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A crucial yet challenging issue in quantum metrology is to ascertain the ultimate precision achiev-
able in estimation strategies. While there are two paradigms of estimations, local and global, current
research is largely confined to local estimations, which are useful once the parameter of interest is
approximately known. In this Letter we target a paradigm shift towards global estimations, which
can operate reliably even with a few measurement data and no substantial prior knowledge about
the parameter. The key innovation here is to develop a technique, dubbed virtual imaginary time
evolution, capable of mapping global estimations into local ones. This offers an intriguing path-
way to surmount challenges in the realm of global estimations by leveraging powerful tools tailored
for local estimations. We explore our technique to unveil a strict hierarchy of achievable precision
for different global estimation strategies, including parallel, sequential, and indefinite-causal-order
strategies.

Introduction.—Quantum metrology lies at the heart
of quantum science and technologies, aiming to design
optimal strategies for precisely estimating unknown pa-
rameters with limited resources. The burgeoning capa-
bilities of quantum sensors have opened up possibilities
of harnessing quantum mechanical effects like entan-
glement to yield quantum metrological advantages [1–
3]. This allows quantum metrology to push precision
limits beyond the reach of classical methods, holding
compelling promise for applications such as quantum
imaging, quantum interferometry, and quantum ther-
mometry [4–6].

The prototypical setting of quantum metrology is to
estimate an unknown parameter θ carried by a quan-
tum channel Eθ with N queries to Eθ . Various types
of estimation strategies can be employed for this pur-
pose: (i) parallel strategies [7], where these N channels
are applied simultaneously on a multipartite entangled
state; (ii) sequential strategies [7], involving successive
queries of the channels, possibly interspersed with uni-
tary control operations; (iii) causal superposition strate-
gies [8], where the channels are probed in a superposi-
tion of different causal orders; (iv) general indefinite-
causal-order strategies [9], encompassing the most gen-
eral causal relations among the channels and including
causal superposition strategies as special cases. A cru-
cial yet challenging issue in quantum metrology is to
ascertain the ultimate precision achievable in estima-
tion strategies, which has recently motivated a vibrant
activity [7–19].

While there are two paradigms of estimations in
quantum metrology [10], local and global, the current
research on the issue is largely confined to local estima-
tions [7–19]. This bias is partially attributed to the fact
that the performance of local estimation strategies is
characterized by the quantum Fisher information (QFI)
[20, 21] and many powerful tools are available for com-
puting the QFI. However, unless dealing with a special

class of probability models [5], local estimation strate-
gies require the parameter to be approximately known.
This severely restricts their applicability, excluding di-
verse situations where little is known about the param-
eter a priori [22, 23]. Alternatively, the knowledge about
the parameter may be acquired a posteriori using a suffi-
ciently large number of measurement samples [24, 25],
which, nevertheless, demands too much experimental
effort.

Here we target a paradigm shift towards global esti-
mations. In marked contrast to local ones, global esti-
mation strategies can operate reliably even with a few
measurement data and no substantial prior knowledge
about the parameter [26–29]. This general applicability
is highly valuable in realistic settings, given the lim-
ited capabilities of near-term quantum sensors [30, 31].
Unfortunately, useful tools for evaluating the perfor-
mance of global estimation strategies are currently lack-
ing [32, 33], raising technical obstacles in tackling the
mentioned issue. Consequently, whereas many ad-
vancements have been made towards fully understand-
ing quantum metrological advantages of local estima-
tion strategies [7–19], much less is known for global es-
timation strategies.

The key innovation of this Letter is to develop a tech-
nique, dubbed virtual imaginary time evolution (ITE),
which allows us to establish an equality between the
information about the parameter gained in a global es-
timation and the QFI associated with a virtual local
estimation. We can therefore figure out the ultimate
precision achievable in global estimation strategies by
computing the QFI. Aided by our technique, we show
that there exists a strict hierarchy of ultimate precision
achievable in global estimation strategies (i)-(iv). Mean-
while, we uncover some unexpected results contrary to
the conventional wisdom established for local estima-
tions. The result of this Letter offers an intriguing path-
way to surmount challenges in the realm of global esti-
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mations by leveraging powerful tools tailored for local
estimations.

Preliminaries.—Let ρθ denote the state produced in a
strategy. To estimate θ, one needs to perform a positive
operator-valued measure (POVM) {Πx} on ρθ and then
post-processing the measurement outcome via an esti-
mator θ̂(x), where x labels the measurement outcome.
The objective of a local estimation is to choose suitable
{Πx} and (unbiased) θ̂(x) to minimize the local vari-
ance Var

[
θ̂|θ
]
= ∑x p (x|θ)

[
θ̂ (x)− θ

]2
, where p(x|θ) =

tr (Πxρθ) denotes the probability of getting x condi-
tional on θ. This variance is fundamentally restricted by
the quantum Cramér-Rao bound as Var

[
θ̂|θ
]
≥ 1

/
I [ρθ ]

[20], where

I [ρθ ] = tr
(

ρθ L2
θ

)
(1)

denotes the QFI, with Lθ being the symmetric logarith-
mic derivative defined as the Hermitian operator satis-
fying

d
dθ

ρθ = (ρθ Lθ + Lθρθ) /2. (2)

Notably, the optimal measurement saturating the
bound typically depends on θ, implying that lo-
cal estimations are useful only when θ is approx-
imately known. Unlike local estimations, a global
estimation aims to minimize the global variance
Var[θ̂] =

∫
dθ ∑x p(x, θ)[θ̂(x)− θ]2 [34], where p(x, θ) =

p(θ)p(x|θ) is the joint probability distribution of x and
θ, with p(θ) denoting the prior probability distribution
of θ. It has been shown [35–41] that Var[θ̂] is bounded
by

Var[θ̂] ≥
∫

dθp(θ)θ2 − tr(ρ̄S2). (3)

Here ρ̄ =
∫

dθp(θ)ρθ is the averaged state and S is a
Hermitian operator satisfying

θρ = (ρ̄S + Sρ̄) /2, (4)

with θρ :=
∫

dθp(θ)θρθ . The inequality (3) can be satu-
rated by choosing {Πx} as the projective measurement
of S and θ̂(x) as the eigenvalues of S [35–41]. Cru-
cially, the {Πx} and θ̂(x) thus chosen are parameter-
independent, implying that global estimations are op-
erationally meaningful even if little is known a priori
about θ. Note that the first term on the right hand side
of Eq. (3) is fixed once p(θ) is given. By contrast, the
second term tr(ρ̄S2) depends on ρθ and represents the
information about θ gained in a global estimation. We
denote

J = tr(ρ̄S2). (5)

To ascertain the ultimate precision achievable for each
of the four types of strategies (i)-(iv), we need to max-
imize the information J over all the allowed freedom,

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 1. Schematic of (a) parallel strategies, (b) sequential
strategies, and (c) general indefinite-causal-order strategies in
the N = 2 case. The left column illustrates that a strategy
is an arrangement of physical operations such as initial state
preparations and adaptive controls. This arrangement, when
concatenated with the N channels, produces an output state
carrying information about θ. The right column depicts that
a strategy amounts to a supermap which, akin to completely
positive maps, can be described by a positive semidefinite op-
erator X.

such as the freedom in choosing the initial state and
unitary control operations (see Fig. 1). However, this
maximum is difficult to figure out due to the lack of
effective tools [33].

Virtual imaginary time evolution.—To overcome this
difficulty, our idea is to establish an equality between
the information J gained in a global estimation and
the QFI for a virtual local estimation so that existing
tools for calculating QFI can be employed for obtaining
the maximum.

We first specify the state ρθ . Let HIk and HOk be the
input and output Hilbert spaces of the kth copy of
the channel Eθ . Denote by L(H) the set of linear op-
erators over a Hilbert space H. The kth copy of Eθ ,
as a completely positive map from L(HIk ) to L(HOk ),
can be described by a positive semidefinite operator
in L(HIk ⊗HOk ), Eθ := id⊗ Eθ (|I⟩⟩⟨⟨I|), known as the
Choi-Jamiołkowski (CJ) operator [42, 43]. Here id is the
identity map and |I⟩⟩ = ∑j |j⟩ |j⟩. The CJ operator of
N identical channels is Cθ := E⊗N

θ ∈ L(HI1 ⊗ HO1 ⊗
· · · ⊗ HIN ⊗HON ). On the other hand, a strategy is an
arrangement of physical operations which, when con-
catenated with these N channels, produces the output
state ρθ carrying information about θ [9] (see the left
column of Fig. 1). We can therefore regard a strategy as
a supermap [44], taking the N channels as its input and
outputting the state ρθ (see the right column of Fig. 1).
This supermap, akin to completely positive maps, can
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be described by a positive semidefinite operator X in
L(HI1 ⊗HO1 ⊗ · · · ⊗HIN ⊗HON ⊗HF) [9]. Here HF is
the Hilbert space upon which ρθ acts [45]. We have [46]

ρθ = X ⋆ Cθ . (6)

Here ⋆ denotes the link product [46], that is, X ⋆ Cθ =
trI1O1···INON [X(CT

θ ⊗ IF)], where T indicates the trans-
pose operation and IF represents the identity operator
on HF.

We next introduce a virtual ITE. Recall that, whereas
traditional time evolution is described by the opera-
tor e−iHt with a Hamiltonian H, ITE is described by
the operator e−Hτ [47], that is, for a system undergo-
ing ITE, its initial state ρ(0) is evolved to be the state
ρ(τ) = e−Hτρ(0)e−Hτ at time τ. It is interesting to
note that the expression e−Hτ is obtained from the ex-
pression e−iHt by setting t to be purely imaginary, i.e.,
t = −iτ with τ ∈ R. It is also interesting to note
that ITE, as a map, is completely positive but not trace-
preserving because of its non-unitary character. With
the above knowledge, we introduce the averaged CJ op-
erator C̄ :=

∫
dθp (θ)Cθ and assume that C̄ is evolved

to be

C̄(τ) := e−HτC̄e−Hτ (7)

at time τ. Here H is set to be the Hermitian operator
satisfying

θC +
{

H, C̄
}
= 0, (8)

with θC :=
∫

dθp (θ) θCθ . Equations (7) and (8) spec-
ify the ITE of interest here. We clarify that the physical
realization of this ITE is irrelevant in the present work,
because the purpose here is to devise an effective ap-
proach to computing J . For this reason, we regard the
ITE described by Eqs. (7) and (8) as a virtual process.
We employ this ITE to define the following family of
states,

στ := X ⋆ C̄(τ). (9)

Note that στ is positive semidefinite but its trace may
not equal to 1 for τ ̸= 0.

We now establish an equality between J and QFI. To
serve our purpose, we still define the QFI for στ via
Eqs. (1) and (2) although tr(στ) ̸= 1 when τ ̸= 0. That
is,

I [στ ] = tr
(

στ L2
τ

)
, (10)

where Lτ is the Hermitian operator satisfying d
dτ στ =

(στ Lτ + Lτστ) /2. Using Eqs. (6), (7), (8), and (9), we
have

στ |τ=0 = ρ̄,
d

dτ
στ |τ=0 = θρ. (11)

Further, noting that inserting Eq. (11) into Eq. (4) yields
the equality S = Lτ |τ=0, we arrive at the following the-
orem.

Theorem 1. Let I [στ ] be the QFI defined by Eq. (10). Then

J = I [στ ]|τ=0, (12)

i.e., the information J gained in the global estimation with
ρθ is equal to the QFI I [στ ] for the local estimation with στ

at τ = 0.

Thus we can alternatively compute I [στ ] for obtaining
J . We emphasize that, despite tr(στ) ̸= 1, it is still
possible to use existing tools to compute I [στ ]. To il-
lustrate this point and also for later usage, we prove
in Supplemental Material (SM) [48] the following the-
orem, extending the result of Ref. [49] to the case of
tr(στ) ̸= 1.

Theorem 2. Let
{
|ψj⟩

}q
j=1 be an ensemble of pure states for

στ , i.e., στ = ∑
q
j=1

∣∣ψj
〉 〈

ψj
∣∣, where q ≥ rank(στ) is an

integer. Then

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ψj⟩}q

j=1

4 tr

(
q

∑
j=1

∣∣ψ̇j
〉 〈

ψ̇j
∣∣
)∣∣∣∣∣

τ=0

, (13)

where
∣∣ψ̇j
〉
= d|ψj⟩/dτ and the minimum is taken over all

the ensembles with fixed q.

Maximal information gained in global estimation strate-
gies.—We use index k to specify the type of strategies
in question, that is, k = i, ii, iii, iv refer to the four types
of strategies (i)-(iv), respectively. Note that the value
of J depends on the specific strategy adopted. We are
interested in the maximum of J over all the strategies
of type k. Hereafter we denote this maximum by J (k)

max.
Besides we define X(k) to be the collection of X that can
describe all the strategies of type k. Using Theorem 1 as
well as substituting Eq. (9) into Eq. (12), we can write
J (k)

max as

J (k)
max = max

X∈X(k)
I [X ⋆ C̄(τ)]|τ=0, (14)

which is the maximal information gained in the strate-
gies of type k. It is worth noting that

∫
dθp(θ)θ2−J (k)

max
is the ultimate precision achievable in the strategies of
type k according to the bound (3). Therefore, to as-
certain the ultimate precision, we need to figure out
J (k)

max. To this end, we write the ensemble decompo-
sition of C̄ as C̄ = ∑

q
j=1

∣∣ϕj
〉 〈

ϕj
∣∣ = ΦΦ† with Φ :=

[|ϕ1⟩ , · · · ,
∣∣ϕq
〉
]. We introduce the set X̃(k) := {X̃ =

trF X|X ∈ X(k)}. Using Theorem 2, we show in SM [48]
that

J (k)
max = max

X̃∈X̃(k)
min

h∈H(q)
tr
[
X̃Ω(h)

]
, (15)
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representing a computation-friendly formula for J (k)
max.

Here H(q) denotes the set of all q× q Hermitian matri-
ces and

Ω(h) = 4(H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)(H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†. (16)

Notably, formula (15), which is first derived here for
global estimations, is analogous to those for local esti-
mations [9, 15].

Semidefinite programs for computing J (k)
max.—We now

convert Eq. (15) into two semidefinite programs (SDPs)
for computing J (k)

max. To do this, we resort to the process
matrix formalism [50], which allows us to characterize
X̃(k) as

X̃(k) = {X̃|X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(k)(X̃) = X̃, tr X̃ = dO}, (17)

when k = i, ii, iv. Here, dO = dim(HO1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HON )

and Λ(k) is a linear map whose expression can be found
in SM [48] (see also Ref. [50]). The discussion on strate-
gies (iii) needs to be carried out separately and is left to
SM [48]. We show that J (k)

max can be computed via the
SDP [48]

max
X̃,B,C

− trC− 4 Re[tr (H∗Φ∗B)]

s.t. Λ(k)(X̃) = X̃, trX̃ = dO,
[

X̃ B†

B C

]
≥ 0,

BΦ∗ is Hermitian,

(18)

referred to as the primal SDP. Note that SDPs can be
solved efficiently via numerical packages which, how-
ever, suffer from small errors due to the use of floating-
point variables. To overcome this issue, we propose
Algorithm 1 in SM [48] to assist the primal SDP (see
Ref. [51] for another example). Using the primal SDP
and Algorithm 1, we can obtain reliable lower bounds
on J (k)

max, for which errors in the primal SDP are elimi-
nated. Further, to obtain upper bounds, we derive the
dual SDP [48],

min
Ỹ,λ,h

λ

s.t. Λ(k) (Ỹ
)
= 0,

[
λ IIO

dO
+ Ỹ 2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)

2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†
Iq

]
≥ 0,

(19)
where IIO is the identity operator on HI1 ⊗HO1 ⊗ · · · ⊗
HIN ⊗HON and Iq is the q× q identity matrix. Likewise,
Algorithm 2, which is used to assist the dual SDP for
obtaining reliable upper bounds on J (k)

max, is proposed
in SM [48].

Strict hierarchy.—Clearly, the four types of strategies
(i)-(iv) form a hierarchy J (i)

max ≤ J (ii)
max ≤ J (iii)

max ≤ J (iv)
max ,

since each of them is a superset of the preceding one.
We show that all the three inequalities can be strictly
satisfied simultaneously. To this end, we examine the
channel

Eθ = E (AD) ◦ E (BF) ◦ Uθ , (20)

composed of the unitary channel Uθ with the Kraus op-
erator e−iθσz/2, the bit flip channel E (BF) with the Kraus
operators K(BF)

1 =
√

ηI and K(BF)
2 =

√
1− ησx, and the

amplitude damping channel E (AD) with the Kraus op-
erators

K(AD)
1 =

[
1 0
0
√

1− γ

]
, K(AD)

2 =

[
0
√

γ
0 0

]
, (21)

where σα, α = x, y, z, denote the Pauli matrices. Here-
after, we set p(θ) to be the uniform probability distri-
bution, that is, p(θ) = 1/(2π) for θ ∈ [−π, π). Ap-
plying the two SDPs as well as the two algorithms to
the channel in Eq. (20) with η = 1/2 and γ = 7/10,
we can show that J (i)

max ≤ 0.5516 < 0.5572 ≤ J (ii)
max ≤

0.5574 < 0.5703 ≤ J (iii)
max ≤ 0.5705 < 0.57053 ≤ J (iv)

max
when N = 2. We therefore reach the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 3. There exist parameter estimation problems for
which

J (i)
max < J (ii)

max < J (iii)
max < J (iv)

max , (22)

i.e., the strict hierarchy of ultimate precision can hold for
global estimation strategies (i)-(iv).

We would like to point out that the hierarchy phe-
nomenon reported in Theorem 3 is not exclusive to the
above specific example. We have randomly generated
1000 channels and found that 780 of them obey the strict
hierarchy [48].

Unexpected results.—To illuminate distinct features of
global estimations, we, in what follows, make refer-
ence to the work by Giovannetti et al. [7], where par-
allel and sequential strategies are examined within the
local estimation framework. We need to consider the
unitary channel Eθ = Uθ , i.e., the channel in Eq. (20)
with η = 1 and γ = 0. Hereafter, we refer to the par-
allel strategies examined within the local (global) esti-
mation framework as local (global) parallel strategies,
and similarly for local (global) sequential strategies. It
has been shown that the optimal input state in local
parallel strategies is the Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger

(GHZ) state
(
|0⟩⊗N + |1⟩⊗N

)
/
√

2, irrespective of the
value of θ in question [7]. That is, the optimality of the
GHZ state holds for every θ ∈ [−π, π). As such, an
intuitive deduction may be that the optimal probe state
would also be the GHZ state for global parallel strate-
gies. However, we find that 1.5217 ≤ J (i)

max ≤ 1.5218 but
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J = 1/4 for the GHZ state when N = 2, implying that
the above deduction is invalid in general. Also, our
result suggests that one candidate for the optimal in-
put state in global parallel strategies is

√
3/10|0000⟩+√

1/5|0101⟩ +
√

1/5|1010⟩ +
√

3/10|1111⟩, indicating
that the optimal input state differs in structure from
the GHZ state. Next, let us switch our discussion to
sequential strategies. Recall that adaptive controls are
useless in improving the ultimate performance of local
sequential strategies [7], irrespective of the value of θ in
question. However, we find that adaptive controls are
useful for global sequential strategies. Indeed, in the
N = 2 case, the maximal information attained in global
sequential strategies without controls is 0.25, which is
strictly less than the maximal information attained with
controls 1.5217 ≤ J (ii)

max ≤ 1.5219. Finally, in contrast to
the result that local parallel and sequential strategies
share the same ultimate performance for every N and
every θ ∈ [−π, π) [7], we find that global sequential
strategies can be superior to global parallel strategies in
ultimate performance. We illustrate this point by show-
ing that J (i)

max ≤ 1.84507 < 1.84517 ≤ J (ii)
max in the N = 3

case.

Besides we present in SM [48] more numerical results
displaying the influence of different prior knowledge
p(θ) on the ultimate performance of global estimation
strategies.

Concluding remarks.—We remark that our technique
can be used to test the tightness of existing bounds in
the nonasymptotic regime, which has been posed as an
open question in the literature [22]. For example, our
results show that the gap between the exact bound (3)
obtained from the two SDPs and the asymptotic bound
derived in Ref. [22] is about 0.6994 and 0.3481 when
N = 2 and 3, respectively. More importantly, we re-
mark that our technique provides a general approach to
constructing optimal strategies for global estimations.
Indeed, this can be done by using the primal SDP to
work out the optimal operator X̃, which may be further
converted into quantum circuits by following existing
methods [52, 53]. We believe that our technique is ver-
satile and has far-reaching applications in the realm of
global estimations since, as already demonstrated, it of-
fers a pathway to surmount challenges in global esti-
mations by leveraging powerful tools tailored for local
estimations.

The codes used in this article are openly available
from [54].

We thank Jesús Rubio for helpful comments. This
work was supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China through Grant Nos. 12275155 and
12174224.
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temperature quantum thermometry boosted by coher-
ence generation, Phys. Rev. Research 5, 043184 (2023).

[19] S. Kurdziałek, W. Górecki, F. Albarelli, and
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S1. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Let us first specify some notations and facts. In the following, we refer to an ensemble of στ that consists of q
pure states

∣∣ψj
〉
, j = 1, · · · , q, as a στ-ensemble of size q. To compactly describe such an ensemble, we adopt the

notation

W =
[
|ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , · · · ,

∣∣ψq
〉]

. (S1)

Let the spectral decomposition of στ be στ = ∑r
j=1 |φj⟩⟨φj| with r = rank(στ). Clearly, {

∣∣φj
〉
}r

j=1 is a στ-ensemble
of size r. We use

W(0) = [|φ1⟩ , |φ2⟩ , · · · , |φr⟩] (S2)
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2

to describe this ensemble. It is not difficult to see that W(0)†W(0) is an invertible matrix. Noting that two ensembles
of στ can be transformed into each other under a unitary matrix U (see the theorem on page 103 of Ref. [1]), we
have

W = W(0)V(0)U. (S3)

Here, V(0) := [I|O], where I and O denote the r× r identity matrix and the r× (q− r) zero matrix. The multipli-
cation W(0)V(0) amounts to padding the ensemble {

∣∣φj
〉
}r

j=1 with (q− r) additional vectors 0. We clarify that U

may depend on τ. Note that any στ-ensemble of size q can be expressed in the form (S3), where W(0)V(0) is the
reference ensemble and U can be an arbitrary q× q unitary matrix. Using the equality ẆẆ† = ∑

q
j=1

∣∣ψ̇j
〉 〈

ψ̇j
∣∣, we

can rewrite

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ψj⟩}q

j=1

4 tr

(
q

∑
j=1
|ψ̇j⟩⟨ψ̇j|

)∣∣∣∣∣
τ=0

(S4)

as

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
W

4 tr
(

ẆẆ†
)∣∣∣

τ=0
, (S5)

where the minimum is taken over all of the στ-ensembles of size q. To prove Theorem 2, we need the following
lemma.

Lemma S1. The following two statements are equivalent:
(a) There exists a unitary matrix U(op) and a Hermitian matrix Lτ such that W(op) = W(0)V(0)U(op) satisfies

Ẇ(op) =
1
2

LτW(op) (S6)

at τ = 0.
(b) There exists a Hermitian matrix Lτ satisfying

d
dτ

στ =
1
2
(στ Lτ + Lτστ) (S7)

at τ = 0.

Proof. That (a) implies (b) can be confirmed by using the equality στ = W(op)W(op)† and substituting Eq. (S6)
into Eq. (S7).

To show that (b) implies (a), we make use of the following ansatz

U(op) = eiDτ , (S8)

where

D = V(0)†D̃V(0), (S9)

with

D̃ = i
(

1
2

W(0)†Lτ − Ẇ(0)†
)

W(0)
(

W(0)†W(0)
)−1

∣∣∣∣
τ=0

. (S10)

We need to prove that the U(op) in Eq. (S8) is unitary and the associated W(op) = W(0)V(0)U(op) satisfies Eq. (S6) at
τ = 0.

To prove that the U(op) given by Eq. (S8) is unitary, we need to show that D is Hermitian, which holds if and
only if D̃ is Hermitian, as can be easily seen from Eq. (S9). Using Eq. (S10) and noting that στ = W(0)W(0)†, we
have that

(
W(0)†W(0)

)
D̃
(

W(0)†W(0)
)
= iW(0)†

(
1
2

στ Lτ −W(0)Ẇ(0)†
)

W(0). (S11)
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Likewise, we have, after some algebra,

(
W(0)†W(0)

)
D̃†
(

W(0)†W(0)
)
= −iW(0)†

(
1
2

Lτστ − Ẇ(0)W(0)†
)

W(0). (S12)

Further, noting that Eq. (S7) implies that

1
2

στ Lτ −W(0)Ẇ(0)† = −
(

1
2

Lτστ − Ẇ(0)W(0)†
)

, (S13)

we deduce from Eqs. (S11) and (S12) that

(
W(0)†W(0)

)
D̃
(

W(0)†W(0)
)
=
(

W(0)†W(0)
)

D̃†
(

W(0)†W(0)
)

. (S14)

Then, as
(

W(0)†W(0)
)

is invertible, we have D̃ = D̃†, that is, D̃ is Hermitian.

To prove that the W(op) = W(0)V(0)U(op) with the U(op) in Eq. (S8) satisfies Eq. (S6) at τ = 0, we need to show
that

Ẇ(0)V(0) + iW(0)V(0)D =
1
2

LτW(0)V(0). (S15)

Using Eq. (S9) and noting that V(0)V(0)† = I, we have that the left-hand side of Eq. (S15) reads

Ẇ(0)V(0) + iW(0)V(0)D =
(

Ẇ(0) + iW(0)D̃
)

V(0). (S16)

Using Eq. (S10), we have, after some algebra,

Ẇ(0) + iW(0)D̃ = Ẇ(0) −
(

1
2

στ Lτ −W(0)Ẇ(0)†
)

W(0)
(

W(0)†W(0)
)−1

, (S17)

which, in conjunction with Eq. (S13), gives

Ẇ(0) + iW(0)D̃ = Ẇ(0) +

(
1
2

Lτστ − Ẇ(0)W(0)†
)

W(0)
(

W(0)†W(0)
)−1

(S18)

=
1
2

LτστW(0)
(

W(0)†W(0)
)−1

(S19)

=
1
2

LτW(0)W(0)†W(0)
(

W(0)†W(0)
)−1

(S20)

=
1
2

LτW(0). (S21)

Substituting Eq. (S21) into Eq. (S16), we obtain Eq. (S15). □
We now prove Theorem 2. Using Eq. (11) in the main text, i.e., στ |τ=0 = ρ̄ and d

dτ στ |τ=0 = θρ, we can rewrite
Eq. (S7) as

θρ =
1
2
(ρ̄Lτ + Lτ ρ̄) |τ=0. (S22)

As Eq. (S22) is nothing but Eq. (4) in the main text, we have that Lτ |τ=0 = S. We clarify that it is known that
there exists a Hermitian matrix S satisfying Eq. (4) in the main text. This implies that the statement (b) in Lemma
S1 holds. Consequently, the statement (a) in Lemma S1 holds as well. Using Eq. (S6) and noting that στ =

W(op)W(op)†, we have

I [στ ]|τ=0 = 4 tr
(

Ẇ(op)Ẇ(op)†
)∣∣∣

τ=0
. (S23)
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On the other hand, note that any W can be written as W = W(op)V with V a unitary matrix. Direct calculations
show that

tr
(

ẆẆ†
)
= tr

[(
Ẇ(op)V + W(op)V̇

) (
Ẇ(op)V + W(op)V̇

)†
]

= tr
(

Ẇ(op)Ẇ(op)† + Ẇ(op)VV̇†W(op)† + W(op)V̇V†Ẇ(op)† + W(op)V̇V̇†W(op)†
)

= tr
(

Ẇ(op)Ẇ(op)† +
1
2

LτW(op)VV̇†W(op)† +
1
2

W(op)V̇V†W(op)†Lτ + W(op)V̇V̇†W(op)†
)

= tr
(

Ẇ(op)Ẇ(op)† + W(op)V̇V̇†W(op)†
)

≥ tr
(

Ẇ(op)Ẇ(op)†
)

.

(S24)

Here, the third equality follows from Eq. (S6), the fourth equality follows from the cyclic property of trace and
VV̇† + V̇V† = 0, and the last inequality follows from the fact that W(op)V̇V̇†W(op)† is a positive semidefinite matrix

and hence tr
(

W(op)V̇V̇†W(op)†
)
≥ 0. Using Eqs. (S23) and (S24), we arrive at Eq. (S5). This completes the proof of

Theorem 2.

S2. PROOF OF EQ. (15)

Here we present the proof of Eq. (15), which is analogous to those in Refs. [2, 3]. Note that, for any operator X
of rank r, we can always purify X by adding an r-dimensional ancillary system. This only extends the dimension
of the Hilbert space HF without changing the causal relations between the N channels Eθ . Therefore, without loss
of generality, we can assume that X is of rank 1. This allows us to write X as X = |X⟩⟨X|. Denote by {

∣∣ϕj(τ)
〉
}q

j=1

a C̄(τ)-ensemble of size q, that is, C̄(τ) = ∑
q
j=1

∣∣ϕj(τ)
〉 〈

ϕj(τ)
∣∣. The equation στ = X ⋆ C̄(τ) implies that the pure

states
∣∣ψj
〉
=
〈

ϕ∗j (τ)
∣∣∣⊗ IF |X⟩ (S25)

constitute a στ-ensemble of size q, where ∗ indicates the complex conjugate. This point can be verified directly as
follows:

q

∑
j=1

∣∣ψj
〉 〈

ψj
∣∣ =

q

∑
j=1

(〈
ϕ∗j (τ)

∣∣∣⊗ IF

)
|X⟩ ⟨X|

(∣∣∣ϕ∗j (τ)
〉
⊗ IF

)

=
q

∑
j=1

trIO

[
|X⟩ ⟨X|

(∣∣∣ϕ∗j (τ)
〉 〈

ϕ∗j (τ)
∣∣∣⊗ IF

)]

= trIO

[
|X⟩ ⟨X|

(
C̄T(τ)⊗ IF

)]

= X ⋆ C̄(τ)
= στ , (S26)

where trIO is the partial trace over HI1 ⊗HO1 ⊗ · · · ⊗HIN ⊗HON . It follows from Eq. (S25) that we can rewrite the
equation

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ψj⟩}q

j=1

4 tr

(
q

∑
j=1

∣∣ψ̇j
〉 〈

ψ̇j
∣∣
)∣∣∣∣∣

τ=0

(S27)

as

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ϕj(τ)⟩}q

j=1

4 tr
[(〈

ϕ̇∗j (τ)
∣∣∣⊗ IF

)
|X⟩ ⟨X|

(∣∣∣ϕ̇∗j (τ)
〉
⊗ IF

)]∣∣∣
τ=0

. (S28)

Here, the minimum is taken over all the C̄(τ)-ensembles of size q, as there is a one-to-one correspondence between
the C̄(τ)-ensembles of size q and the στ-ensembles of size q [see Eq. (S25)]. Using the same reasoning as in Eq. (S26),
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we have

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ϕj(τ)⟩}q

j=1

4 tr


|X⟩ ⟨X|



(

q

∑
j=1

∣∣ϕ̇j(τ)
〉 〈

ϕ̇j(τ)
∣∣
)T

⊗ IF





∣∣∣∣∣∣
τ=0

, (S29)

which leads to

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
{|ϕj(τ)⟩}q

j=1

4 trIO


X̃

(
q

∑
j=1

∣∣ϕ̇j(τ)
〉 〈

ϕ̇j(τ)
∣∣
)T


∣∣∣∣∣∣
τ=0

(S30)

by noting that |X⟩ ⟨X| = X and X̃ = trF X. Further, letting Φ(τ) :=
[
|ϕ1(τ)⟩ , · · · ,

∣∣ϕq(τ)
〉]

, we can express Eq. (S30)
as

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
Φ(τ)

4 trIO

[
X̃
(

Φ̇(τ)Φ̇†(τ)
)T
]∣∣∣∣

τ=0
. (S31)

Recall that C̄(τ) = e−HτC̄e−Hτ and C̄ = ΦΦ†. Here, as defined in the main text, Φ denotes any fixed C̄-ensemble of
size q. Note that we distinguish between the two notations Φ(τ) and Φ. Without loss of generality, we can express
Φ(τ) as

Φ(τ) = e−HτΦU, (S32)

where U can be taken to be any q × q unitary matrix. Substituting Eq. (S32) into Eq. (S31), we have, after some
algebra,

I [στ ]|τ=0 = min
h

4 trIO

[
X̃
((

HΦ + iΦhT
) (

HΦ + iΦhT
)†
)T
]

, (S33)

where we have defined hT = iU̇U†. Here, as U is arbitrary, the minimum is taken over all the q × q Hermitian

matrices h. Finally, using Ω(h) to represent the term 4
((

HΦ + iΦhT) (HΦ + iΦhT)†
)T

, we arrive at Eq. (15) in the
main text.

S3. CHARACTERIZATIONS OF X̃(k)

In what follows, we characterize X̃(k) for k = i, ii, iv, postponing the discussions on the strategies of type iii to
Sec. S8. To this end, we resort to the process matrix formalism [4], which has been used to characterize quantum
testers [5]. We denote a POVM by {Πx}x and introduce the operator Tx := X ⋆ ΠT

x . According to the process matrix
formalism [4–6], the collection of operators {Tx}x defines a quantum tester which, physically speaking, describes
the process of concatenating the strategy X with the quantum measurement {Πx} (see Fig. S1). Using ∑x Πx = IF,
we have

X̃ = ∑
x

Tx, (S34)

i.e., X̃ = trF X is related to the quantum tester {Tx}x via Eq. (S34). Note that different types of strategies corre-
spond to different types of quantum testers. For example, parallel, sequential, and general indefinite-causal-order
strategies correspond to parallel, sequential, and general testers, respectively (see Ref. [5] for the definitions of these
testers). Note also that the characterizations of these quantum testers have been given in Refs. [4–6]. From these
known results, we can directly obtain the characterizations of X̃(k). Specifically, from the result on the character-
ization of parallel testers (see Eq. (13) in Ref. [4] and Eq. (1) in Ref. [5]), it follows that X̃(i) can be characterized
as

X̃(i) = {X̃|X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(i)(X̃) = X̃, tr X̃ = dO}, (S35)

where, as mentioned in the main text, dO is the dimension of HO1 ⊗ · · · ⊗HON and Λ(i)(X̃) is a linear map defined
as

Λ(i)(X̃) := O1···ON
X̃. (S36)
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Types of strategies Expressions of Corresponding quantum testers

(i) Parallel strategies

(ii) Sequential strategies

(iv) General indefinite-
causal-order strategies

FIG. S1. Characterizations of X̃(k) for k = i, ii, iv when N = 2.

Here and henceforth, the symbol QX̃ denotes the completely positive and trace-preserving map consisting of
tracing out the subsystem Q and replacing it with the normalized identity operator, QX̃ := trQ X̃⊗ (IQ/dQ), where
dQ = dim(HQ) [4]. Likewise, from the result on the characterization of sequential testers (see Eq. (15) in Ref. [4]
and Eqs. (2) and (3) in Ref. [5]), it follows that X̃(ii) is the collection of the operators X̃ that satisfy X̃ ≥ 0, tr X̃ = dO,
and

X̃ = ON
X̃,

INON
X̃ = ON−1 INON

X̃,

...

I2O2···INON
X̃ = O1 I2O2···INON

X̃.

(S37)

We show that the above characterization can be equivalently formulated as

X̃(ii) = {X̃|X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(ii)(X̃) = X̃, tr X̃ = dO}, (S38)

with

Λ(ii)(X̃) := ON
X̃− (1−ON−1)INON

X̃− (1−ON−2)IN−1ON−1 INON
X̃− · · · − (1−O1)I2O2···INON

X̃, (S39)

where (1−Q)X̃ := X̃ − QX̃. To our knowledge, the above equivalence has not been explicitly pointed out in the
literature and, therefore, we need to prove it. To do this, we introduce a family of maps, Pj, j = 1, · · · , N, defined
as

PN(X̃) := (1−ON)X̃,

PN−1(X̃) := (1−ON−1)INON
X̃,

...

P1(X̃) := (1−O1)I2O2···INON
X̃.

(S40)

A useful property of these maps is that PiPj = δijPi, where δij denotes the Kronecker delta. This can be verified by
noting that OiOj

X̃ = OjOi
X̃, Ii Ij

X̃ = Ij Ii
X̃, Oi Ij

X̃ = IjOi
X̃, O2

i
X̃ = Oi

X̃, I2
i
X̃ = Ii

X̃, and (1−Oj)Oj
X̃ = 0. We can rewrite
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Eq. (S37) as

(1− PN)(X̃) = X̃,

(1− PN−1)(X̃) = X̃,
...

(1− P1)(X̃) = X̃.

(S41)

As PiPj = δijPi implies (1− Pi)(1− Pj) = (1− Pj)(1− Pi) and (1− Pj)
2 = 1− Pj, X̃ satisfies Eq. (S41) if and only if

X̃ satisfies

N

∏
j=1

(1− Pj)(X̃) = X̃. (S42)

Further, noting that the property PiPj = δijPi implies ∏N
j=1(1− Pj) = 1− ∑N

j=1 Pj, we have that Eq. (S42) can be

rewritten as Λ(ii)(X̃) = X̃ with Λ(ii) given by Eq. (S39). This completes the proof of the equivalence. Finally,
from the result on the characterization of general testers (see Eq. (B28) in Ref. [4]), it follows that X̃(iv) can be
characterized as

X̃(iv) = {X̃|X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(iv)(X̃) = X̃, tr X̃ = dO}, (S43)

with

Λ(iv)(X̃) := [
1−∏N

j=1(1−Oj+IjOj)+∏N
j=1 IjOj

]X̃. (S44)

By now, we have finished the characterizations of X̃(k) for k = i, ii, iv. Figure S1 shows these characterizations for
the N = 2 case.

S4. PROOF OF EQ. (18)

To prove Eq. (18), we recall some useful knowledge. Let Ψ be a Hermitian-preserving map and A,B be Hermitian
operators. A semidefinite program (SDP) is a triple (Ψ,A,B) with which the following optimization problem is
associated [7]:

max
X

tr (AX)

s.t. Ψ (X) = B,
X ≥ 0.

(S45)

Here we distinguish the two symbols X and X. The above problem is known as the primal problem. The associated
dual problem is

min
Y

tr (BY)

s.t. Ψ∗ (Y) ≥ A,

Y = Y†,

(S46)

where Ψ∗, known as the adjoint map of Ψ, is defined to be the map satisfying tr[X†Ψ(Y)] = tr[Ψ∗(X)†Y] for two
arbitrary matrices X and Y. The optimum values associated with the primal and dual problems are respectively
defined as

α := sup {tr(AX)|X ≥ 0, Ψ (X) = B} , β := inf
{

tr(BY)|Ψ∗ (Y) ≥ A,Y = Y†
}

. (S47)

It is known that α ≤ β and the equality is attained if Slater’s conditions are met [7]. We will use the following
Slater’s theorem:
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Theorem S2 (Slater’s theorem). If there exists a positive semidefinite operator X satisfying Ψ (X) = B and a Hermitian
operator Y satisfying Ψ∗(Y) > A, then α = β [7].

With the above knowledge, we now prove Eq. (18). Let us start by considering the following optimization
problem:

min
h∈H(q)

tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
, (S48)

with Ω(h) = 4(H∗Φ∗− iΦ∗h)(H∗Φ∗− iΦ∗h)†. We point out that this problem can be reformulated as the following
SDP:

min
h,Γ

tr
(
X̃Γ
)

s.t.
[

Γ 2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)
2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†

Iq

]
≥ 0,

(S49)

where Γ denotes a matrix of the same shape as X̃. This point can be verified by noting that the constraint in
Eq. (S49) can be equivalently formulated as Γ ≥ Ω(h) according to the Schur complement condition for positive
semidefiniteness [8].

We next write Eq. (S49) in the standard form of a dual problem, i.e., Eq. (S46). We express Y in the form

Y =

[
Y11 Y12
Y21 Y22

]
, where Y11 and Y22 share the same shape with Γ and h, respectively. We introduce the Hermitian-

preserving map

Ψ∗ (Y) =
[

Y11 −2iΦ∗Y22
2iY22ΦT 0

]
, (S50)

and define A,B to be

A =

[
0 −2H∗Φ∗

−2 (H∗Φ∗)† −Iq

]
, B =

[
X̃ 0
0 0

]
. (S51)

Simple algebra shows the equivalence between the SDP in Eq. (S49) and the SDP in Eq. (S46) with the above Ψ∗, A,
and B.

We then write out the primal problem corresponding to the SDP in Eq. (S46) with the Ψ∗, A, and B. By the
definition of the adjoint map,

Ψ (X) =

[
X11 0
0 2iΦTX12 − 2iX21Φ∗

]
, (S52)

where X =

[
X11 X12
X21 X22

]
is partitioned in the same way as Y. Inserting Eqs. (S51) and (S52) into Eq. (S45), we have

that the primal problem is

max
X

− trX22 − 4Re[tr (H∗Φ∗X21)]

s.t.
[
X11 0
0 2iΦTX12 − 2iX21Φ∗

]
=

[
X̃ 0
0 0

]
,

[
X11 X12
X21 X22

]
≥ 0,

(S53)

which can be simplified to be

max
X21,X22

− trX22 − 4Re[tr (H∗Φ∗X21)]

s.t.
[

X̃ X†
21

X21 X22

]
≥ 0,

X21Φ∗ is Hermitian.

(S54)
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Notably, the Slater’s conditions are met. On one hand, the X with X11 = X̃ and X12 = X21 = 0 satisfies the condition
Ψ(X) = B. On the other hand, the condition Ψ∗(Y) > A can be met by the Y with Y11 = cIIO for a sufficiently large
c ∈ R.

Now, by the equivalence between the two problems in Eqs. (S48) and (S54), we can convert the formula in the
main text

J (k)
max = max

X̃∈X̃(k)
min

h∈H(q)
tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
(S55)

into the following SDP:

max
X̃,X21,X22

− trX22 − 4Re[tr (H∗Φ∗X21)]

s.t. X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(k)(X̃) = X̃, trX̃ = dO,
[

X̃ X†
21

X21 X22

]
≥ 0,

X21Φ∗ is Hermitian.,

(S56)

which can be simplified to be1

max
X̃,X21,X22

− trX22 − 4Re[tr (H∗Φ∗X21)]

s.t. Λ(k)(X̃) = X̃, trX̃ = dO,
[

X̃ X†
21

X21 X22

]
≥ 0,

X21Φ∗ is Hermitian.

(S57)

Equation (S57) is just Eq. (18) in the main text, where we have used B and C to represent X21 and X22, respectively.

S5. ALGORITHM 1

Here we present an algorithm for finding a reliable lower bound on J (k)
max for k = i, ii, iv. Note that the primal

SDP can numerically find approximately optimal X̃, B, and C. However, due to numerical errors, the X̃, B, and
C thus found, generally speaking, do not strictly satisfy the constraints in the primal SDP. This makes the result
computed from the primal SDP not reliable. The working principle of our algorithm is to use symbolic calculations
with MATHEMATICA to render the numerically found X̃, B, and C to fulfill the constraints. The details can be
found in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Find a reliable lower bound on J (k)
max for k = i, ii, iv.

Input: Approximately optimal X̃, B, and C obtained from the primal SDP in Eq. (18)

Output: Lower bound on J (k)
max

1 X̃(trun), B(trun), C(trun) ← Truncate X̃, B, C;

2 X̃(trun) ← X̃(trun)+X̃(trun)†

2 ; C(trun) ← C(trun)+C(trun)†

2 ;

3 B(acc) ← B(trun)Φ∗+ΦT B(trun)†

2 Φ∗−1 + B(trun) (IIO −Φ∗Φ∗−1);
4 X̃(acc) ← Λ(k)(X̃(trun)); X̃(acc) ← X̃(acc)

tr[X̃(acc)]
dO ;

5 Adjust ϵ from 0 to 1 such that (1− ϵ)

[
X̃(acc) B(acc)†

B(acc) C(trun)

]
+ ϵ IIO

dI
⊕ Iq ≥ 0;

6 X̃(acc) ← (1− ϵ) X̃(acc) + ϵ IIO
dI

; B(acc) ← (1− ϵ) B(acc); C(acc) ← (1− ϵ)C(trun) + ϵIq;

7 Output the lower bound −trC(acc) − 4Re
[
tr
(

H∗Φ∗B(acc)
)]

.

1 Note that the constraint X̃ ≥ 0 is redundant.
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To help a general reader readily see how Algorithm 1 works, we present some explanatory notes below:
Step 1 allows us to work with fractions and avoid numerical imprecision.
Step 2 renders X̃(trun) and C(trun) to fulfill the Hermiticity condition.
Step 3 renders B(acc) to fulfill the condition that B(acc)Φ∗ is Hermitian. Here Φ∗−1 is the Moore-Penrose inverse

of Φ∗. If Φ has linearly independent columns, which is the case here, there is Φ∗−1Φ∗ = Iq. Using this equality,
one can verify that B(acc)Φ∗ is Hermitian.

Step 4 renders X̃(acc) to satisfy the conditions Λ(k)(X̃(acc)) = X̃(acc) and tr X̃(acc) = dO.

Steps 5 and 6 render X̃(acc), B(acc), and C(acc) to satisfy
[

X̃(acc) B(acc)†

B(acc) C(acc)

]
≥ 0.

S6. PROOF OF EQ. (19)

Here we prove Eq. (19) in the main text. Note that the set X̃(k) is convex and compact2, the set H(q) is convex, and
the objective function tr

[
X̃Ω(h)

]
is convex on H(q) and concave on X̃(k). According to Sion’s minimax theorem [9],

we can interchange the minimization and maximization in the formula (15) without affecting the result. Therefore,
we have

J (k)
max = min

h∈H(q)
max

X̃∈X̃(k)
tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
. (S58)

Let us consider for now the following maximization problem:

max
X̃

tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]

s.t. X̃ ≥ 0, Λ(k) (X̃
)
= X̃, trX̃ = dO.

(S59)

By introducing the Hermitian-preserving map

Ψ (X) =

[
X−Λ(k) (X) 0

0 trX

]
(S60)

and defining A,B to be the following two Hermitian matrices

A = Ω (h) , B =

[
0 0
0 dO

]
, (S61)

we can write Eq. (S59) in the form of Eq. (S45). Then, the dual problem of Eq. (S59) can be found by noting that

Ψ∗ (Y) = Y22IIO + Y11 −Λ(k) (Y11) , (S62)

where Y =

[
Y11 Y12
Y21 Y22

]
is partitioned in the same way as B and we have used Λ(k)∗ = Λ(k). Explicitly, the dual

problem of Eq. (S59) reads

min
Y

dOY22

s.t. Y22IIO +
(

id−Λ(k)
)
(Y11) ≥ Ω (h) ,

Y† = Y.

(S63)

Notably, the Slater’s conditions are met. Indeed, on the one hand, since Λ(k) is unital, that is, Λ(k)(IIO) = IIO, we
have that X̃ = IIO/dI satisfies all the constrains in Eq. (S59). On the other hand, the matrix inequality in Eq. (S63)
can always be met strictly by adjusting the value of Y22. Letting λ = dOY22 and Ỹ = (id−Λ(k))(Y11) and noting

2 We consider finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Therefore, the compactness of the set X̃(k) follows from the fact that the set is closed and
bounded.
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that Y12 and Y21 are dummy variables and therefore can be removed, we can rewrite Eq. (S63) in the following
form:

min
λ,Ỹ

λ

s.t. λ
IIO
dO

+ Ỹ ≥ Ω (h) ,

Λ(k) (Ỹ
)
= 0.

(S64)

Here we have used the fact that Λ(k) is a projection and hence Λ(k)(Ỹ) = 0. By the definition Ω(h) = 4(H∗Φ∗ −
iΦ∗h)(H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)† and the Schur complement condition for positive semidefiniteness [8], we can rewrite
Eq. (S64) as

min
λ,Ỹ

λ

s.t. Λ(k) (Ỹ
)
= 0,

[
λ IIO

dO
+ Ỹ 2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)

2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†
Iq

]
≥ 0.

(S65)

Substituting Eq. (S65) into Eq. (S58), we arrive at Eq. (19) in the main text.

S7. ALGORITHM 2

Algorithm 2: Find a reliable upper bound on J (k)
max for k = i, ii, iv

Input: Approximately optimal Ỹ, λ, and h obtained from the dual SDP in Eq. (19)

Output: Upper bound on J (k)
max

1 Ỹ(trun), λ(trun), h(trun) ← truncate Ỹ, λ, h;

2 Ỹ(trun) ← Ỹ(trun)+Ỹ(trun)†

2 ; h(acc) ← h(trun)+h(trun)†

2 ;
3 Ỹ(acc) ← (id−Λ(k))(Ỹ(trun));

4 λ(acc) ← Gradually increase the value of λ(trun) until




λ(turn) IIO
dO

+ Ỹ(acc) 2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)

2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)†

Iq


 ≥ 0 is met;

5 Output the upper bound λ(acc).

Here we present Algorithm 2 for finding a reliable upper bound on J (k)
max for k = i, ii, iv. Here, steps 1 and 2 are

the same as in Algorithm 1; step 3 renders Ỹ(acc) to satisfy the condition Λ(k)(Ỹ(acc)) = 0; and step 4 renders λ(acc)

to satisfy



λ(acc) IIO
dO

+ Ỹ(acc) 2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)

2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)†

Iq


 ≥ 0. (S66)

S8. DISCUSSIONS ON STRATEGIES OF TYPE iii

Here we discuss the strategies of type iii. To avoid cumbersome notations, we consider the N = 2 case in what
follows. We point out that all the results to be presented in this section can be extended to the general N case
straightforwardly.

A. Characterization of X̃(iii)

We clarify that the sequential strategies characterized by Eqs. (S38) and (S39) are with the causal order 1 ≺ 2.
Here, 1 ≺ 2 stands for the processes in which the first channel is queried before the second one. Hereafter, we
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denote by X̃(1≺2) an element of the set X̃(ii) with the causal order 1 ≺ 2. That is, X̃(1≺2) satisfies X̃(1≺2) ≥ 0,
tr X̃(1≺2) = dO, and

Λ(1≺2)(X̃(1≺2)) := O2
X̃(1≺2) − I2O2

X̃(1≺2) + O1 I2O2
X̃(1≺2) = X̃(1≺2). (S67)

Here we have used Λ(1≺2) to represent the map Λ(ii) with the causal order 1 ≺ 2. Notably, sequential strategies
can also be associated with the causal order 2 ≺ 1, which corresponds to the processes in which the first channel is
queried after the second one. The associated operator, denoted by X̃(2≺1) hereafter, satisfies X̃(2≺1) ≥ 0, tr X̃(2≺1) =
dO, and

Λ(2≺1)(X̃(2≺1)) := O1
X̃(2≺1) − I1O1

X̃(2≺1) + O2 I1O1
X̃(2≺1) = X̃(2≺1). (S68)

The strategies of type iii correspond to the processes in which the two channels are probed in a superposition of
the causal orders 1 ≺ 2 and 2 ≺ 1. Accordingly, X̃(iii) can be characterized as (see Eq. (18) in Ref. [4] and Eq. (7) in
Ref. [5])

X̃(iii) :=
{

X̃|X̃ = pX̃(1≺2) + (1− p) X̃(2≺1), 0 ≤ p ≤ 1
}

. (S69)

That is, X̃(iii) consists of all the X̃ that are convex combinations of X̃(1≺2) and X̃(2≺1). It is worth noting that X̃(iii)

is convex and compact.

B. Primal SDP

To derive the primal SDP for the strategies of type iii, we make use of the following formula [i.e., Eq. (15) in the
main text]:

J (iii)
max = max

X̃∈X̃(iii)
min

h∈H(q)
tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
. (S70)

By the same reasoning as in deriving Eq. (S54), we have that the optimization problem min
h∈H(q)

tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
can be

reformulated as

max
B,C

− trC− 4Re [tr (H∗Φ∗B)]

s.t.
[

X̃ B†

B C

]
≥ 0,

BΦ∗ is Hermitian.

(S71)

Substituting Eqs. (S69) and (S71) into formula (S70), we have that J (iii)
max can be computed via the following SDP:

max
X̃,B,C

− trC− 4Re [tr (H∗Φ∗B)]

s.t. X̃ = pX̃(1≺2) + (1− p) X̃(2≺1),

X̃(1≺2) ≥ 0, X̃(2≺1) ≥ 0,

Λ(1≺2)
(

X̃(1≺2)
)
= X̃(1≺2), Λ(2≺1)

(
X̃(2≺1)

)
= X̃(2≺1),

tr
(

X̃(1≺2)
)
= dO, tr

(
X̃(2≺1)

)
= dO,

0 ≤ p ≤ 1,
[

X̃ B†

B C

]
≥ 0,

BΦ∗ is Hermitian.

(S72)
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Further, introducing X̃1 = pX̃(1≺2) and X̃2 = (1− p) X̃(2≺1) to avoid the products of variables, we can simplify the
above SDP to be

max
X̃1,X̃2,B,C

− trC− 4Re [tr (H∗Φ∗B)]

s.t. X̃1 ≥ 0, X̃2 ≥ 0,

Λ(1≺2) (X̃1
)
= X̃1, Λ(2≺1) (X̃2

)
= X̃2,

tr
(
X̃1
)
+ tr

(
X̃2
)
= dO,

[
X̃1 + X̃2 B†

B C

]
≥ 0,

BΦ∗ is Hermitian.

(S73)

Here we have dropped the redundant constraint 0 ≤ p ≤ 1. Equation (S73) is the primal SDP for the strategies of
type iii.

C. Dual SDP

Using Sion’s minimax theorem [9], we can interchange the minimization and maximization in Eq. (S70) and
obtain

J (iii)
max = min

h∈H(q)
max

X̃∈X̃(iii)
tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
. (S74)

From Eq. (S69), it follows that the maximization part max
X̃∈X̃(iii)

tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]
appearing in Eq. (S74) can be formulated

as

max
X̃

tr
[
X̃Ω (h)

]

s.t. X̃ = pX̃(1≺2) + (1− p) X̃(2≺1),

X̃(1≺2) ≥ 0, X̃(2≺1) ≥ 0,

Λ(1≺2)
(

X̃(1≺2)
)
= X̃(1≺2), Λ(2≺1)

(
X̃(2≺1)

)
= X̃(2≺1),

tr
(

X̃(1≺2)
)
= dO, tr

(
X̃(2≺1)

)
= dO,

0 ≤ p ≤ 1.

(S75)

As done in Subsec. S8 B, we introduce X̃1 = pX̃(1≺2) and X̃2 = (1− p)X̃(2≺1), which allows us to simplify Eq. (S75)
as follows:

max
X̃1,X̃2

tr
[(

X̃1 + X̃2
)

Ω (h)
]

s.t. X̃1 ≥ 0, X̃2 ≥ 0,

Λ(1≺2) (X̃1
)
= X̃1, Λ(2≺1) (X̃2

)
= X̃2,

tr
(
X̃1
)
+ tr

(
X̃2
)
= dO.

(S76)

To proceed, we need to express Eq. (S76) in the standard form of a primal problem, i.e., Eq. (S45). To do this, we
write X as

[
X11 X12
X21 X22

]
, (S77)

where X11 and X22 are of the same shape as X̃1 and X̃2. We introduce the Hermitian-preserving map

Ψ (X) =



X11 −Λ(1≺2) (X11) 0 0

0 X22 −Λ(2≺1) (X22) 0
0 0 tr (X11) + tr (X22)


 , (S78)
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and further define A and B to be the following two Hermitian matrices

A =

[
Ω (h) 0

0 Ω (h)

]
, B =




0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 dO


 . (S79)

Simple algebra shows the equivalence between the SDP in Eq. (S76) and the SDP in Eq. (S45) with the above Ψ, A,
and B. We then identify the corresponding dual problem. To this end, we write Y as



Y11 Y12 Y13
Y21 Y22 Y23
Y31 Y32 Y33


 , (S80)

where Y11 and Y22 are of the same shape as X11 and X22, and Y33 ∈ R. Noticing that

Ψ∗ (Y) =
[
Y33IIO + Y11 −Λ(1≺2) (Y11) 0

0 Y33IIO + Y22 −Λ(2≺1) (Y22)

]
, (S81)

we have that the dual problem reads

min
Y11,Y22,Y33

Y33dO

s.t. Y33IIO +
(

id−Λ(1≺2)
)
(Y11) ≥ Ω (h) ,

Y33IIO +
(

id−Λ(2≺1)
)
(Y22) ≥ Ω (h) .

(S82)

Here we have removed the dummy variables Y12, Y13, Y21, Y23, Y31, and Y32. Further, rewriting Eq. (S82) by letting

λ = Y33dO, Ỹ1 = (id−Λ(1≺2))(Y11), Ỹ2 = (id−Λ(2≺1))(Y22), (S83)

we have

min
λ,Ỹ1,Ỹ2

λ

s.t. λ
IIO
dO

+ Ỹ1 ≥ Ω (h) , λ
IIO
dO

+ Ỹ2 ≥ Ω (h) ,

Λ(1≺2) (Ỹ1
)
= 0, Λ(2≺1) (Ỹ2

)
= 0.

(S84)

Here we have used the fact that Λ(1≺2) and Λ(2≺1) are projections and therefore Λ(1≺2) (Ỹ1
)
= 0 and Λ(2≺1) (Ỹ2

)
=

0. Notably, the Slater’s conditions are met. Indeed, on the one hand, as Λ(1≺2) and Λ(2≺1) are unital, that is,
Λ(1≺2)(IIO) = IIO and Λ(2≺1)(IIO) = IIO, we have that the X with X11 = X22 = IIO/2dI and X12 = X21 = 0 satisfies
the constrains X ≥ 0 and Ψ(X) = B. On the other hand, the constraint Ψ∗(Y) ≥ A can be met strictly by adjusting
the value of Y33. Now, we see that the maximization part maxX̃∈X̃(iii) tr

[
X̃Ω (h)

]
appearing in formula (S74) can

be computed via the SDP in Eq. (S84). Finally, inserting Eq. (S84) into formula (S74), we obtain that J (iii)
max can be

computed as

min
h,λ,Ỹ1,Ỹ2

λ

s.t. Λ(1≺2) (Ỹ1
)
= 0, Λ(2≺1) (Ỹ2

)
= 0,

[
λ IIO

dO
+ Ỹ1 2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)

2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†
Iq

]
≥ 0,

[
λ IIO

dO
+ Ỹ2 2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)

2 (H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h)†
Iq

]
≥ 0,

(S85)

where we have used the Schur complement condition for positive semidefiniteness [8]. Equation (S85) is the dual
SDP for strategies of type iii.
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D. Two algorithms

Here we present Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 for obtaining reliable lower and upper bounds on J (iii)
max , respec-

tively.

Algorithm 3: Find a reliable lower bound on J (iii)
max

Input: Approximately optimal X̃1, X̃2, B, and C obtained from the primal SDP in Eq. (S73)

Output: Lower bound on J (iii)
max

1 X̃(trun)
1 , X̃(trun)

2 , B(trun), C(trun) ← truncate X̃1, X̃2, B, C;

2 X̃(trun)
1 ← X̃(trun)

1 +X̃(trun)†
1

2 ; X̃(trun)
2 ← X̃(trun)

2 +X̃(trun)†
2

2 ; C(trun) ← C(trun)+C(trun)†

2 ;

3 B(acc) ← B(trun)Φ∗+ΦT B(trun)†

2 Φ∗−1 + B(trun) (IIO −Φ∗Φ∗−1);
4 X̃(acc)

1 ← Λ(1≺2)(X̃(trun)
1 ); X̃(acc)

2 ← Λ(2≺1)(X̃(trun)
2 );

5 X̃(acc)
1 ← X̃(acc)

1 dO

trX̃(acc)
1 +trX̃(acc)

2

; X̃(acc)
2 ← X̃(acc)

2 dO

trX̃(acc)
1 +trX̃(acc)

2

;

6 Adjust ϵ1, ϵ2 from 0 to 1 such that (1− ϵ1) X̃(acc)
1 + ϵ1

IIO
dI
≥ 0 and (1− ϵ2) X̃(acc)

2 + ϵ2
IIO
dI
≥ 0 ;

7 X̃(acc)
1 ← (1− ϵ1) X̃(acc)

1 + ϵ1
IIO
dI

; X̃(acc)
2 ← (1− ϵ2) X̃(acc)

2 + ϵ2
IIO
dI

;

8 Adjust ϵ such that (1− ϵ)

[
X̃(acc)

1 + X̃(acc)
2 B(acc)†

B(acc) C(trun)

]
+ ϵ IIO

dI
⊕ Iq ≥ 0;

9 B(acc) ← (1− ϵ) B(acc); C(acc) ← (1− ϵ)C(trun) + ϵIq;

10 Output the lower bound −trC(acc) − 4Re
[
tr
(

H∗Φ∗B(acc)
)]

.

To help a general reader readily see how Algorithm 3 works, we present some explanatory notes below:
Step 1 allows us to work with fractions and avoid numerical imprecision.

Step 2 renders X̃(trun)
1 , X̃(trun)

2 , and C(trun) to fulfill the Hermiticity condition.

Step 3 renders B(acc) to fulfill the condition that B(acc)Φ∗ is Hermitian. As in Algorithm 1, Φ∗−1 is the Moore-
Penrose inverse of Φ∗.

Steps 4 and 5 render X̃(acc)
1 and X̃(acc)

2 to satisfy the conditions Λ(1≺2)(X̃(acc)
1 ) = X̃(acc)

1 , Λ(2≺1)(X̃(acc)
2 ) = X̃(acc)

2 ,

and tr
[

X̃(acc)
1 + X̃(acc)

2

]
= dO.

Steps 6 and 7 render X̃(acc)
1 and X̃(acc)

2 to be positive semidefinite.

Algorithm 4: Find a reliable upper bound on J (iii)
max

Input: Approximately optimal Ỹ1, Ỹ2, h, and λ obtained from the dual SDP in Eq. (S85)

Output: Upper bound on J (iii)
max

1 Ỹ(trun)
1 , Ỹ(trun)

2 , λ(trun), h(trun) ← truncate Ỹ1, Ỹ2, λ, h;

2 Ỹ(trun)
1 ← Ỹ(trun)

1 +Ỹ(trun)†
1

2 ; Ỹ(trun)
2 ← Ỹ(trun)

2 +Ỹ(trun)†
2

2 ; h(trun) = h(trun)+h(trun)†

2 ;

3 Ỹ(acc)
1 ← (id−Λ(1≺2))(Ỹ(trun)

1 ); Ỹ(acc)
2 ← (id−Λ(2≺1))(Ỹ(trun)

2 );
4 λ(acc) ← Gradually increase the value of λ(trun) until




λ(trun) IIO
dO

+ Ỹ(acc)
1 2

(
H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)

)

2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)†

Iq


 ≥ 0,




λ(trun) IIO
dO

+ Ỹ(acc)
2 2

(
H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)

)

2
(

H∗Φ∗ − iΦ∗h(acc)
)†

Iq


 ≥ 0

are met;
5 Output the upper bound λ(acc).
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

FIG. S2. Numerical results displaying the influence of different priors p(θ) on the gaps between the maximal information J (i)
max,

J (ii)
max, J (iii)

max , and J (iv)
max . We consider four priors: (a) the Gaussian distribution with fixed mean value µ = 0 and varied standard

deviation ∆, (b) the Gaussian distribution with varied mean value µ and fixed standard deviation ∆ = 2, (c) the Gaussian

mixture distributions with varied weight w, and (d) the Beta distributions with varied a. We plot the gaps J (k+1)
max − J (k)

max as a

function of (a) ∆, (b) µ, (c) w, and (d) a. The red, blue, and green curves correspond to the gaps J (ii)
max −J (i)

max, J (iii)
max −J (ii)

max, and

J (iv)
max − J (iii)

max , respectively. The channel examined here is Eθ = E (AD) ◦ E (BF) ◦ Uθ which is the same as that considered in the
main text.

S9. METHOD FOR RANDOMLY GENERATING CHANNELS

To study the hierarchy phenomenon reported in Theorem 3, we have randomly generated 1000 channels in the
main text. Here we elaborate on the technical details of the method employed to generate these channels. All of
the channels generated are of the form Eθ = E ◦ Uθ , where Uθ is the unitary channel defined in the main text and
E denotes a channel randomly generated by our method. Specifically, to randomly generate E , we resort to the
Stinespring dilation of E [7], that is, E(ρ) = traux

(
Uρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|U†), where |0⟩⟨0| is the initial state of an auxiliary

system and U denotes the unitary evolution operator of the system in question and the auxiliary system. Through
generating unitary operators U randomly according to the Haar measure, we can obtain randomly generated
channels E .

S10. EXAMINING DIFFERENT PRIORS

Here we examine the ultimate performance of global estimation strategies (i)-(iv) with different prior knowledge
p(θ). To numerically solve SDPs in this work, we use CVX, a package for specifying and solving convex programs
[10, 11].

Figure S2 displays the influence of different priors p(θ) on the gaps between J (i)
max, J (ii)

max, J (iii)
max , and J (iv)

max . The
channel under consideration is Eθ = E (AD) ◦ E (BF) ◦ Uθ which is the same as that considered in the main text. In
Fig. S2(a), we examine the Gaussian distribution with fixed mean value µ = 0 and varied standard deviation ∆.
That is,

p(θ) =
1√

2π∆2
e−

(θ−µ)2

2∆2 , (S86)

and we set µ = 0 and examine the gap J (k+1)
max − J (k)

max as a function of ∆. In Fig. S2(a) as well as in other
subfigures, the red, blue, and green curves correspond to the three gaps J (ii)

max − J (i)
max, J (iii)

max − J (ii)
max, and J (iv)

max −
J (iii)

max , respectively.
As can be seen from Fig. S2(a), the three gaps coincide in the limit of ∆→ 0. Note that the smaller the value of ∆

is, the more the prior knowledge about θ we have. The coincidence means that the four types of global estimation
strategies (i)-(iv) perform equally well when we have substantial prior knowledge about θ. However, in the course
of increasing ∆, the two gaps J (ii)

max−J (i)
max and J (iii)

max −J (ii)
max increase monotonically, whereas the gap J (iv)

max −J (iii)
max

remains unchanged.
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FIG. S3. Numerical results displaying the influence of different priors p(θ) on the information gained in the global parallel
strategy whose input state ρ is chosen to be the GHZ state

(
|0⟩⊗N + |1⟩⊗N) /

√
2. Here we consider the Gaussian distribution

with fixed mean value µ = 0 and varied standard deviation ∆. The blue and red curves correspond to the N = 2 and 3 cases,
respectively.

Figure S2(b) examines the Gaussian distribution with varied mean value µ and fixed standard deviation ∆ = 2.
As can be seen from Fig. S2(b), the two gaps J (ii)

max −J (i)
max and J (iv)

max −J (iii)
max do not change much in the course of

varying µ. By contrast, the gap J (iii)
max −J (ii)

max first increases as µ increases from −3 to 0 and then decreases when µ
keeps increasing.

Figure S2(c) examines the Gaussian mixture distributions with varied weight w. Here a Gaussian mixture distri-
bution [12] is defined as

f (θ) = ∑
i

wi f (θ|µi, ∆i), (S87)

where f (θ|µi, ∆i) = 1√
2π∆2

i
exp

[
− (θ − µi)

2 /
(
2∆2

i
)]

is the Gaussian distribution. In Fig. S2(c), we set the prior

p(θ) to be

p(θ) ∝ w f (θ|µ1, ∆1) + (1− w) f (θ|µ2, ∆2) (S88)

with ∆1 = 1, ∆2 = 2, µ1 = −π/2, and µ2 = π/2. In the course of varying w, the two gaps J (iii)
max − J (ii)

max and
J (iv)

max − J (iii)
max behave similarly as in Fig. S2(b). However, the gap J (ii)

max − J (i)
max slowly changes, as can be see from

Fig. S2(c).
Figure S2(d) examines the Beta distribution with varied a. That is, we set p(θ) to be the Beta distribution defined

as

p (θ) ∝
(

θ + π

2π

)a−1 (
1− θ + π

2π

)b−1
, (S89)

where θ ∈ [−π, π), b = 2, and a is varied from 0.2 to 2. Overall, the three gaps behave similarly as in Fig. S2(a),
but with the difference that the two gaps J (ii)

max −J (i)
max and J (iii)

max −J (ii)
max first increase and then decrease in course

of increasing a.
Lastly, we examine the influence of different priors p(θ) on the information J gained in a global estimation

strategy when the input state ρ is chosen as the GHZ state
(
|0⟩⊗N + |1⟩⊗N) /

√
2. Hereafter we use J (ρ) to

represent the information gained with this particular choice of input state. We consider the Gaussian distribution
with mean µ = 0 and varied standard deviation ∆. Intuitively speaking, a smaller ∆ corresponds to more prior
knowledge about θ. Figure S3 shows J (ρ)/J (i)

max as a function of ∆ for global parallel strategies. The blue and
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red curves correspond to N = 2 and 3, respectively. As can be seen from Fig. S3, J (ρ)/J (i)
max is approximately 1

for a small ∆ in both the N = 2 and 3 cases. This is consistent with the known result that the GHZ is optimal for
local parallel strategies. However, J (ρ)/J (i)

max decreases as ∆ increases. This means that the GHZ state is no longer
optimal when there is no substantial prior knowledge about θ. We also examined the impact of different priors on
the performance of global sequential strategies. As the numerical results are similar to those in Fig. S3, we omitted
them here.
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