control

FIG. 1. Control-enhanced sequential strategy for estimating θ from N = 2 channels Eθ on an optical platform. Trivial Uc = I
corresponds to a control-free strategy.

Our framework establishes a close relation between the metrological limit and the spectral properties of a quantum
channel. It thus provides a new perspective on quantum metrology drawn from the asymptotic theory of quantum
channels, where researchers have shown great interest in quantum ergodicity and mixing [28–32]. We expect that our
results may also have applications in these areas beyond quantum metrology.

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II, we introduce some basis notions and notations related to
spectral properties of quantum channels and quantum Fisher information (QFI) [33–35], a key quantity in metrology.
In Section III, we derive a general formula for the lower bound on the QFI when a control-free strategy is used in
sequential channel estimation, and specifically give a condition for achieving the HL. In Section IV we prove conditions
for achieving the HL with identical unitary control operations in sequential estimation of unital channels, and establish
an algorithm that outputs a desired control. In particular, we make a comparison between our approach and the
well established error-corrected metrology at the end of Section IV. In Section V, we show the utility of our approach
through several examples. In Section VA, we present examples where the HL is achievable with a control-free strategy,
even if the conventional “Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span” (HNKS) condition [17] is ill-defined, and a decoherence-free
subspace (DFS) [36] does not exist. In Section VB, we illustrate an example where we can systematically identify a
unitary control to attain the HL without any ancilla, while no existing technique achieving this was previously known.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Asymptotics of quantum channels

A parametrized quantum channel Eθ can be described by Kraus operators: Eθ(ρ) = ∑r
i=1K

θ
i ρK

θ†
i . By representing

a quantum state ρ on d-dimensional Hilbert space H as a d2-dimensional vector ∣ρ⟫ (where ∣ρ⟫ = (ρ11, ρ12, . . . , ρdd)T

1 In this work we only care about the precision scaling 1/N2, regardless of the coefficient.
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denotes the vectorization of ρ), we can describe the action of a quantum channel on a state as the action of a
matrix on a vector. This Liouville representation of the quantum channel is given by a d2 × d2 transition matrix
Tθ = ∑r

i=1K
θ
i ⊗Kθ∗

i , and we thus have ∣Eθ(ρ)⟫ = Tθ ∣ρ⟫.
Tθ has many useful properties (for example, see Refs. [29, 30] for reference), and we briefly review those relevant

here. Consider the spectrum {λi}i of Tθ, such that Tθ ∣Ri⟫ = λi∣Ri⟫. For clarity, we call {∣Ri⟫}i the eigenvectors and
{Ri}i the eigenmatrices. All the eigenvalues satisfy ∣λi∣ ≤ 1 (with at least one λj = 1), and those satisfying ∣λi∣ = 1 are
called peripheral eigenvalues, with the corresponding eigenvectors called peripheral eigenvectors. The eigenvalues are
either real or come in complex conjugate pairs. Moreover, Ri can always be chosen to be Hermitian for every real λi,

and ∣R†
i⟫ must be an eigenvector corresponding to λ∗i . It is also known that every quantum channel has at least one

fixed point state ρ∗, and without loss of generality, we take λ1 = 1 with R1 proportional to a density matrix. As Tθ is
a trace-preserving map, we have TrRj = 0 if λj ≠ 1.
We denote the set of indices of peripheral eigenvalues by S. In general, Tθ is not necessarily diagonalizable, but

simply admits a Jordan normal form. However, for all the peripheral eigenvalues {λi ∣ i ∈ S}, the Jordan blocks are all
one-dimensional [29, Chapter 6]. In the asymptotic limit of applying N quantum channels repeatedly, i.e., applying
TN
θ , only the peripheral eigenvalues and eigenvectors take effect in the output limN→∞ TN

θ ∣ρ⟫. We will see that, the
metrological performance of concatenating N →∞ quantum channels is only related to the peripheral eigenvalues and
eigenvectors.

B. Quantum Fisher information

QFI is a measure of the information about the unknown parameter θ one can extract as much as possible. Formally,
given a parametrized quantum state ρθ, the MSE δθ2 for any unbiased estimator is bounded by the quantum Cramér-
Rao bound (QCRB) [33–35]

δθ2 ≥ 1

νFQ(ρθ)
, (1)

where FQ(ρθ) is the QFI and ν is the number that the experiment is repeated. As the bound is achievable in the
limit of large ν, the QFI can be regarded as a score function for (single-parameter) quantum metrology. We say the
HL is achieved if the QFI has a scaling of N2, and the SQL is achieved if the QFI has a scaling of N , where QFI is
defined for the output state obtained from N identical channels with parallel or sequential strategies.

The QFI of a state ρθ is defined by

FQ(ρθ) = Tr(ρθL2
ρθ
), (2)

where Lρθ
is the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) defined through 2ρ̇θ = ρθLρθ

+ Lρθ
ρθ, having denoted the

derivative of X with repect to θ by Ẋ. For a pure state ρθ = ∣ψθ⟩⟨ψθ ∣, the QFI can be computed in a simpler way:

FQ (∣ψθ⟩⟨ψθ ∣) = 4 (⟨ψ̇θ ∣ψ̇θ⟩ − ∣⟨ψθ ∣ψ̇θ⟩∣
2) . (3)

III. SEQUENTIAL QFI WITH CONTROL-FREE STRATEGIES

In channel estimation, the QFI given by Eq. (2) is often hard to evaluate for large N , as computing the SLD Lρθ

requires the spectral decomposition of ρθ [35]. It is thus more practical to obtain a bound on the QFI of N channels
with specified strategies. Previous works [12–15] derive upper bounds on the QFI with ancilla-assisted strategies by
formulating optimization problems, but these bounds are no longer tight without ancilla. To address the challenging
problem of ancilla-free QFI, we employ a technique based on vectorization to derive a lower bound on QFI, which
efficiently yields a simple result circumventing any involved optimization but can provide a guaranteed precision
scaling.

Ref. [37] showed that, for a state ρθ, the QFI FQ (ρθ) has a close relation to the associated QFI F̃Q (ρ̃θ) = Tr (ρ̃θL2
ρ̃θ
),

where ρ̃θ ∶= ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρθ ∣/Tr (ρ2θ) is the density operator of the associated state, and Lρ̃θ
is the associated SLD defined by

2 ˙̃ρθ = ρ̃θLρ̃θ
+ Lρ̃θ

ρ̃θ. Specifically, the QFI of ρθ can be lower bounded by the associated QFI up to a non-vanishing
multiplicative factor:

FQ (ρθ) ≥
Tr (ρ2θ)

4λmax (ρθ)
F̃Q (ρ̃θ) , (4)
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where λmax (ρθ) is the largest eigenvalue of ρθ.

In this work, we focus on the scaling of the associated QFI F̃Q obtained from estimating N quantum channels
sequentially, which is easier to compute and gives a sufficient condition for attaining the same scaling in terms of the
original QFI FQ. As a starting point, we introduce a lemma providing a closed-form formula of the associated QFI,
which is a slight generalization of the result in Ref. [37].

Lemma 1. The associated QFI of the associated state ρ̃θ = ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρθ ∣/Tr (ρ2θ) is given by

F̃Q (ρ̃θ) = 4
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

⟪ρ̇θ ∣ρ̇θ⟫
Tr (ρ2θ)

−
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣
⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫
Tr (ρ2θ)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

2⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
. (5)

Proof. By noting that ρ̃2θ = ρ̃θ, we can take the SLD Lρ̃θ
= 2 ˙̃ρθ. It follows that

Lρ̃θ
= 2
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

∣ρ̇θ⟫⟪ρθ ∣
Tr (ρ2θ)

+ ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρ̇θ ∣
Tr (ρ2θ)

−
dTr (ρ2θ) /dθ
[Tr (ρ2θ)]

2
∣ρθ⟫⟪ρθ ∣

⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

= 2

Tr (ρ2θ)
(∣ρ̇θ⟫⟪ρθ ∣ + ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρ̇θ ∣ − 2⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫ρ̃θ) ,

(6)

having used dTr (ρ2θ) /dθ = 2Tr (ρθρ̇θ) = 2⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫. Then we have

L2
ρ̃θ
= 4

[Tr (ρ2θ)]
2
[Tr (ρ2θ)⟪ρ̇θ ∣ρ̇θ⟫ρ̃θ − ⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫(∣ρ̇θ⟫⟪ρθ ∣ + ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρ̇θ ∣) +Tr (ρ2θ) ∣ρ̇θ⟫⟪ρ̇θ ∣] , (7)

which yields

F̃Q (ρ̃θ) = Tr (ρ̃θL2
ρ̃θ
) = 4

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

⟪ρ̇θ ∣ρ̇θ⟫
Tr (ρ2θ)

−
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣
⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫
Tr (ρ2θ)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

2⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
. (8)

Note that Eq. (5) has an analogous form to the pure state QFI given by Eq. (3), which greatly facilitates the
analysis below.

Now we turn to the case of estimating N quantum channels Eθ sequentially. First, without the use of the ancilla
and interleaved control operations, the problem is to study the QFI of ENθ (ρ0) for a suitable probe state ρ0. With the

vectorization trick, we can focus the associated QFI for TN
θ ∣ρ0⟫ to obtain a lower bound on FQ [ENθ (ρ0)]. Leveraging

Lemma 1, we can connect the asymptotic associated QFI (for N →∞) to the spectral properties of Tθ as follows.

Theorem 1. Given a quantum channel Tθ with peripheral eigenvalues {λi ∣ i ∈ S} and peripheral eigenvectors {∣Ri⟫ ∣
i ∈ S}, and an input state in its vectorization form ∣ρ0⟫ = ∑d2

i=1 ai∣Ri⟫ (having chosen a set of linearly independent

vectors {∣Ri⟫}d
2

i=1 that forms a Jordan basis), by repeated application of Tθ for N →∞ times, the asymptotic associated

QFI of the associated output state ρ̃θ = ∣ρθ⟫⟪ρθ ∣/Tr (ρ2θ) for ∣ρθ⟫ = TN
θ ∣ρ0⟫ is given by

1

4
F̃Q (ρ̃θ) = N2

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
∑
i,j∈S

βij
λ̇∗i λ̇j
λ∗i λj

−
⎛
⎝∑i,j∈S

βij
λ̇j

λj

⎞
⎠

2⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

+N 1

Tr (ρ2θ)
∑
i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N (2

λ̇j

λj
−∑

kl

βkl
λ̇∗kλ̇l
λ∗kλl

)(ȧiaj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ + aiaj⟪Ṙi∣Rj⟫)

+ o(N),

(9)

where βij = (λ∗i λj)Naiaj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫/Tr (ρ2θ) satisfying ∑i,j∈S βij = 1, βii = a2i ≥ 0 and βij = β∗ji.

Proof. In general Tθ may or may not be diagonalizable. If Tθ is not diagonalizable, we can add some additional

linearly independent vectors ∣Ri⟫ orthogonal to the subspace of peripheral eigenvectors, such that {∣Ri⟫}d
2

i=1 forms
a Jordan basis which spans the whole d2-dimensional vector space. Under such choice we have the decomposition
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∣ρ0⟫ = ∑i∈S ai∣Ri⟫. Without loss of generality, we can always choose ai to be nonnegative real numbers and ⟪Ri∣Ri⟫ = 1
for all i. By our choice R1 = 1√

Tr(ρ2∗)
ρ∗ for a fixed point state ρ∗, and a1 = 1/TrR1. Then we have 2

∣ρθ⟫ = TN
θ ∣ρ0⟫ =∑

i∈S
aiλ

N
i ∣Ri⟫, N →∞, (10)

since the N -th power of any Jordan block corresponding to ∣λi∣ < 1 converges to 0 as N →∞. It follows that

∣ρ̇θ⟫ =∑
i∈S
(NaiλN−1i λ̇i∣Ri⟫ + ȧiλNi ∣Ri⟫ + aiλNi ∣Ṙi⟫) . (11)

Thus we obtain

⟪ρ̇θ ∣ρ̇θ⟫ = N2 ∑
i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N−1aiaj λ̇∗i λ̇j⟪Ri∣Rj⟫

+ 2N ∑
i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N−1λ∗i λ̇j (ȧiaj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ + aiaj⟪Ṙi∣Rj⟫)

+ ∑
i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N (ȧiȧj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ + aiaj⟪Ṙi∣Ṙj⟫ + ȧiaj⟪Ri∣Ṙj⟫ + aiȧj⟪Ṙi∣Rj⟫) ,

(12)

and

⟪ρθ ∣ρ̇θ⟫ = N ∑
i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N−1aiajλ∗i λ̇j⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ + ∑

i,j∈S
(λ∗i λj)N (aiȧj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ + aiaj⟪Ri∣Ṙj⟫) , (13)

having used the property that eigenvalues come in complex conjugate pairs. By using Lemma 1 and the relation
Tr (ρ2θ) = ⟪ρθ ∣ρθ⟫ = ∑i,j∈S(λ∗i λj)Naiaj⟪Ri∣Rj⟫, we then obtain Eq. (9).

For a general channel Tθ, Theorem 1 straightforwardly yields sufficient conditions for achieving the HL or SQL with
a control-free strategy. Furthremore, when all the eigenvectors of Tθ are mutually orthogonal, Theorem 1 provides a
simpler sufficient condition for attaining the HL.

Corollary 1. If all the peripheral eigenvectors {limθ→θ0 ∣Ri⟫}i of Tθ are mutually orthogonal, and there exists some

peripheral eigenvalue λj such that λ̇j ≠ 0, then the sequential QFI of N channels can achieve the HL at θ = θ0.
Proof. In this case, we can further restrict these eigenvectors to be orthonormal in the limit of θ → θ0, such that
⟪Ri∣Rj⟫ = δij , and the associated QFI is reduced to

lim
N→∞

F̃Q (ρ̃θ)
N2

= 4
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
∑
i∈S
a2i ∣λ̇i∣2 − (∑

i∈S
a2iλ

∗
i λ̇i)

2⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≥ 4
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
∑
i∈S
a2i ∣λ̇i∣2 − (∑

i∈S
a2i ∣λ̇i∣)

2⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
,

(14)

where ∑i∈S a2i = 1. The inequality strictly holds if λ∗j λ̇j is not real for some a2j ≠ 0, which implies HL. If we see {a2i }i
as a probability distribution over i, then any nonzero variance of ∣λ̇i∣ also implies HL.
We denote the fixed point state by ρ∗ with the eigenvalue λ1 = 1. If there exists some λj such that ∣λj ∣ = 1 and

λ̇j ≠ 0, we will see that it is always possible to choose an input state with a21 > 0 and a2j > 0. By the trace-preserving

property of the quantum channel limθ→θ0 TrRj = 0, so we can take an input state ρ0 = (1 −α)I/d +αρ∗ + β (Rj +R†
j)

for some α > 0 and β > 0. Note that if Rj is proportional to a Hermitian matrix, we have the freedom to simply take

Rj to be Hermitian. Since ∣λ̇1∣ = 0 and ∣λ̇j ∣ > 0, this choice of the input state allows for the HL.

Furthermore, we can relax the requirement of orthogonality for all peripheral eigenvectors in Corollary 1 for unital
channels.

Corollary 2. For a unital channel Tθ, if there exists some peripheral eigenvalue λj such that λ̇j ≠ 0, and the associated

eigenmatrix limθ→θ0 Rj either is Hermitian (up to a multiplicative factor) or satisfies limθ→θ0 Tr(R2
j) = 0, then the

sequential QFI of N channels can achieve the HL at θ = θ0.

2 We assume that λi, ∣Ri⟫, ai are all continuously differentiable with respect to θ.
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Proof. Since limθ→θ0 Rj = 0 by the trace-preserving property of the quantum channel and limθ→θ0⟪R
†
j ∣Rj⟫ =

limθ→θ0 Tr(R2
j), we have either mutually orthogonal peripheral eigenvectors ∣I⟫, ∣Rj⟫, ∣R†

j⟫ when Rj is not pro-

portional to a Hermtiain matrix, or mutually orthogonal peripheral eigenvectors ∣I⟫, ∣Rj⟫ otherwise, in the limit of

θ → θ0. Then we can choose an input state ρ0 = I/d + α (Rj +R†
j) for some α > 0 in both cases (we simply take Rj

to be Hermitian if it is proportional to a Hermtian matrix). Following the same line of reasoning in the proof of
Corollary 1, this choice of the input state allows for the HL.

Corollaries 1 and 2 provide simple relations between the capability of achieving HL and the existence of nonzero
derivatives of peripheral eigenvalues, when the quantum channel has orthogonal peripheral eigenvectors in the limit
of θ → θ0. Based on such relations, in some cases where such nontrivial peripheral eigenvalues are absent, we can
still regulate the spectrum of a quantum channel by appending control operations to the channel to estimate, as
demonstrated in Section IV.

IV. SEQUENTIAL QFI WITH INTERLEAVED CONTROL OPERATIONS

We prove a sufficient condition for achieving the HL with interleaved identical unitary control operations for the
sequential estimation of N unital channels.

Theorem 2. For a unital channel Tθ = ∑iK
θ
i ⊗Kθ∗

i , denote by P the projection on the subspace P of eigenmatrices

of T †
θ Tθ with eigenvalues 1. If at θ = θ0, (i)

PT †
θ ṪθP ≠ 0 (non-vanishing signal condition) (15)

is a normal operator and (ii) there exists a unitary Uc (which can be identified by Algorithm 1 whenever it exists)
such that

U†
cR0Uc =∑

k

Kθ0
k R0K

θ0†
k , (unitary equivalence condition) (16)

for some R0 as an eigenmatrix of PT †
θ ṪθP associated with a nonzero eigenvalue, then the sequential QFI of N channels

can achieve the HL by applying the same unitary control Uc following each channel Tθ.

Proof. First, since Tθ is unital, its largest singular value is 1 [38, Theorem 4.27]. Therefore, all the peripheral
eigenmatrices of Tθ lie in the subspace P. We will show that the regulated channel (Uc ⊗ U∗c )Tθ has mutually

orthogonal peripheral eigenvectors {∣I⟫, ∣R0⟫} or {∣I⟫, ∣R0⟫, ∣R†
0⟫} in the limit of θ → θ0, even if this may not hold for

Tθ itself.
Now we will show that R0 ∈ P is the limit of a peripheral eigenmatrix of (Uc⊗U∗c )Tθ. Denoting by µ0 the eigenvalue

of T †
θ Ṫθ associated with R0, we have

µ0∣R0⟫ = lim
θ→θ0

T †
θ Ṫθ ∣R0⟫ = T †

θ0
lim
dθ→0

Tθ0+dθ − Tθ0
dθ

∣R0⟫ = T †
θ0
(U †

c ⊗UT
c )(Uc ⊗U∗c ) lim

dθ→0

Tθ0+dθ − Tθ0
dθ

∣R0⟫, (17)

so for dθ → 0 we obtain (Uc⊗U∗c )Tθ0+dθ ∣R0⟫∝ ∣R0⟫, by noting that T †
θ0
(U †

c ⊗UT
c )∣R0⟫ = ∣R0⟫ and (Uc⊗U∗c )Tθ0 ∣R0⟫ =

∣R0⟫. Indeed, R0 is the limit of a peripheral eigenmatrix of (Uc ⊗ U∗c )Tθ. Analogously, R†
0 is also an eigenmatrix of

T †
θ Ṫθ and a peripheral eigenmatrix of (Uc ⊗U∗c )Tθ.
Then we will show that for any peripheral eigenvalue λj of (Uc ⊗U∗c )Tθ with the normalized eigenvector ∣Rj⟫, we

have λ∗j λ̇j = ⟪Rj ∣T †
θ Ṫθ ∣Rj⟫. By taking derivatives on both sides of (Uc ⊗U∗c )Tθ ∣Rj⟫ = λj ∣Rj⟫ we obtain

(Uc ⊗U∗c )Ṫθ ∣Rj⟫ + (Uc ⊗U∗c )Tθ ∣Ṙj⟫ = λ̇j ∣Rj⟫ + λj ∣Ṙj⟫. (18)

It follows that

⟪Rj ∣T †
θ Ṫθ ∣Rj⟫ + ⟪Rj ∣T †

θTθ ∣Ṙj⟫ = ⟪Rj ∣λ∗j λ̇j ∣Rj⟫ + ⟪Rj ∣λ∗jλj ∣Ṙj⟫. (19)

Note that ⟪Rj ∣T †
θTθ = ⟪Rj ∣ since Rj ∈ P. Then we obtain λ∗j λ̇j = ⟪Rj ∣T †

θ Ṫθ ∣Rj⟫.
PT †

θ ṪθP ≠ 0 thus implies the existence of some λ̇j ≠ 0. In particular, R0 is such an eigenmatrix of PT †
θ ṪθP with

eigenvalue µ0 = λ∗0λ̇0, and R
†
0 is thus an eigenmatrix of PT †

θ ṪθP with eigenvalue µ∗0 = λ0λ̇∗0. Since PT
†
θ ṪθP is assumed
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to be a normal matrix, it has orthogonal eigenvectors. Therefore, if µ0 ≠ µ∗0, ∣R0⟫ and ∣R†
0⟫ are orthogonal to each

other; otherwise, we can choose R0 to be Hermitian (for example, by redefining R0 as R0+R†
0 or i(R0−R†

0)). Moreover,

due to the trace-preserving properties of quantum channels, Tr(R0) = Tr(R†
0) = 0. We then have mutually orthogonal

peripheral eigenvectors {∣I⟫, ∣R0⟫} or {∣I⟫, ∣R0⟫, ∣R†
0⟫} in the limit of θ → θ0. Finally, by Corollary 2 the repeated

application of (Uc ⊗U∗c )Tθ can achieve the HL.

Remarkably, there exists a unitary control operation satisfying Eq. (16) if and only if Algorithm 1 can successfully

find a Uc. Note that, except for the trivial case where R0 and R†
0 are associated with the same eigenvalue of PT †

θ ṪθP
(such that R0 can be chosen as a Hermitian matrix and finding Uc is trivial), the condition Eq. (16) can be reformulated
as

U †
cRiUc =∑

k

Kθ0
k RiK

θ0†
k , ∀i = 1,2, (20)

where R1 = R0 + R†
0 and R2 = i(R0 − R†

0) are two Hermitian matrices. The key idea behind Algorithm 1 is using
the principal angles [39–41] to characterize the relation between subspaces. For two arbitrary subspaces F and G
associated with projections ΠF and ΠG on the subspaces, the principal angles can be determined by performing the
singular value decomposition (SVD) of ΠFΠG (i.e., the principal angles are arccosine values of the singular values).
The geometrical relation between two subspaces can then be fully chacterzized by the relation between a set of
subspaces of lower dimensions. By iterative reduction of the dimensions of subspaces, at last the reduced subspaces
either are mutually orthogonal to each other, or share the same dimensions and degenerate principal angles. It is thus
possible to choose a set of canonical orthonormal vectors for each subspace, and the inner products between these
vectors are uniquely determined. If Uc satisfying Eq. (16) exists, all the inner products are preserved by the action of
the channel Tθ, so we can choose a unitary transformation to simulate the effect. A detailed proof of the validity of
Algorithm 1 is given below.

Proof. First, it is easy to see that the existence of a unitary transformation between two sets of Hermitian matrices is
equivalent to the existence of a unitary transformation between two sets of subspaces, if we apply the spectral decom-
position to each Hermitian matrix. Denote by {P1, . . . , PK} the subspaces generated by the spectral decompostion of
all matrices in {Ri}2i=1, and by {Q1, . . . ,QK} the subspaces generated by the spectral decompostion of all matrices in

{∑kK
θ0
k RiK

θ0†
k }2i=1.

We start from the characterization of the principal angles between two subspaces F and G. It is always possible
to choose a set of orthonormal basis vectors VF = {∣u1⟩ , . . . , ∣uα⟩ , ∣v1⟩ , . . . , ∣vβ⟩ , ∣ψ1⟩ , . . . , ∣ψγ⟩} for F and a set of
orthonormal basis vectors VG = {∣u′1⟩ , . . . , ∣u′α⟩ , ∣w1⟩ , . . . , ∣wβ⟩ , ∣ϕ1⟩ , . . . , ∣ϕδ⟩} for G, such that any vector in the set VF
and any vector in the set VG are othogonal, except for

⟨vi∣wi⟩ = cos(ηi), ∀i = 1, . . . , β (21)

and

⟨ui∣u′i⟩ = 1, ∀i = 1, . . . , α, (22)

where 0 < ηi < π/2 are nontrivial principal angles. We say this is a canonical order of basis vectors for these two
subspaces F and G. These principal angles can be determined by performing the SVD of ΠFΠG, as cos(ηj) is the
singular value. By the uniqueness of SVD, {∣ui⟩ = ∣u′i⟩}αi=1 are unique up to a unitary transformation, {∣vj⟩} and
{∣wj⟩} associated with the same ηj are unique up to a simultaneous unitary transformation, {ψi}γi=1 are unique up to

a unitary transformation, and {ϕi}δi=1 are unique up to a unitary transformation. The geometrical relation between
two subspaces F and G are thus fully characterized by the angles between a set of lower-dimensional subspaces.

Iteratively, we repeat the procedure of reducing the dimensions of subspaces, for all pairs of subspaces in the set
{P1, . . . , PK}, until any pair of the dimension-reduced subspaces are either mutually orthogonal or have the same

dimensions and identical principal angles. Denote by {P̃1, . . . , P̃M} this set of subspaces iteratively obtained so far.
We then fix a canonical order of basis vectors for all these subspaces through such a procedure: we first choose an order
of basis vectors for subspace P̃1 with the associated projection Π̃1. Then for any subspace P̃j (with the projection

Π̃j) in {P̃2, . . . , P̃M} which is nonorthogonal to P̃1, the canonical order of basis vectors is uniquely determined by

fixing the isometry Ũ in the SVD of P̃1Π̃j = ŨD̃Ṽ †, where the diagonal elements of D̃ only contain nonzero singular

values. We can thus choose Ṽ † = D̃−1Ũ †P̃1Π̃j , where each column of Ũ is the predetermined canonical basis vector for

subspace Π̃1. After finding all subspaces Pj nonorthogonal to P1, we simply fix the order of basis vectors for another
subspace in the remaining set of unchosen subspaces and repeat the process. Therefore, we find a set of basis vectors
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Algorithm 1: Identification of a unitary control Uc in Theorem 2.

Input: R0 in Eq. (16)
Output: Unitary control Uc

R1 ← R0 +R†
0, R2 ← i(R0 −R†

0)
Listin ← [R1,R2], Listout ← [∑k K

θ0
k R1K

θ0†
k ,∑k K

θ0
k R2K

θ0†
k ]

Vectorsin−out ← [] /* To store two sets of vectors connected by a unitary transformation U †
c */

for List in [Listin,Listout] do
for j ← 1 to 2 do

R ← List[j]
Spectral decomposition R = ∑nΠ

k=1 αkΠk, where Πk = ∑n
(k)
v

a=1 ∣vka⟩⟨vka∣ /* {Πk}k is a set of projections; αk

are different for different k and follow the descending order */

Sk ← [∣vk1⟩ , . . . , ∣vkn(k)v
⟩] , ∀k = 1, . . . , nΠ /* Sk is a subspace spanned by orthonormal {∣vka⟩}a */

Sj ← [S1, . . . , SnΠ] /* Sj is a list of subspaces corresponding to R */

S ← ⋃m
j=1 Sj /* S is the union of all subspaces */

repeat
for every pair of Sx, Sy in S do

Πx,Πy are the projections on Sx, Sy

Compute the SVD of ΠxΠy = UDV †

Obtain a list of subspaces [X1, . . . ,Xns], each spanned by the column vectors of U corresponding to the
same nonzero singular value in the ascending order

Obtain a list of subspaces [Y1, . . . , Yns−1], each spanned by the row vectors of V T corresponding to the same
nonzero and nonunity singular value in the ascending order

Xns+1 is the orthogonal complement to X1, . . . ,Xns in Sx and Yns is the orthogonal complement to
Y1, . . . , Yns−1 in Sy

Sxy ← [X1, . . . ,Xns+1, Y1, . . . , Yns] /* The angles between Sx, Sy are uniquely mapped to angles

between subspaces in Sxy */

S ← ⋃x,y Sxy
Remove redundant subspaces in S if they are associated with identical projections

until for every pair of subspaces Sa, Sb in S with projections Πa,Πb, either ΠaΠb =
0, or Πa and Πb have the same rank and all nonzero singular values of ΠaΠb are the same
S ′ ← [] /* S ′ is to store subspaces with basis vectors in a uniquely determined canonical order */

repeat
Add the first subspace S1 in S to S ′ and remove S1 from S
Find all the remaining subspaces Q1, . . . ,QL in S which are not orthogonal to S1, and remove them from S
for j ← 1 to L do

Π1,Γj are rank-nj projections on S1,Qj

Construct isometry Ũ with each column as a basis vector in subspace S1

Ṽ † ← D̃−1Ũ†Π1Γj , where D̃ is diagonal with all diagonal elements as the nonzero singular value of Π1Γj

Qj ← [∣v1⟩ , . . . , ∣vnj ⟩], where ∣v1⟩ , . . . , ∣vnj ⟩ are the row vectors of Ṽ T

Add Qj to S ′ and remove Qj from S
until S is empty
Listvectors ← []
Add all the basis vectors of all the subspaces in S ′ to Listvectors, following the order established so far
Add Listvectors to Vectorsin−out

For i = 1,2, construct matrices Mi, with each column as a basis vector in Vectorsin−out[i] following the established order

Compute the SVD of M2M
†
1 = U ′D′V ′†

Uc ← V ′U ′† /* U †
c maps vectors in Vectorsin−out[1] to vectors in Vectorsin−out[2] */

Sanity check: If Eq. (16) is satisfied by Uc, output Uc and succeed; otherwise, there does not exist a unitary satisfying
Eq. (16).

uniquely determined, and we can construct a matrix M1, whose columns are these basis vectors in this canonical
order. In the same way, we can also reduce the dimensions for subspaces in {Q1, . . . ,QK}, find a corresponding set of
basis vectors and construct matrix M2.

Finally, we would like to find a unitary Uc such that U †
cM1 =M2. This can be easily done, by computing the SVD

of M2M
†
1 = U ′D′V ′† and choose Uc = V ′U ′†. One way to see this is that U †

c is the solution to the unitary Procrustes
problem argminU∥UM1−M2∥22 [42]. Such UC exists if and only if the inner products between column vectors ofM1 are
identical to the inner products between column vectors of M2. Tracing back the iterative reduction and considering
the uniqueness of the canonical choice, if these inner products are preserved, then U †

cPiUc = Qi, ∀i = 1, . . . ,K, and
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therefore Uc is a solution of Eq. (16). In turn, if a unitary satisfying Eq. (16) exists, it must preserve all these inner
products by construction. Therefore, Uc satisfying Eq. (16) exists if and only if Algorithm 1 can successfully identify
it.

It is worth noting that, applying such control operations is essential for achieving the HL in some cases, as we
will see in the example in Section VB. The key there is to establish a decoherence-free subspace (DFS) [36] where
the signal does not vanish, by appending Uc to the original channel Tθ, even if Tθ itself has no nontrivial peripheral
eigenmatrices except for the fixed point state. The action of the unitary control Uc has a close relation to QEC, but our
strategy is limited to a more restricted case where the control is unitary, no ancilla is required and no error detection
syndrome measurement can be performed. Remarkably, it is possible to achieve the HL with unitary control and an
ancilla-free mixed input state, without the need to work on the subspace of pure states required by Knill-Laflamme
condition [43], in the example in Section VB.

We conclude this section with a discussion on the relation between our approach and existing QEC-based approaches.
QEC has been a greatly successful routine in compensating for the noise effect in quantum metrology [17, 19, 20, 22, 23,

44–46]. When the well-known “Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span” (HNKS) condition is satisfied, i.e., H ∶= ∑iK
†
i K̇i ∉

SpanHerm{K†
iKj}ij , one can always construct an error correction code to achieve the HL by using noiseless ancillae [17].

This is accomplished by finding a projection P̂ on the ancilla-assisted logical subspace, such that P̂K†
iKjP̂ ∝ P̂ ,∀i, j

and P̂HP̂ /∝ P̂ . It is, however, much less known whether and how an ancilla-free error correction code can achieve
the HL. A notable progress in the context of Hamiltonian estimation is that an optimal ancilla-free QEC achieving
the HL exists for Hamiltonian estimation under Markovian noise, when (i) the signal and noise commute and (ii)
the “Hamiltonian-not-in-Lindblad-span”(HNLS) is satisfied [26]. The codespace construction therein relies on the
simultaneous diagonalization of commuting operators, and thus is applicable to limited cases.

In general, it is a challenging task to find an ancilla-free QEC, and determine whether and how the HL can be
recovered simply by applying unitary control rather than more involved syndrome measurements (which further
requires additional ancillae). Our framework provides a systematic solution to this problem under certain conditions,
and in Section VB we show how to apply unitary control operations and a mixed state to achieve the HL for a

quantum channel when {K†
iKj}ij do not commute and the signal does not commute with the noise. The unitary

control plays a significant role in constructing the DFS, which corresponds to a subsystem of a mixed state. Without
the unitary control, the DFS is absent in the channel to estimate. The examples presented in Sections VA2 and VB
further highlight the distinction between our approach and QEC.

V. EXAMPLES

We apply our framework to several intriguing examples achieving the HL without ancilla, which provide some new
insights into when and how the HL can be attained.

A. HL without control operations

1. The singularity of “Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span” condition

We first consider a simple but illuminating example, which reveals some subtle issues not captured by the well-known
“Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span” (HNKS) condition, but made explicit by our theoretical framework. In essence this
issue arises from the ill-defined “Hamiltonian” in certain cases.

Suppose we want to estimate θ from N copies of a σz-rotation with the single qubit dephasing noise, described by
Kraus operators K1 =

√
1 − pe−iϕσz/2 and K2 =

√
pσze

−iϕσz/2. Both p and ϕ are functions of the parameter of interest
θ. This specific problem is of fundamental interest in the asymptotic theory of quantum channel estimation, because
any quantum channel can simulate a logical dephasing channel by using error correction (with ancilla in general).

Ref. [17, Eq. (B5)] showed that this channel has a “Hamiltonian” independent of p: H = i∑jK
†
j K̇j = ϕ̇

2
σz. The

authors therefore concluded that HL can only be achieved if ϕ̇ ≠ 0 and p = 0, according to the HNKS condition.
However, our analysis shows that HL can also be achieved if p = 0 or 1 and ṗ ≠ 0. Specifically, Tθ = ∑iKi ⊗K∗i has 4
eigenvalues: {1,1, (1− 2p)e−iϕ, (1− 2p)eiϕ}, and the eigenvectors are mutually orthogonal. For λ = (1− 2p)eiϕ we have

λ̇∣
p=0 = (iϕ̇ − 2ṗ)e

iϕ, so by Corollary 1 we can choose an input state ρ0 = I/2 + α(∣0⟩⟨1∣ + ∣1⟩⟨0∣) (for some 0 < α < 1/23)

3 Here we do not choose α = 1/2 corresponding to a pure state, such that the rank of the output state is independent of θ at the true
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which achieves the HL when (i) p = 0 or 1 and (ii) either ϕ̇ ≠ 0 or ṗ ≠ 0.

2. HL beyond quantum error correction

Existing protocols achieving the HL are mainly based on QEC, which constructs a DFS, where the noise is eliminated
but the signal remains to take effect. By QEC the simulated channel is an identity channel on the logical subspace.
Our analysis, however, opens up new possibilities to achieve HL beyond QEC.

Consider a quantum channel described by Kraus operators K1 = ∣2⟩⟨0∣, K2 = ∣2⟩⟨1∣, K3 =
√
2θ ∣2⟩⟨2∣, K4 =√

1/2 − θ ∣0⟩⟨2∣, and K5 =
√
1/2 − θ ∣1⟩⟨2∣, where 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1/2 is the parameter of interest. Now Tθ = ∑iKi ⊗ K∗i

has 2 nonzero eigenvalues: {1,−1 + 2θ}, with the fixed point diag{1/2 − θ,1/2 − θ,1} and the other eigenmatrix
diag{1/2,1/2,−1} (where diag{ai}i denotes a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements {ai}i). At θ = 0, we can choose
an input state ρ0 = diag{1/4,1/4,1/2} + αdiag{1/4,1/4,−1/2} for some −1 < α < 1 and α ≠ 0. Here these two eigen-
vectors are not orthogonal. By Theorem 1, the associated QFI of the asymptotic output state exhibits an interesting
oscillating behaviour given by

lim
N→∞

F̃Q (ρ̃θ)
N2

=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

128α2

(3α2+2α+3)2 , if N is odd,
128α2

(3α2−2α+3)2 , if N is even.
(23)

The QFI of the ouput state is lower bounded by

lim
N→∞

FQ (ρθ)
N2

≥ lim
N→∞

Tr (ρ2θ)
4λmax(ρθ)N2

F̃Q (ρ̃θ) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

8α2

(3α2+2α+3)(1+α) , if N is odd,
16α2

(3α2−2α+3)(1+α) , if N is even,
(24)

when 1/3 < α < 1. However, Eq. (24) only gives a lower bound on the actual QFI, so it is unclear whether the QFI
also oscillates with N asymptotically. We compute the exact QFI for this example, and find that this oscillating
behaviour indeed exists for fairly large N , as illustrated in Fig. 2. Since N is a finite number in a realistic scenario,
we anticipate that this phenomenon may be of practical interest and deserves further investigation.

0 20 40 60 80 100
N

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

QF
I/N

2 FQ/N2

bound Eq. (24)

FIG. 2. Comparison between the actual QFI FQ(ρθ)/N2 and the bound Eq. (24). The input state is a fixed state ρ0 =
diag{1/4,1/4,1/2} + αdiag{1/4,1/4,−1/2} for α = 0.9.

Furthermore, we remark that this quantum channel is irreducible, i.e., having a unique full-rank fixed point, and
does not admit a DFS. The HL here is therefore not a result of QEC, but stems from the decay of root-of-unity

value, to avoid the issue of the discontinuity of QFI at the rank changing point. See Refs. [47–50] for more discussions.
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peripheral eigenvalues corresponding to diagonalizable conserved quantities [31]. It is worth noting that the HNKS
condition is also ill-defined for this example.

B. HL with unitary control operations

Consider estimating a two-qubit quantum channel characterized by the Liouville representation (16 × 16 transition
matrix)

Tθ = T (noise) [Ut(θ)⊗Ut(θ)∗] , (25)

where Ut(θ) = e−itH0(θ) with the evolution time t, and the signal θ of interest is the coupling strength in a Heisenberg
model Hamiltonian

H0(θ) = σz ⊗ I + I ⊗ σz + θHJ . (26)

for HJ = σx ⊗ σx + σy ⊗ σy + σz ⊗ σz. The 16 × 16 matrix T (noise) representing the noise independent of θ is given by
(the intuition behind this choice will be explained later)

T (noise) =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

ω1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω2

0 ω3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω4 0
0 0 0 ω3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω4 0 0 0
0 0 ω1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω2 0 0
0 0 0 0 ω∗3 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω∗4 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ω1 0 0 0 0 ω2 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω1 ω2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 ω∗3 0 0 ω∗4 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 ω∗4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω∗3 0 0
0 0 ω2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω1 0 0
ω2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω1

0 ω∗4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω∗3 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω2 ω1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 ω4 0 0 ω3 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 ω4 0 0 0 0 0 0 ω3 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ω2 0 0 0 0 ω1 0 0 0 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, (27)

having defined

ω1 = 1 − p1 − p2, ω2 = 1 − ω1, ω3 = e−iϕ1(1 − p1 − p2 − p3) − e−iϕ4p3, ω4 = e−iϕ2p1 − e−iϕ3p2, (28)

for p1, p2, p3 ≥ 0, p1+p2+p3 ≤ 1, and ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4 are real numbers. All {pi}3i=1 and {ϕi}4i=1 are constants independent
of the parameter θ to estimate.
We remark that our approach only requires the knowledge about such a “tomographic” description of a single

composed noisy channel Tθ in the neighborhood of the ground truth θ0, given by Eq. (25), which is particularly
suitable for dealing with the experimental data4. Here for simplicity of presentation, we assume that we know the
forms of unitary Ut(θ) and the noise T (noise) respectively [which is a reasonable assumption if one can characterize the
inherent noise independent of Ut(θ)], but in principle our framework would also work if we only know the description
of Tθ. There is no need to choose a Kraus representation which is non-unique.

We can readily employ our theoretical framework to show that the sequential estimation of N channels Tθ can
achieve the HL by interleaving proper unitary control Uc, and this control can be identified solely from the form of

Tθ. Note that T †
θTθ has 4 eigenvalues of 1 with eigenmatrices in the subspace P (associated with the projection P on

it) and

PT †
θ ṪθP = −itPT

†
θTθ[HJ ⊗ I − I ⊗HT

J ]P (29)

4 Certainly, the true value θ0 of θ should only be roughly known before the experiment. In practice, one can adaptively update the input
state and the control based on the updated estimate of θ during the experiment [51–53].
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has 2 nonzero eigenvalues, with mutually orthogonal eigenmatrices (up to phase factors)

R1 = Ut(θ)†(∣01⟩⟨11∣ + ∣10⟩⟨00∣)Ut(θ), R2 = R†
1 = Ut(θ)† ∣00⟩⟨10∣ + ∣11⟩⟨01∣)Ut(θ). (30)

Next, by applying Algorithm 1 to Tθ, we numerically check that the unitary equivalence condition Eq. (16) is satisfied,
i.e., the algorithm outputs a Uc satisfying

Tθ0 ∣Ri⟫ = (U †
c ⊗UT

c )∣Ri⟫, ∀i = 1,2. (31)

However, Uc is a numerical solution not admitting a simple form. For simplicity of presentation, since we have assumed
that the form of Ut(θ) is known, we can apply Algorithm 1 just for the noise part T (noise), i.e., we require that

T (noise)∣R̃i⟫ = (Ũ †
c ⊗ ŨT

c )∣R̃i⟫, ∀i = 1,2, (32)

where R̃i = Ut(θ0)RiUt(θ0)†, ∀i = 1,2. Then the result Ũc output by Algorithm 1 is simply a CNOT gate

Ũc =
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
. (33)

This implies that for achieving the HL in estimating the composed noisy channel Tθ, we can choose the unitary control

Uc = Ut(θ0)†Ũc, (34)

and take an input state, for example,

ρ0 =
I

2
⊗ I

2
+ α(R1 +R†

1) =
I

2
⊗ I

2
+ αUt(θ0)†(σx ⊗ I)Ut(θ0), (35)

for some 0 < α < 1/4, and incorporate unitary control Uc = Ut(θ0)†Ũc after each application of Tθ.
It is worth noting that the control is essential for achieving the HL here. Without the control Uc, Tθ generically

has only one fixed point state (the maximally mixed state) on the peripheral eigenspaces, so no information can be
retrieved after N →∞ applications in a control-free strategy. Besides, it lacks a systematic way to determine whether
and how one can construct an ancilla-free error correction code without syndrome measurements for achieving the
HL, which underlines the power of our approach.

Having illustrated how to apply our approach to this concrete example, now we discuss the intuition behind it. In
fact, one can verify that a possible Kraus representation of T (noise) is

K
(noise)
1 =

√
1 − p1 − p2 − p3W1, K

(noise)
2 =√p1W2(σx ⊗ σx), K(noise)3 =√p2W3(σx ⊗ σy), K(noise)4 =√p3W4(I ⊗ σz),

(36)
where each unitary Wi in general can be different:

Wi =
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0
0 eiϕi 0 0
0 0 0 eiϕi

0 0 1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
, ∀i = 1,2,3,4. (37)

We remark that any unitary Wi itself, as part of the noise, is unknown a priori. Now a Kraus representation for the

composed Tθ is {Kθ
i = K

(noise)
i Ut(θ)}4i=1. Note that, not all {Kθ†

i K
θ
j }ij commute with each other, and the signal Hj

does not commute with noise, which goes beyond the requirement of the protocol in Ref.[26]. It is also impossible to
find a codespace such that any logical state in the space is stabilized by the noise, as in Ref. [54].

The intuition why Uc given by Eq. (33) works for this example is that, even if for general values of {ϕi}, Wi ≠ U †
c

for any i, the Kraus operators of the channel to estimate {Kθ
i } simulate the action of a unitary transformation on

the effective subspace spanned by R1 and R2 at θ = θ0, where the signal does not vanish. A proper unitary control Uc

can thus reverse the effect of the noise and recover the HL, and this can be systematically identified by our approach.
Now consider an alternative case where all Wi =W , and W is an arbitrary unitary which can be known. A control

operation achieving the HL can be chosen as Uc = Ut(θ0)†W †. Remarkably, in this case, preparing the input state
Eq. (35) is fully robust to any local state preparation error on the second qubit, i.e., there is no need to initialize
the second qubit. The reason is that the regulated channel (Uc ⊗ U∗c )Tθ is unitarily diagonalizable at θ = θ0. For
an arbitrary state of the second qubit σ = 1

2
(I + rxσx + ryσy + rzσz) with r2x + r2y + r2z = 1, all the contributions from

σx, σy, σz vanish in the asymptotic limit, as they are orthogonal to the peripheral eigenspace. Therefore, the choice
of σ has no detrimental effect on achieving the guaranteed HL.

Hence, this informative example reveals three key distinctions between our approach and QEC:
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1. We provide an algorithmic routine to find the probe state and identical unitary control for achieving the HL
without ancilla in an experiment-friendly scenario, while such a routine is lacking for ancilla-free QEC.

2. We do not use syndrome measurement, which requires additional noiseless ancillae.

3. Our approach makes it possible to input all the information into one qubit, while the other qubit can be
arbitrarily initialized, and apply Ut(θ0)† for preparing the input state for the HL. This is, however, not attainable
while constructing an error correction code by the Knill-Laflamme condition.

Overall, our formalism works in a more resource-deficient scenario, which can be of practical interest.

VI. CONCLUSION

We establish a systematic formalism for the problem of sequential channel estimation without ancilla. By vectorizing
the quantum state and investigating the spectral properties of quantum channels, we derive useful formulas for the
QFI with ancilla-free sequential strategies, and identify sufficient conditions for achieving the HL, in both control-
free and control-enhanced scenarios. Our approach has a close relation to QEC, but, more importantly, sometimes
extends its applicability beyond QEC scenarios. With our formalism, one can take more restricted strategies where
only identical unitary control is applied and no syndrome measurement is required, and overcome the challenges one
could have in identifying ancilla-free error correction codes. We also present several intriguing examples to manifest
our approach. These examples indicate that it is possible to achieve the HL even when the conventional HNKS
condition is ill-defined, and we can identify unitary control operations to achieve the HL for challenging tasks in a
systematic way. In addition, although we mainly focused on the HL, Theorem 1 also yields conditions for achieving
the SQL when the HL cannot be attained. Our formalism thus opens up new possibilities in quantum metrology by
getting rid of the requirement for the noiseless ancilla.

Our approach is well-suited for experimental design. Compared with our previous works [55, 56], the obtained
protocol is not strictly optimal but has a performance guarantee of the precision scaling. The complexity of the
algorithm is much lower and does not grow with N . The simple setup allows the circuit to be looped many times,
thus facilitating experimental demonstration of quantum metrology for large N .

A very recent work [57] derived conditions for achieving the SQL with limited control for single-qubit channel
estimation. An interesting future work is thus to try extending this result to higher dimensions within our framework.
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[40] Å. Björck and G. H. Golub, Numerical methods for computing angles between linear subspaces, Math. Comput. 27, 579

(1973), full publication date: Jul., 1973.
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