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Quantum illumination is an entanglement-based target detection protocol that provides quan-
tum advantages despite the presence of entanglement-breaking noise. However, the advantage of
traditional quantum illumination protocols is limited to impractical scenarios with low transmitted
power and simple target configurations. In this work, we propose a quantum illumination network
to overcome the limitations, via designing a transmitter array and a single receiver antenna. Thanks
to multiple transmitters, quantum advantage is achieved even with a high total transmitted power.
Moreover, for single-parameter estimation, the advantage of network over a single transmitter case
increases with the number of transmitters before saturation. At the same time, complex target
configurations with multiple unknown transmissivity or phase parameters can be resolved. Despite
the interference of different returning signals at the single antenna and photon-loss due to multiple-
access channel, we provide two types of measurement design, one based on parametric-amplification
and one based on the correlation-to-displacement conversion (CtoD) to achieve a quantum advan-
tage in estimating all unknown parameters. We also generalize the parameter estimation scenario
to a general hypothesis testing scenario, where the six-decibel quantum illumination advantage is
achieved at a much greater total probing power.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is a unique feature of quantum physics
that brings benefits in information processing tasks [1].
Quantum illumination (QI) is an example where entan-
glement provides advantages in sensing tasks even when
it is eventually destroyed by noise and loss during the
sensing process [2, 3]. The protocol sends out a signal
to probe the target while storing the entangled idler for
reference. Upon return of the noisy signal, a measure-
ment is performed on both the return and the idler to
determine the properties of the target.

QI came as a conceptual surprise, and much effort has
been devoted towards making the quantum advantage
practically relevant. To begin with, the original paper
by Tan et al. [3] showed quantum advantage with perfor-
mance bounds and left the measurement design problem
open. The initial design based on off-the-shelf compo-
nents of the parametric amplifier provides sub-optimal
quantum advantages [4], which has been demonstrated
in the optical domain [5, 6] and more recently in the mi-
crowave domain [7]. The optimal measurement has been
subsequently proposed, with the sum-frequency genera-
tion process [8] and via the correlation-to-displacement
(CtoD) conversion [9, 10]. With the development of the
CtoD concept, simplified sub-optimal receivers based on
heterodyne-homodyne is proposed to bring hope to prac-
tical microwave implementations [11].

While the challenges in the measurement design have
been relaxed, many other issues plague the practical rel-
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evance of QI, as summarized in Refs. [12, 13]. One prob-
lem regards the fact that the original protocol only de-
tects the presence and absence of a single target in a
spatiotemporal bin, which is far away from real radar de-
tection scenarios. Efforts in extending the applicability
of QI have shown that advantage in ranging can be possi-
ble [14, 15], where the target can be at different locations
along a single direction. However, the more important
problem is that QI is considering an energy constraint
that is far from realistic. As the brightness—the photon
flux per bandwidth—needs to be less than unity to en-
able quantum advantage, the power of the transmitter is
extremely low given the gigahertz bandwidth available at
microwave frequency.

In this work, we propose a quantum illumination
network to resolve the above low-power and single-
target constraints of the original QI protocols. While
a single transceiver can only detect a single target, in
the QI network, multiple targets are simultaneously
probed with a network of transmitters, and the return
is detected by a single receiver antenna (see Fig. 1i).
Due to multiple transmitters probing the same region,
the total probing power can be large. As a result, for
single target case, the advantage of QI network over the
original single-transmitter QI protocol increases with the
number of transmitters before saturation (see Fig. 1ii).
The inevitable interference of different returning signals
creates a challenge to the reception end. Surprisingly,
we show that even with a single receiver, one is able
to overcome the interference problem and achieve
estimation precision advantages over the best classical
strategies in the estimation of multiple phases or trans-
missivities. We also provide the measurement strategy
to achieve quantum advantage based on parametric
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FIG. 1. (i)Quantum illumination network set-up. A trans-
mitter array sends out multiple probes {Sj} to multiple tar-
gets (or different aspects of the same target) and then stores
the corresponding entangled idlers {Ij} in quantum memory
marked by M . The physical parameters that need to be iden-
tified correspond to the phase {θj} and reflectivity {ηj} im-
printed on the return state. With a single antenna to receive
the returning mode R, the experimenter can conduct multi-
parameter quantum estimation and hypothesis testing under
the influence of background noise (marked by B). (ii) A sim-
ple depiction of the discrepancy in estimation performance
between a QI network and a traditional QI protocols. Here
we illustrate the root-mean-square error in estimating an av-
erage of multiple phases with reflectivity ratio η ∼ 0.5, the
photon numbers NS = 0.5 and NB = 32.

amplification [4] or the CtoD conversion [9, 10].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we describe the framework of the QI network.
Section III focuses on the practical relevance of our pro-
posal. Then, we examine the classical benchmark of the
QI network in Section IV and introduce the measurement

protocols in Section V. The sensing superiority of the QI
network is demonstrated in the analysis of multiple-phase
sensing in Section VI and in the classification of reflectiv-
ity patterns in Section VII. Following that, we discuss a
potential advantage of non-asymptotic parameter estima-
tion in Section VIII. Finally, the conclusions are drawn
in Section IX.

II. QUANTUM ILLUMINATION NETWORK
SET-UP

A shown in Figure 1, a quantum illumination net-
work consists of an array of m transmitters, each emits a
signal-idler pair {Sj , Ij} in a two-mode squeezed vacuum
(TMSV) state [16]

|Φ⟩ = exp

[
1

2
arcsinh

√
NS

(
aSjaIj − a†Sj

a†Ij

)]
|0⟩Sj |0⟩Ij ,

(1)

where NS is the average photon number of Sj or Ij ,

aSj (aIj ) and a†Sj
(a†Ij ) denote the annihilation and cre-

ation operators of the signal (idler) mode, respectively,
and |0⟩ is the vacuum state. Then, the experimenter
stores the idlers, {aIj}m−1

j=0 , and sends the m signal

modes, {aSj
}m−1
j=0 , to the target. The experimental re-

alization of the transmitter array can be potentially
achieved by nano-antenna array [17, 18], in particular
at the higher frequency end of radar detection.

At the common receiver, a single return mode is re-
ceived, with interference between all return probes. The
m transmitters are able to excite more spatial modes of
the target, which may have non-zero overlap with the re-
ceiver spatial mode. As a simplified model, we assume
the maximum number of spatial modes of the target (or
multiple targets) being excited is mre and different trans-
mitters excite different spatial modes. Therefore, the re-
turn mode is given by the input-output relation

aR =

mre−1∑
j=0

1
√
mre

aRj
, (2)

which forms a multiple-access channel [19, 20] from mre

senders and a single receiver. Note that we assume that
the other mre − 1 output modes other than âR are not
accessible to the receiver end. When there are m ≤ mre

transmitters, the rest mre −m transmitter modes are in
vacuum. Here we define each virtual individual return
aRj to model the loss and noise in the channel [3, 21, 22],

aRj
= eiθj

√
ηj aSj

+
√
1− ηj aBj

, 1 ≤ j ≤ m, (3)

where ηj ∈ [0, 1] is the reflectivity, θj ∈ [0, 2π) is the
phase angle and the noise mode aBj

has an average pho-
ton number NB/(1−ηj) ≫ 1. Typically, the actual num-
ber of transmitters m ≪ mre, therefore we focus on the
case where m < mre. Here, we adopt the premise of
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reflectivity-independent noise NB as in the original ap-
proach [3], which may arise from realistic scenarios such
as low reflectivity [3], bright thermal-noise bath [3, 23],
Gaussian measurement [24], and Gaussian additive noise
channels [16].

Here the targets are described by m phase shifts
{θj}m−1

j=0 and m transmissivities {ηj}m−1
j=0 . These param-

eters can in general model different targets in the same
region, or different parts of a single target. As a special
case, the m sets of parameters can also be equal, repre-
senting a degenerate case where only a single target is
being considered. Such a degenerate case represents a
spatial multiplexing at the transmitter. Due to multiple
transmitters, the total transmitted average photon num-
ber is increased to mNS; at the same time, as we assume
a single receiver, the received photon number

〈
a†RaR

〉
=

m−1∑
j=0

1

mre
(ηjNS +NB) (4)

increases linearly with m before saturation at large m =
mre transmitters. As a result, the performance of the
QI network increases with the number of transmitters m
before saturation at m = mre. As exemplified in Fig. 1ii,
the root-mean-square estimation error in single parame-
ter estimation of QI network improves as the number of
transmitters increase. The performance evaluation uti-
lizes Eq. (13) in the degenerate case, as we detail in Sec-
tion VI.

The final measurement is applied on the return mode
R jointly with m idler modes, {Ij}m−1

j=0 . The resulting

(m + 1)-mode is in a zero-mean Gaussian state with
quadrature covariance matrix (see basic definitions with
natural units ℏ = 2 in Ref. [16]):

V =


(2N ′

B + 1) I2 ST
0 · · · ST

m−1

S0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
Sm−1 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2

 ,

(5)

where N ′
B := NB +

∑m−1
j=0 ηjNS/m refers to the adjusted

background photon number, Iℓ is the identity matrix of

dimension ℓ,
{
Sj := 2

√
ηjNS(NS + 1)/mre ZRT

j

}
are 2×

2 matrices defined by Rj = cos θjI2−i sin θjY with Z and
Y being the Pauli matrices.
To achieve the desired high precision in sensing, one

sends out ν mode pairs, {S(n)j , I
(n)
j }ν−1

n=0, at each trans-

mitter 0 ≤ j ≤ m−1 and therefore receive modes R(n)’s.
Such a repetition is typically realized by broadband
probes, where ν = BT is the time-bandwidth product
for bandwith B and pulse duration T . We can also

introduce the virtual received modes R
(n)
j , similar to

the single pair case in Eq. (3). The multiple mode pairs
can come from the large time-bandwidth product of the
spontaneous parametric down-conversion source that

generates the TMSVs.

Finally, the performance of sensing is characterized
by the square root of the weighted mean-square error
(rWMSE)

ϵϕ := min
{Ma}

√√√√m−1∑
j=0

∑
a

Tr[ρϕMa]
[
ϕ̂j(a)− ϕj

]2
/m (6)

where ρϕ refers to ν copies of output states from
the QI process, the parameters of interest are ϕ =
(θ0, · · · , θm−1)

T for multiple-phase sensing or ϕ =
(η0, · · · , ηm−1)

T for reflectivity sensing, {Ma} refer to
the positive operator-valued measure (POVM) associated

to ν-rounds of measurement, the estimator {ϕ̂j(a)} are
mapping from the measurement data a (which could be
multidimensional) to the parameters.
Given the classical and quantum Cremér-Rao theo-

rem [25–31], the rWMSE of a measurement M can be
bounded as follows:

ϵM,ϕ ≥
√

1

m
Tr
[
F−1

M
]
≥ ϵϕ ≥

√
1

m
Tr [F−1], (7)

where FM is the classical Fisher information matrix
based on the measurement results p(a) = Tr[ρϕMa]:
FM,ϕj ,ϕk

=
∑

a p(a) (∂p(a)/∂ϕj) (∂p(a)/∂ϕk) , and F is
the quantum Fisher information matrix based on the
output state ρϕ: Fϕj ,ϕk

= Tr[(LiLj + LjLi)ρϕ]/2 with
Li being the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
defined by ∂ρϕ/∂ϕi = (ρϕLi + Liρϕ)/2.

The interference among multiple returning modes, as
shown in Eq. (2), will have distinct consequences in clas-
sical and quantum scenarios. For instance, in the trivial
lossless and noiseless limit of ηj = 1, NB = 0, θj = 0, clas-
sical illumination (CI) with coherent probe states [12, 32]
will lead to the output coherent state with an ampli-
tude m

√
NS/mre. In this scenario, the receiving pho-

ton number will have a scaling
〈
a†RaR

〉
ci
∼ O

(
m2/mre

)
.

The photons of m returning modes are regained in a
single mode. In contrast, the receiving photon num-
ber in the QI network, given by Eq. (4), has a scaling〈
a†RaR

〉
ci
∼ O(m/mre) with a much higher level of pho-

ton loss. Nevertheless, we will show that the QI network
can still achieve quantum advantages in multi-parameter
estimation and hypothesis testing.

III. APPLICATION SCENARIOS

In contrast to previous QI protocols [2, 3, 12, 13], the
present approach exhibits significantly enhanced power
of probing as a result of an m tramsmitter system, hence
increasing its practical applicability. Here we provide
modeling for different sensing scenarios in terms of the
parameter choices. We will obtain thermal noise from
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Bose-Einstein distribution NB ∝ 1/[exp{(hfp/kBT )} −
1], where fp is the center frequency, T is the effective
temperature of the system, h is the Planck constant and
kB is the Boltzmann constant. The total power of the
QI network will be P := mNSB hfp, where B refers to
the bandwidth.

One parameter region of interest is the traditional mi-
crowave radar being considered in quantum illumina-
tion [3, 12, 15]. We take W-band as an example, with
fp = 100 GHz, bandwidth B = 10 GHz and sky tem-
perature T = 150K, leading to thermal noise NB ∼ 32.
Another parameter region of interest is the THz-wave
radar [33, 34]. At THz frequency (wavelength ∼ 100um),
with the implementation of nano-antenna array [17, 18],
a large number of transmitters can be engineered, greatly
enhancing the total power output over the single trans-
mitter QI system [12]. We consider NB = 0.6 for 300K
as THz radar is in short range. In this case, the QI net-
work has the potential to exhibit advantages robust to
the presence of various forms of sky noise [34, 35].

On this ground, the QI networks can be applied
to multi-parameter estimation and hypothesis testing,
which feature circumstances when a macroscopic target
cannot be effectively characterized by a single parameter
due to its complexity. Moreover, the QI network may be
taken into account when assessing the temporal evolu-
tion of the target. In the present work, the parameters
of interest are phases and reflectivities imprinted on the
returning state, each associated with the range or pres-
ence of the target. Finally, via the design of measurement
protocols, these physical parameters and their statistical
properties can be determined.

IV. CLASSICAL BENCHMARK

As a benchmark for quantum advantage, we exam-
ine the minimal estimation error achievable by classi-
cal strategies, under the constraint that probes are pre-
pared via a statistical mixture of coherent states [12, 32]
with the same total signal power as the quantum case.
We shall use the rWMSE to characterize the perfor-
mance of estimation. In the degenerate case where
all the phases have the same value, or where only the
global information in the form of weighted average phase

θ
′
=
∑

j

√
ηj/mre θj is unknown, we also adopt the root

of the mean-square error (RMSE) directly to characterize
the performance.

Based on this premise and the convexity of quantum
Fisher information matrix (QFIM) [31, 36, 37], we can
obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Asymptotic benchmark of phase
sensing (ν ≫ m)) In the classical illumination network,
where the input is restricted to random mixtures of co-
herent states, its rWMSE of estimating m independent

phases satisfies the asymptotic bound

ϵθ,c ≥

√
mre(2NB + 1)

4νNS maxj ηj
, (8)

A detailed proof of Theorem 1 is illustrated in Appendix
A. Note that it is impossible to achieve the equality
of Ineq. (8) by pure coherent states when the num-
ber of experiments is limited, particularly with the con-
dition ν < ⌈m/2⌉. This is caused by the fact that
only mixed input states can output states with full-rank
QFIMs. However, mixed input states such as ampli-
fied spontaneous emission (ASE) source are not opti-
mal due to the convexity of QFIM (see detailed proof
in Appendix A). Nevertheless, one can resolve this issue
by conducting more than m/2 experiments, by which
a full-rank QFIM can be achieved by a summation of
non-full-rank QFIMs. We can prove that the rWMSE

ϵθ,c =
√
mre(2NB + 1)

∑
j η

−1
j /(4mνNS) is achievable

with pure input states for the favorable condition ν =
ℓm/2, for any positive integer ℓ and any positive even in-
teger m. Specifically, the experimenter estimates two pa-
rameters θj and θk in each experiment, with an effective
concentration of energy [16, 38] and fine-tuned phases.

Therefore, a diagonal QFIM F
{j,k}
c = 2mNS/[mre(2NB+

1)]diag(ηj , ηk) can be achieved [29, 39]. By repeating
this experiment yet with different pairs of parameters,
the experimenter is able to obtain the minimum rWMSE.

V. MEASUREMENT DESIGN FOR QUANTUM
ILLUMINATION

We propose two designs of measurement to achieve the
quantum advantage of a QI network.

A. Parametric amplifier network

The quantum illumination network allows the estab-
lishment of a multiple access channel [19, 20], where the
follow-up measurement design of the (m+ 1) modes can
resort to the protocols based on parametric-amplifiers
(PAs). For the sake of simplicity, we will examine
two PA-based protocols: the parallel and serial phase-
conjugate receiver (pPCR/ sPCR), where PA is adopted
to perform a phase conjugation on the return. Both re-
ceivers provide a 3-dB quantum advantage in the error-
probability exponent when it comes to discriminating be-
tween target’s presence or absence [40].
Specifically, the pPCR consists of the following steps

(see schematic in Fig. 2(a) and detailed derivation in Ap-
pendix B):

(O1) Conduct a joint PA operation on the return and
vacuum to obtain the phase-conjugated return.
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FIG. 2. Schematic of two practical PA receiver designs. (a) serial phase-conjugate receiver (sPCR), (b) parallel phase-conjugate
receiver (pPCR).

(O2) Distribute the phase conjugated return from the
PA via a multi-port beamsplitter.

(O3) Implement balanced beamsplitters that produce
interference pairwisely on each portion of the
phase conjugated return output from the multi-
port beamsplitter and a set of idlers.

(O4) Perform photodetection on the interfered modes
and estimate physical parameters from the differ-
ence between total photon numbers from the two
output ports of each balanced beamsplitter.

In addition to applying the pPCR protocol, the ex-
perimenter can implement multiple PA operations in a
sequence. As illustrated in Figure 2 (b), the sPCR con-
sists of the following steps (see details in Appendix B):

(O1′) Same as O1.

(O2′) Consume one of the outputs from the PA operation
to interact with one of the stored idler. Provide
the other output and an additional vacuum to a
subsequent PA. Repeat the aforementioned step for
m times in total.

(O3′) Implement balanced beamsplitter operations to
pair-wisely generate interference between the PA
outputs and the idlers.

(O4′) Perform photodetection on the interfered modes
and estimate the parameters of interest via detect-
ing the photon count difference at each balanced
beamsplitter.

Note that photon statistics from PA receivers are phase
sensitive. To achieve the best performance, either prior
information about the phases or adaptive strategies are
needed to choose the right phase angles. In Section VI,
we shall show that the PA protocols are adequate for
achieving quantum advantages over any classical strate-
gies.

B. Correlation-to-displacement conversion

In addition to the PA receiver network, one can con-
sider the CtoD conversion protocol (see details in Ap-
pendix B), which involves the following steps:

(Q1) Upon receiving the return, perform heterodyne
measurement described by the positive operator-
valued measure (POVM) {|χ⟩⟨χ|/π} on the re-
turning mode, where |χ⟩ refers to the coherent
state with complex amplitude χ. The measure-
ment outcome can be described by the vector x =
2[Re(χ), Im(χ)]T, which satisfies the distribution:

p(x) = [4(N ′
B + 1)π]−1 exp

[
−[4(N ′

B + 1)]−1|x|2
]
. (9)

Conditioned on the measurement result x, the re-
maining idlers will have the mean and covariance
matrix{
ξχ = [2(N ′

B + 1)]−1S(Im ⊗ x),

Vχ = (2NS + 1)I2m − [2(N ′
B + 1)]−1SST,

(10)
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FIG. 3. Schematic of the CtoD measurement protocol. The
procedure is comprised of three operations: (i) heterodyne
detection on ν returning mode (ii) ν-mode passive operations
U based on the heterodyne measurement results (iii) local
homodyne detection and post-processing.

where S =
(
ST
0 , · · · , ST

m−1

)T
is a 2m × 2 matrix.

Considering the multi-mode nature of the return,
we denote the heterodyne measurement result as
χn for each n = 0, · · · , ν − 1-th mode, where ν is
the total number of modes.

(Q2) Implement identical ν-mode passive operations
V{|xn|} on each of the idler (containing ν modes)
to align the displacements {ξχn

} and to concen-
trate all displacements of mν modes into a single
m-mode state (see details in Appendix D2. )

(Q3) Perform homodyne measurement {|q⟩⟨q|} on each
of the m concentrated idlers, where |q⟩ refers to
the eigenstate of the position operator q̂ := a+ a†.

The diagram of the CtoD protocol is illustrated in
Figure 3. The protocol is based on the CtoD con-
version [9, 10], and is a direct generalization of the
heterodyne-homodyne version of CtoD receiver [11]. In
the following parts of this paper, we will evaluate the
quantum advantages of the PA and CtoD protocols
in the context of multiple-phase sensing and pattern
classification.

VI. MULTIPLE-PHASE SENSING

With the receivers in hand, now we examine the per-
formance of the QI network in multiple-phase sensing.
We begin with the PA receiver in Section VA. Denote
the PA gain of the pPCR as g; For sPCR, we also choose
uniform PA gains and denote it as g, while the actual
value of g is optimized separately in sPCR and pPCR.
Thanks to the Gaussian nature of the quantum states
and operations involved (see Appendix C), we obtain the
following theorem.

Theorem 2 (PA network for multiple phase sens-
ing) In the QI network, the PA protocol can achieve the

Fisher information matrix (ν ≫ 1):

Fpa
θj ,θk

=

2ν · ∂bj
∂θj

∂bk
∂θk

[
a−1
j δjk − (ajak)

−1
bjbk

1 + bTdiag(a)−1b

]
, (11)

where the coefficients are aj = fj(g − 1)(N ′
B + 1)(2NS +

1) + NS and bj =
√
2fj(g − 1)NS(NS + 1)ηj/mre cos θj,

fj = 1/m for pPCR and fj = gj for sPCR.

The corresponding rWMSE ϵθ =

√
Tr
[
(Fpa)

−1
]
/m

to the leading order can be obtained as

ϵθ =

√√√√m−1∑
j=0

mre[fj(g − 1)(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1) +NS]

2mν [2fj(g − 1)NS(NS + 1)ηj cos2 θj ]

+O

(√
NS

mreνNB

)
. (12)

A detailed proof of Theorem 2 can be found in Ap-
pendix C. In the above result, the PA gain is not speci-
fied. Indeed, one can optimize the sensing performance
by tuning the values of gain. We observe that the ideal
amplification rate g varies between pPCR and sPCR. In
pPCR, the best value of g is close to two, while in sPCR,
it is close to one.
For the CtoD measurement approach, exact expres-

sion of the Fisher information matrix is complicated. On
the other hand, we can obtain the rWMSE expression
asymptotically.

Theorem 3 (CtoD conversion for multiple phase
sensing) In the QI network for multiple phase sensing,
the CtoD protocol achieves the rWMSE

ϵθ =

√√√√mre(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1)

4mνNS(NS + 1)

m−1∑
j=0

η−1
j

+O

(√
NS

mreνNB

)
. (13)

A concrete proof of Theorem 3 is shown in Appendix
D. To thoroughly understand the trend of the precise
rWMSE obtained by the QI network in terms of the sig-
nal and noise brightness, we consider the two applica-
tion scenarios introduced in Section III, where the noise
NB = 32 for a W-band radar and NB = 0.6 for a THZ
radar. Then we tune the signal brightness NS and evalu-
ate the phase sensing rWMSE error ϵθ for pPCR, sPCR
and CtoD in QI network. In Fig. 4, we plot the ratio
of the quantum rWMSE (Eqs. (12) and (13)) over the
classical rWMSE (Eq. (8)) versus the ratio NS/NB. It
is shown that, as the input signal brightness grows, the
quantum advantage tends to vanish as expected. On the
other hand, given the low-brightness limit (NS ≪ 1), the
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ratio between the rWMSEs will converge to a constant
factor [10, 41]—a factor of two advantage in terms of the
variance.

Remarkably, Theorems 2 and 3 extend upon earlier
approaches of quantum illumination [2, 3, 12, 13, 41] by
introducing an efficient measurement design for the QI
network in the typical parameter region of NS < NB.
In particular, the errors shown in Eqs. (11) and (13)
converge to the same value in the weak signal limit of
NS ≪ NB (see Figure 4). Further, Eq. (13) achieves the
quantum limit for single parameter estimation [9, 42],
thus being tight in the scenario when only one phase is
unknown. In addition, it is shown in Appendix D that the
second and third steps of the CtoD method are optimal,
conditionally on the choice of heterodyne measurement
in its first step.

Note that Eqs. (12) and (13) approach a scaling of

O(
√
mre/ν). This is caused by the fact that information

about each phase is vanishing as its corresponding quan-
tum amplitude decreases. To resolve this issue, we can
alternate the parameter of interest to the average phase
θ, which induces an error of scaling O(

√
1/(mν)). Thus,

it is possible to achieve a finite error with an arbitrarily
high number of transmitters, even when the number of
transmitters m far exceeds the number of experiments ν.

In addition to estimating the phase of each mode, the
QI network can also be used to estimate the reflectivity
(assuming knowledge of the phases). Given that the PA
and CtoD have the same leading order of rWMSE, by
changing parameters of interest, we have the following
Corollary:

Corollary 1 (Reflectivity sensing) In QI reflectivity
sensing for {ηj}, the achievable rWMSE is:

ϵη ≤ 2 ϵθ

√ ∑
j ηj∑

k η
−1
k

+O

(√
NS

mreνNB

)
. (14)

Corollary 1 can be quickly verified by substituting
parameters of interest by reflectivity ratios when com-
puting QFIMs (see Appendix D).

Remark 1: ((m + 1)-mode vs single-mode output
states) The QI network produces a Gaussian state with
(m + 1) modes, using m copies of TMSV input states
(see Equation (5)). The zero-mean state’s properties
are defined by its 2m-by-2m covariance matrix, which
in turn allow for the estimation of m independent
phases. In contrast, classical correlations can only be
produced by classical mixtures of states, which does not
help in achieving the bound in Eq. (8). In addition,
if the input state is pure, the corresponding output
state will be a single-mode displaced thermal state, in
which the information of m independent phases can
only be determined by its displacement, with only two
independent degree of freedom. The limited degree of
freedom cannot allow the independent extraction of m
parameters. In Appendix A, we show that the rWMSE

FIG. 4. rWMSE ratio of phase estimation regarding the SNR.
Here we precisely evaluate two cases: (i) microwave Radar
with NB = 32;(ii) THz Radar with NB = 0.6, with m = 50
transmitters with ν = 5000 rounds of experiment. For PA
receivers, the amplification rate is g ∼ 2m for pPCR and
g ∼ 2 for sPCR. Its error refers to the minimum error of all
phase values. For CtoD protocol, the error is calculated for
θj → 0 and ηj ∼ 0.5.

for arbitrary classical estimation protocol is subjected
to ϵθ,c =

√
2νE1−c/m+ (1− 2ν/m)π2/3 in the case

ν < m/2, where E1−c refers to the minimum mean-
square-error achievable via a single-shot measurement of
the output state from classical illumination networks.

Remark 2: (PA receiver vs CtoD method) Here we
address different challenges of experimental implementa-
tion of both protocols in the microwave frequency region.
While the PA receiver only requires Gaussian operations
and photo detection, the implementation of PA receiver
requires direct interaction between the noisy return with
the idler stored in the fridge (see Fig. 2), which may in-
duce additional loss and noise to the idler system. As
shown in Fig. 3, the CtoD receiver avoids the direct in-
teraction between the noisy return and the idler stored
in the fridge and only relies on classical feed-forward to
connect the separable measurements on the signals and
idlers. Furthermore, the CtoD receiver consistently out-
performs all other PA receivers in terms of estimate error.

VII. PATTERN CLASSIFICATION

Besides multi-parameter estimation, hypothesis test-
ing between different targets is one of the first appli-
cations of QI, particularly in determining the presence
or absence of a target [2, 3]. In the setting with a
QI network, the hypotheses can be described by the
change of possible values of reflectivity: (I) η = η(0),

and (II) η = η(1), where η(h) = (η
(h)
0 , · · · , η(h)m−1)

T for
h = 0, 1. Given multiple copies of the (m + 1)-mode
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FIG. 5. Phase-estimation errors of PA receiver networks
regarding amplification ratios. Here we numerically simu-
late the microwave Radar with photon numbers NB = 32,
NS = 0.5, and parameters ηj ∼ 0.5 and θj ∼ 0. The maximal
modes is mre = 120. Number of transmitters is m = 50. Ex-
periments rounds is ν = 2 · 104.

signal-idler state, the CtoD scheme will generate condi-
tional states at j-th mode, whose displacement depends
on the reflectivity ηj and the heterodyne measurement
results {xn}. By conducting passive operations on the
ν copies of each mode, it is possible to produce ν iden-
tical m-mode states only based on the knowledge of the
heterodyne measurement results (see detailed proof in
Appendices D 2 and E): ρη(h),hp,{xn} = ρ⊗ν

η(h),x
. There-

fore, if we quantify the performance of pattern classifi-
cation by the error probability: php

(
ρη(0),hp, ρη(1),hp

)
=

1−max{Π̂h} Tr
[
Π̂h,xρη(h),hp

]
/2 with {Π̂h} being an ar-

bitrary (mν)-mode measurement, the following two the-
orems are given:

Theorem 4 (Benchmark for pattern classifica-
tion) When the reflectivities are unknown or time-
varying, which prevents the concentration of power in
some probe modes, the minimal error probability for
multiple-pattern classification is:

pci ∼
1

2
exp

−
νNS

∣∣∣∣∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)∣∣∣∣2
mre

(√
NB + 1 +

√
NB

)2
 .

(15)

A concrete proof of Theorem 4 can be found in Appendix
E. It is shown that the benchmark can be achieved by
preparing a statistic mixture of coherent states as input
[12, 16].

On the other hand, we have the following theorem if
entangled probes are allowed:

Theorem 5 (Quantum limit for pattern classifica-
tion) The QI network that satisfies the conditions that
NS = O(1) ≪ NB can achieve the error probability:

pqi ∼
1

2
exp

−
νNS(NS + 1)

∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

mre(N ′
B + 1)

(√
NS + 1 +

√
NS

)2


+O
(

m2ν

m2
reN

2
B

)
. (16)

A concrete proof of Theorem 5 can be found in Appendix
E.
Remark 3: (Quantum advantage vs disadvan-
tage) We note that the CI and QI error probabilities in
Eq. (15) and Eq. (16) have different dependence on the
reflectivities—the classical case has amplitude summed
and then square while the quantum case has amplitude
squared and then summed. Such a difference comes from
the interference in Eq. (2): in the classical case, Eq. (2)
will directly combine coherent state in amplitudes; while
in the quantum case the multiple idlers are obtained in
weakly thermal coherent states and they will only be
combined in energy even if one further applies beam-
splitter to concentrate all coherent states. Similar scaling
difference can also be identified for single parameter esti-
mation (see Appendix F). Remarkably, this phenomenon
does not appear in multi-parameter estimation. In sim-
ple terms, the reason is that Eq. (7) excludes the off-
diagonal elements of the inverse of Fisher information
matrices, resulting in the rWMSE being unaffected by
how parameters are collectively encoded in states.
Finally, Eq. (16) achieves the optimal error probability

for hypothesis testing with a single parameter [9]. The
error exponent of the QI network has an overhead as
follows:

ln(2 pqi)

ln(2 pci)
=

(√
NB + 1 +

√
NB

)2
(NS + 1)(√

NS + 1 +
√
NS

)2
(N ′

B + 1)

×

∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

∣∣∣∣∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)∣∣∣∣2
(17)

≃ 4

∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

∣∣∣∣∑m−1
j=0

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)∣∣∣∣2
, (18)

where in the second approximation we have considered
the NB ≫ 1 and NS ≪ 1 limit. When the number
of transmitters m = 1, the above results recovers the
general hypothesis testing result in Ref. [10] and pro-
vides a factor of ln(2 pqi)/ln(2 pci) ≃ 4 advantage in error
exponent (6 dB). In typical cases where the differences{√

η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

}
has values ±c with equal probabilities
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(representing absent or present), there will be an exact
6-dB advantage in error exponent as the denominator of
Eq. (18) will be proportional to m [43].

VIII. DISCUSSION: POTENTIAL ADVANTAGE
IN THE OPTICAL REGION

Optical region typically there is no-go theorem on
quantum advantage when it is very lossy [2, 3, 12, 13].
Here we present results in the non-asymptotic region
that may bring hope to quantum advantage in lossy
optical sensing. In particular, this non-asymptotic
estimation situation arises when the transmitter number
is comparatively larger than the number of experiment
rounds. On this account, the following Theorem can be
given:

Theorem 6 (Non-asymptotic benchmark for
phase sensing (ν < ⌈m/2⌉)) The classical benchmark
for multiple phase sensing with the uniform distribution
has the following non-asymptotic bounds:

ϵθ,c ≥ min
J

√
J

m

minj EBaye(ρβh(j), θj)

ν′
+

(
1− J

m

)
π2

3
,

(19)

ϵθ,c ≤ min
J′

√√√√ 1

m

J′−1∑
k=0

Ec,homo,k

ν′
+

(
1− J ′

m

)
π2

3
. (20)

where EBaye(ρ(θ), θj) is a Beyesian variance [39, 44–
46], {Ec,homo,k} is the mean-square-error achievable
by preparing coherent state probes and performing
homodyne measurement for J = ⌊2ν/ν′⌋(/J ′ = ⌊ν/ν′⌋)
phases with ν′ = 1, 2, · · · , 2ν/J(ν/J ′).

A concrete demonstration of Theorem 6 is shown in Ap-
pendix A4 a. In simple terms, when the value of ν is
much less than m, the rWMSE converges to a constant.
This phenomenon is caused by the limitation that coher-
ent state probes can only have two independent phases.
Additionally, a statistical mixture of coherent states will
induce a biased measurement results at each possibility,
thus leaving other parameters at random guess. On the
other hand, the QI network with CtoD measurement pro-
tocol will generate a (m + 1)−mode output state, pro-
viding us with the opportunity to estimate each of m
independent parameters for enough experiment rounds
without random guess (see Section VI).

Interestingly, this disadvantage of non-asymptotic clas-
sical estimation protocols might be present in the optical
region, unlike the conventional illumination situation de-
tecting a single parameter [9]. Here, we illustrate the
performance of optical illumination networks in the sce-
nario ν < m in Fig. 6. Specifically, we evaluate the lower
bound and upper bound of the classical benchmark by
considering Eq. (19) and Eq. (20), respectively. Due

FIG. 6. Performance in non-asymptotic QI phase sensing.
Here we numerically evaluate the optical scenario with NS =
200, NB = 0.01, m = 1600 effective transmitters, mre = 2000,
and transmissivity ratios ηj ∼ 0.7. The classical benchmarks
ϵθ,c is evaluated by assuming that the whole energy mNS

is concentrated in a single probe in each experiment trail.
Given a fixed experiments round number ν, we optimize the
phase number J, J ′ = ν/ν′ to be estimated while leaving the
other phases at random guess. The upper bound of bench-
mark is evaluated by ν′-shot homodyne measurement with
MSE Ec,homo,k ≈ 6.31/ν′. The lower bound of benchmark is
evaluated by the Bayesian bound with EBaye = 3.53/ν′. The
non-asymptotic Bayesian bound for QI network is evaluated
by the asymptotic Cramér-Rao bound obtained with para-
metric amplifier networks (see Theorem 2 of Section VI). The
explicit calculation of the cases where two classical probes are
used, i.e. J = 2ν/ν′ is an open problem as it induces negative
Beyasian bound in this case. In addition, the derivation of
the non-asymptotic performance of QI network remains un-
resolved.

to the difficulty of computing non-asymptotic bound of
rWMSE with correlated measurement data (see Section
VI), we evaluate the non-asymptotic error with asymp-
totic Cramér-Rao bound in Fig. 6 and leave the explicit
proof of this potential open for future approaches.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

We investigated the metrological usefulness and mea-
surement design in the quantum illumination network,
where a transmitter array and a single receiver antenna
are used. We proved an advantage in multiple-parameter
sensing and hypothesis testing. Specifically, we ana-
lytically computed the minimum rWMSE achievable by
both the QI network and arbitrary classical strategies
for the typical scenarios where the probe photon number
is smaller than that of the background noise. We show
that for a significant range of probe photon numbers, the
rWMSE achieved by either a PA or CtoD measurement
protocol has a favorable value. In contrast, all classi-
cal strategies are subjected to a larger error when the
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signal is comparatively smaller than the noise. Further,
we extend the discussion to pattern classification of the
reflectivity pattern. We show that when each transmit-
ter is constrained to a fixed number of photons, the QI
network can achieve the six-decibel advantage as in the
single-parameter hypothesis testing case. As explored in
Ref. [15], we expect the six-decibel advantage can lead
to large resolution advantage in the threshold region of
parameter estimation.

Finally, we point out a few future directions. In the
QI network, we have only considered a single receiver an-
tenna. An array of antenna such as that in the multiple-
input and multiple-output (MIMO) channel scenarios
can enable further enhancement of signal-to-noise ratios.

While we considered multi-parameter estimation, it is an
open question how such advantages can be generalized to
more general measurement settings, such as tomography
and learning.
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Appendix A: Benchmark for phase estimation

In this Appendix, we shall demonstrate the estimation error limit that can not be surpassed by any classical schemes.

1. Set-up

Without losing the generality, let us consider a situation in which the experimenter is constrained to signal-idler in
mixtures of coherent states [12, 32]:

ρc =

∫
dβ p(β)

2m−1⊗
j=0

|βj⟩⟨βj | ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|⊗(mre−m), (A1)

where β = (β0, · · · , β2m−1) refers to the vector of complex amplitudes and {p(β)} denotes an arbitrary probability
distribution. The energy constraint can be expressed as:

m−1∑
j=0

∫
dβ p(β)|βj |2 ≤ mNS. (A2)

Then, the output state of a multi-parameter illumination process becomes:

ρci = Qη,θ (ρc) (A3)

=

∫
dβ p(β)Qη,θ

2m−1⊗
j=0

|βj⟩⟨βj | ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|⊗(mre−m)

 , (A4)

=

∫
dβ p(β)D

m−1∑
j=0

√
ωjηje

−iθjβj

 ρNB
D

m−1∑
j=0

√
ωjηje

−iθjβj

 2m−1⊗
k=m

|βk⟩⟨βk|, (A5)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.80.052310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.80.052310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.13.034029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.13.034029
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where Qη,θ is the quantum channel of illumination process, ρNB
refers to a thermal state with an average photon

number NB,
{
ωj > 0, j = 0, · · · ,mre|

∑mre−1
j=0 ωj = 1

}
are weights defined by linear operation aj → ωjaR in consid-

eration of m signaling transmitters and mre−m vacuum inputs, {ηj} and {θj} are the parameters defined by Eq. (3)
in the main text. Without loss of generality, we adopt the simplification ωj = 1/mre as in Eq. (2) of the main text
in estimating error scalings throughout all Appendices, as imhomogenuity can be absorbed into the different values
of ηj ’s.

2. Lower bound of rWMSE

Given the definition of parity for matrices A ≥ B ⇐⇒ A−B ≥ 0 and the convexity of quantum Fisher information
matrix (QFIM) [31, 36, 37], we have the following bound:

Fθ,c = max
p

Fθ

∫ dβ p(β)Qη,θ

2m−1⊗
j=0

|βj⟩⟨βj | ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|⊗(mre−m)

 (A6)

≤ max
p

∫
dβ p(β)Fθ

Qη,θ

2m−1⊗
j=0

|βj⟩⟨βj | ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|⊗(mre−m)

 (A7)

= max
p

∫
dβ p(β)

1

2NB + 1

(
Cβηωη

T
ωCβ + Sβηωη

T
ωSβ

)
(A8)

=
1

2NB + 1
max

p

∫
dβ p(β)Cβηωη

T
ωCβ + Sβηωη

T
ωSβ∫

dγ p(γ) Tr (CγηωηT
ωCγ + SγηωηT

ωSγ)

∫
dξ p(ξ) Tr

[
Cξηωη

T
ωCξ + Sξηωη

T
ωSξ

]
(A9)

≤ 4mNS maxj ωjηj
2NB + 1

max
p

∫
dβ p(β)Cβηωη

T
ωCβ + Sβηωη

T
ωSβ∫

dγ p(γ) Tr [CγηωηT
ωCγ + SγηωηT

ωSγ ]
, (A10)

where Fθ(ρ) refers to the QFIM for the state ρ defined in Eq. (7), Cβ =
diag(2|β0| cos(θ0 + arg(β0) + arg(ω0)/2), · · · , 2|βm−1| cos(θm−1 + arg(βm−1) + arg(ωm−1)/2)), Sβ =
diag(2|β0| sin(θ0 + arg(β0) + arg(ω0)/2), · · · , 2|βm−1| sin(θm−1 + arg(βm−1) + arg(ωm−1)/2)) and ηω =(√
ω0η0, · · · ,

√
ωm−1ηm−1

)T
. The second inequality is obtained by the relation∫

dβ p(β) Tr
(
Cβηωη

T
ωCβ + Sβηωη

T
ωSβ

)
=

∫
dβ p(β)

m−1∑
j=0

4|βj |2ωjηj (A11)

≤4max
j
ωjηj

m−1∑
j=0

∫
dβ p(β)|βj |2 (A12)

≤4mNS max
j
ωjηj . (A13)

Thereby, the rWMSE for an arbitrary classical strategy can be lower bounded as:

ϵc =

√√√√Tr
[
F−1
θ,c

]
m

(A14)

≥ min
{pi,|ϕi⟩}

√√√√√ 2NB + 1

4m2NS maxj ωjηj
Tr

(m−1∑
i=0

pi|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|

)−1
 (A15)

= min
{pi,|ϕi⟩}

√√√√ 2NB + 1

4m2NS maxj ωjηj

m−1∑
i=0

p−1
i (A16)

=

√
2NB + 1

4NS maxj ωjηj
, (A17)

where {pi|ϕi⟩} refers to an eigendecomposition for an arbitrary density matrix, the inequality is derived by the relation
Tr
[
WB−1

]
≥ Tr

[
WA−1

]
, ∀A ≥ B andW ≥ 0. This proves Theorem 1.
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3. Achievability of the lower bound

Based on the inequality shown in Eq. (A15), it can be inferred that the optimal QFIM exhibits a spectrum
decomposition characterized by a uniform distribution. However, this requirement cannot be satisfied if we also want
to establish equality in the inequality shown in Eq. (A7), as it achieves equality when applied to pure input states
and the associated QFIM are rank-two matrices.

To resolve this issue, one can consider a scenario where the experimenter implements ν rounds of experiments. In
this case, we have the following bounds of QFIM:

Fθ,c,ν ≤ 4mNS maxj ωjηj
2NB + 1

ν

m−1∑
i=0

qi|ψi⟩⟨ψi|, (A18)

where {qi, |ψi⟩} represents the eigen-decomposition for the density matrix associated to the summation of ν different
QFIMs. In this case, one can achieve the lower bound of Eq. (A17) without requiring full-rank QFIM for each round
of the experiment.

In the case with ν ≥ ⌈m/2⌉, one can concentrate the displacement energy into two specific input pure modes in
principle, in order to achieve linear independence of the QFIMs:

Fθ,c,ν =
∑
{j,k}

F (j,k)
c , (A19)

where F
(j,k)
c is a rank-two QFIM that can be obtained by {βj = βke

−i(θj−θk+argωj/2−argωk/2+π/2) =
√
mNS/2, βi =

0,∀i ̸= j, k ̸= j}. Then, each QFIM is bounded as follows:

F (j,k)
c =

2mNS

2NB + 1

(
ωjηj 0
0 ωkηk

)
. (A20)

In the ideal case ν = lm/2, ∀l ∈ N and m is even, we have:

ϵc|ν=lm/2, ∀l∈N and m is even =

√√√√2NB + 1

4mνNS

m−1∑
j=0

(ωjηj)−1. (A21)

In practice, if the values {θj} are completely unknown, one can alternatively devise more than m experiments to
avoid the design of two-mode experiments with fine-tuned phases.

For the estimation of the average phase θ
′
:=
∑m−1

j=0

√
ωjηjθj , by applying the Jacobi transformation on the optimal

QFIM of two parameters in Eq. (A20), we will have the Fisher information as follows:

Fθ
′
,c ≤

4mνNS

2NB + 1
. (A22)

The corresponding RMSE is:

ϵθ′
,c ≥

√
2NB + 1

4mνNS
. (A23)

4. Non-asymptotic parameter estimation with ν < ⌈m/2⌉

In practice, it is usually challenging to conduct more than ν ∼ ⌈m/2⌉ experiments when the effective transmitter
number m is large. In this situation, one has to prepare a mixture of |P| := ⌈m/(2ν)⌉ pure coherent states as the
input to guarantee a full-rank QFIM. However, the upper bound in Eq. (A7) will become loose with mixed probes
due to the convexity of QFIM. Moreover, the QFIM is not applicable for evaluating errors in non-asymptotic cases.
In this subsection, we will demonstrate a lower bound of error based on the Bayesian approach and an upper bound
from homodyne detection.
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a. Lower bound of error with Bayesian approaches

Given the fact that if the input is a 2m-mode pure coherent state, the output state of the illumination network
can only be encoded with two independent real parameters, the rWMSE for estimating each phase with single-shot
measurement can be bounded as follows:

ϵc,single−shot|ν<m
2

= min
{Ma,θ̂j(a),P}

√√√√ 1

m

∫
dθ

(2π)m

∑
P

∑
j∈P

∑
a

Tr

[(∑
h∈P

pβh(j) ρβh

)
Ma

] [
θ̂j(a)− θj

]2
(A24)

≥ min
{Ma,θ̂

(h)
j (a),θ̂j,guess,P}

√√√√√ 1
m

∫
dθ

(2π)m

∑
P
∑

j∈P pβh(j)

∑
a Tr

[
ρβh(j)M

(h)
a

] [
θ̂
(h)
j (a)− θj

]2
+ 1

m

∫
dθ

(2π)m

∑
P
∑

j∈P
[
1− pβh(j)

] ∑
a Tr

[
ρβh(j)M

(h)
a

] [
θ̂
(h)
j,guess − θj

]2 (A25)

≥ min
|P|,{pβh(j)}

√√√√ 1

m

∑
P

∑
j∈P

[
pβh(j)EBaye(ρβh(j), θj) +

(
1− pβh(j)

) π2

3

]
(A26)

=

√
2ν

m
min
j
EBaye(ρβh(j), θj) +

(
1− 2ν

m

)
π2

3
, (A27)

where βh(j) is associated to the state that encodes the information about θj and P denotes a mutually orthogonal

set of |P| ∼ m
2ν subscripts from 1 to m, ρβh

= D
(∑m−1

k=0

√
ωkηke

−iθkβ
(h)
k

)
ρNBD

(∑m−1
l=0

√
ωlηle

−iθl β
(h)
l

)
⊗2m−1

l=m

|β(h)
l ⟩⟨β(h)

l | is the output state of a classical illumination network when the input is a 2m-mode pure coherent state

⊗2m−1
l=0 |βl⟩. Here, the state ρβh

carries information for two independent phases, while its mixture
∑

h pβh
ρβh

can

encode 2|P | independent phases. θ̂
(h)
j (a) refers to the unbiased estimator when the output is ρβh(j). Here, the

second equation is derived from the fact that the state ρβh(j) can only carry information for at most two independent
real parameters. The inequality is derived by considering a uniform distribution of the phases and by using the

relation minx∈[0,2π)

∫ 2π

0
dθj
2π (x − θj)

2 = π2/3 and the Bayesian bound for non-asymptotic measurement [39, 44–46]:

EBaye(ρ(θ), θj) =
∫
dθ p(θ)θ2j −Tr

[
ρ(θ)B2

j

]
where {Bj} are Bayesian counterpart of the equation for the SLD defined

by: Bj

∫
dθ p(θ)ρ(θ)+

∫
dθ p(θ)ρ(θ)Bj = 2

∫
dθ p(θ)ρ(θ)θj with p(θ) being the uniform distribution. This Bayesian

bound can be evaluated numerically by solving the above Sylvester equation.
More generally, if we choose to estimate J = ⌊2ν/ν′⌋ phases and leave the other for random guess, we have the

error:

ϵc,multiple−shot|ν<m
2
= min

J

√
J

m

minj EBaye(ρβh(j), θj)

ν′
+

(
1− J

m

)
π2

3
, (A28)

where EBaye(ρβh(j), θj) is the single-shot MSE of estimating j for the probe with displacement
√
ωkηkNS/2e

−iθk +√
ωjηjNS/2e

−iθj for arbitrary j ̸= k.

b. Upper bound of error with pure probe and homodyne measurement

Consider the situation where the experimenter prepares a highly-bright single-mode probe for the estimation of a
single phase. The returning state will be:

ρk = D
(
e−iθk

√
mωkηkNS

)
ρNB

D†
(
e−iθk

√
mωkηkNS

)
. (A29)

Then, the experimenter performs a single-shot homodyne measurement, which produces the probability distribution
[32]:

p(q) =
exp

[
− 1

2(2NB+1)

(
q − cos θk

√
mωkηkNS

)2]√
2π (2NB + 1)

, (A30)
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where q ∈ R refers to the homodyne measurement result.
By constructing the maximum likelihood estimator:

θ̂k(q) =

{
arccos

(
q (mωkηkNS)

−1/2
)
, |q|√

mωkηkNS
≤ 1

3π
2 ,

|q|√
mωkηkNS

> 1
(A31)

the mean-square-error will be:

Ec,homo,k =

∫ 2π

0

dθk
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dq p(q)

[
θ̂k(q)− θk

]2
(A32)

=

∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

∫
|q|√

mωkηkNS
≤1

dq
exp

[
− 1

2(2NB+1) (q−cos θk
√
mωkηkNS )

2
]

√
2π(2NB+1)

[
arccos

(
q (mωkηkNS)

−1/2
)
− θk

]2
+
∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

∫
|q|√

mωkηkNS
>1

dq
exp

[
− 1

2(2NB+1) (q−cos θk
√
mωkηkNS )

2
]

√
2π(2NB+1)

(
3π
2 − θk

)2 (A33)

=
c
∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

∫
|q|≤1

dq
exp

[
− 1

2(2NB+1)
(q−cos θk )2c2

]
√

2π(2NB+1)
[arccos (q)− θk]

2

+c
∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

∫
|q|>1

dq
exp

[
− 1

2(2NB+1)
(q−cos θk )2c2

]
√

2π(2NB+1)

(
3π
2 − θk

)2 (A34)

=
c
∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

∫ π

0
dθ′k sin θ′k

exp
[
− 1

2(2NB+1) (cos θ
′
k−cos θk )

2
c2

]
√

2π(2NB+1)
(θ′k − θk)

2

+
∫ 2π

0
dθk
2π

1
2

[
2− erf

(
c(1−cos θk)√
2(2NB+1)

)
− erf

(
c(1+cos θk)√
2(2NB+1)

)] (
3π
2 − θk

)2, (A35)

where c =
√
mωkηkNS is known. Thereby, by repeating experiment ν′ times to estimate a single parameter, the

mean-square-error will decrease in a scaling O(1/
√
ν′).

Consider the non-asymptotic multi-parameter sensing case where the experimenter only estimate J ′ parameters, for
each implementing ν′ rounds of experiments. Then, he will leave the other independent parameter at random guess.
Therefore, the overall rWMSE will be:

ϵc,homo|ν<m = min
J′

√√√√ 1

m

J′−1∑
k=0

Ec,homo,k

ν′
+

(
1− J ′

m

)
π2

3
, (A36)

where ν = ν′J ′ < m is the total experiment rounds.

Appendix B: Quantum illumination network set-up and its measurement design

1. Representation of Gaussian quantum systems

In this section, we review basic definitions for continuous-variable quantum systems, showing the Gaussian repre-
sentation of quantum states in terms of their moments.

Consider a 2m-mode continuous-variable Gaussian quantum system, where the whole system can be fully described
by its first and second moments [16, 32]. Specifically, if we adopt the natural units ℏ = 2, the characteristic function
of a 2m-mode Gaussian state ρ ∈ St(H⊗2m) can be defined as:

χ(ξ′) = Tr[ρD(ξ′)] (B1)

= exp

[
−1

2
ξ′TΩTV Ωξ′ + i(Ωξ′)Tξ

]
, (B2)

where the matrix Ω =

(
0 −1
1 0

)
⊗ I2m is known as the symplectic form, D(ξ′) us the displacement operator, V

is the covariance matrix and xi is the mean. The displacement operator D(ξ′) = exp
(
irTΩξ′

)
, where ξ′ ∈ R4m

are quadratures to describe quasidistributions and r = (q̂0, p̂0, · · · , q̂2m−1, p̂2m−1)
T refers to the quadrature field

operator. The covariance matrix defined by Vij = Tr[{∆r̂i,∆r̂j}ρ]/2, (i, j = 0, · · · , 2m − 1) with ∆r̂i = r̂i − ξi and
{A,B} = AB +BA being the anticommutator, while the mean ξ = Tr[rρ].
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2. Quantum illumination network

The quantum illumination network that involves the CtoD measurement protocol consists of the following steps:

(I) Preparation of probes:— A transmitter array generates m copies of two-mode squeezed vacuum (TMSV) states.
The overall state can be described by the displacement and covariance matrix [16]:

ξI = 0,

VI = Im ⊗

(
(2NS + 1)I2 2

√
NS(NS + 1)Z

2
√
NS(NS + 1)Z (2NS + 1)I2

)
,

(B3)

where 0 = (0, · · · , 0)T is the vector with zeros, Z =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
is the Pauli-Z matrix, I2 is the 2× 2 identity, IN

is the N ×N identity, and NS refers to the average photon number of the two-mode squeezed vacuum state.

(II) Sensing of phase and reflectivity:— The signal modes of the entangled states are sent to the target, and each
independently experiences a thermal loss channel as described by Eq. (3) in the main text. The overall m-mode
noisy process gives rise to the following moments:

ξII = 0,

VII =
⊕m−1

j=0

(
(2ηjNS + 2NB + 1)I2 2

√
ηjNS(NS + 1)RjZ

2
√
ηjNS(NS + 1)ZRT

j (2NS + 1)I2

)
,

(B4)

with Rj being an operator defined as Rj = cos θjI2 − i sin θjY, and Y =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
being the Pauli-Y operator.

(III) Coherent interference:— The interference among multiple returning modes can be modeled by a linear operation
wherein the m signal-imprinted modes are taken as input. This channel will lead to the following moments:

ξII = 0,

VIII =
1
2Pm(W ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2) (Imre−m ⊗ I2 ⊕ VII) (W

† ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2)Pm

+ 1
2Pm

[
(W ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2) (Imre−m ⊗ I2 ⊕ VII) (W

† ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2)
]T
Pm,

(B5)

whereW is a mre×mre unitary matrix with
√
ωij ∈ R being the entry at its i-th row and j-th column, satisfying

the condition
∑mre−1

n=0

√
ωin

√
ωkn = δik,∀i, n, k = 0, · · · ,mre − 1, Pm is the projector to the m signaling modes

and the m idlers. For algebraic convenience, we assume the condition ωij ∼ 1/
√
mre when estimating error

scalings.

(IV) Discarding of m-1 modes:— Due to the multi-access channel, the experimenter has only access to one of the
modes after interference and therefore equivalently discards the (m − 1) imprinted modes and obtains a state
with the following moments:

ξIV = 0

VIV

=


(
2
∑m−1

j=0 ωj,m−1 (ηjNS +NB) + 1
)
I2 ST

0 · · · ST
m−1

S0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...

Sm−1 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2

 ,

(B6)

where the matrix entries are defined as: Sj = 2
√
ωj,m−1ηjNS(NS + 1)ZRT

j .

In the following part of the Appendix and the main text, for the simplicity of notations, we denote the interference
coefficients ωj,m−1 by ωj and assume that they are all positive numbers.

3. Parametric-amplifier (PA) receiver network

Let us examine two practical methods for implementing the PA receiver network, known as the parallel (pPCR)
and serial phase-conjugate receiver (sPCR), as shown in Figure 7.
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a. Parallel PCR

The parallel PCR scheme is illustrated in Figure 7 (a). Given the output state from the QI network (as shown in
Eq. (B6)), the pPCR consists of the following steps:

(V- A1) PA on the returning mode and a vacuum state:— The experimenter conducts a joint PA operation that
generates interference between the returning mode and a vacuum state:

q̂R → √
g q̂vac +

√
g − 1 q̂R

p̂R → √
g p̂vac −

√
g − 1 p̂R

q̂vac →
√
g − 1 q̂vac +

√
g q̂R

p̂vac → −
√
g − 1 p̂vac +

√
g p̂R,

(B7)

where qR(pR) refers to the position (momentum) operator of the returning mode, qvac(pvac) refers to the position
(momentum) operator of the vacuum whose covariance matrix is I2, and g ≥ 1 is the amplification gain. After
discarding one mode of PA, the covariance matrix of the (m + 1)-mode state will be transformed into the
following matrix:

VV−A1 =


[
g + (g − 1)

(
2
∑m−1

j=0 ωj(ηjNS +NB) + 1
)]

I2
√
g − 1ZST

0 · · ·
√
g − 1ZST

m−1√
g − 1S0Z (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...√

g − 1Sm−1Z 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2

 . (B8)

(VI- A1) Distribution via a multi-port beamsplitter:— By using a multi-port beamsplitter, one can obtain the following
covariance matrix:

VVI−A1 =
1

2
(U ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2) (Im−1 ⊕ VVI.A1) (U

† ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2) (B9)

+
1

2

[
(U ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2) (Im−1 ⊕ VVI.A1) (U

† ⊗ I2 ⊕ Im ⊗ I2)
]T
, (B10)

where U is a m ×m unitary matrix with
√
uij ∈ R being the entry at its i-th row and j-th column, satisfying

the condition
∑m−1

n=0

√
uin

√
umn = δim,∀i,m = 0, · · · ,m − 1. Without losing the generality, let’s consider the

multi-port beamsplitter with |um−1,j | = 1/m,∀j = 0, · · · ,m− 1. Then, the covariance matrix becomes:

VVI−A1 =



(
2N ′

B,g

m + 1
)
I2

2N ′
B,g√
m

I2 · · · 2N ′
B,g√
m

I2
√

g−1
m ZST

0 · · ·
√

g−1
m ZST

m−1

2N ′
B,g√
m

I2
. . .

...
...

...
...

. . .
2N ′

B,g√
m

I2
2N ′

B,g√
m

I2 · · · 2N ′
B,g√
m

I2
(

2N ′
B,g

m + 1
)
I2

√
g−1
m ZST

0 · · ·
√

g−1
m ZST

m−1√
g−1
m S0Z · · ·

√
g−1
m S0Z (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...√

g−1
m Sm−1Z · · ·

√
g−1
m Sm−1Z 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2


, (B11)

where N ′
B,g = (g − 1)(N ′

B + 1) and N ′
B =

∑m−1
j=0 ωj(ηjNS +NB).

(VII -A1) Interfere the signal modes and idlers pairwisely with balanced beamsplitters:— Implement balanced beam-

splitter operations: a→ (a+ b)/
√
2, b→ (a− b)/

√
2 pairwisely on each output from the multi-port beamsplitter

and one of the idler modes. Output states of the j-th balanced beamsplitter can be denoted by the subscript
(j,±). The resulting covariance matrix is denoted by VVII−A1.

Now let’s define N̂j,± := a†j,±aj,± as the photon number operator of the (j,±) mode. Thanks to the results in

Refs. [47–49], we can express the first and second moments of the photon number operator {N̂j,±} as functions
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of the covariance matrix VVII−A1. Further, if we define the photon number difference operator at the j-th

beamsplitter as N̂j,D := N̂j,+ − N̂j,−, we will have the following moments of {N̂j,D}:

〈
N̂j,D

〉
=
〈
N̂j,+

〉
−
〈
N̂k,−

〉
= 2

√
(g − 1)ωjηjNS(NS + 1)

m
cos θj , (B12)〈

N̂j,DN̂k,D

〉
−
〈
N̂j,D

〉〈
N̂k,D

〉∣∣∣
j ̸=k

=
〈
N̂j,+N̂k,+

〉
−
〈
N̂j,−N̂k,+

〉
−
〈
N̂j,+N̂k,−

〉
+
〈
N̂j,−N̂k,−

〉
−
〈
N̂j,+

〉〈
N̂k,+

〉
+
〈
N̂j,−

〉〈
N̂k,+

〉
+
〈
N̂j,+

〉〈
N̂k,−

〉
−
〈
N̂j,−

〉〈
N̂k,−

〉
(B13)

=
2(g − 1)

m
NS(NS + 1)

√
ωjωkηjηk cos θj cos θk, (B14)〈

N̂j,DN̂j,D

〉
−
〈
N̂j,D

〉〈
N̂j,D

〉
=
g − 1

m
(N ′

B + 1)(2NS + 1) +NS +
2(g − 1)

m
NS(NS + 1)ωjηj cos

2 θj , (B15)

(IX -A1) Detecting the difference between the total photon counts :— Given ν ≫ 1 rounds of experiments, estimate
physical parameters {θj , ηj} from the difference between total photon numbers from the {+,−} output ports
of each balanced beamsplitter. Given the multidimensional central limit theorem, the total photon number

difference N tot
j,D :=

∑ν−1
n=0

〈
N̂

(n)
j,D

〉
of the j-th beamsplitter follows the distribution:

p
(
N tot

D

)
∼ 1√

(2π)m detΣ
exp

[
−1

2

(
N tot

D − µ
)T

Σ−1
(
N tot

D − µ
)]

(B16)

µ = ν ·
〈
N̂D

〉
(B17)

Σ = ν ·
〈(

N̂ tot
D − µ

)(
N̂ tot

D − µ
)T〉

, (B18)

whereN tot
D := (N tot

0,D, · · · , N tot
m−1,D)

T is the vector of total photon count difference, N̂ tot
D := (N̂ tot

0,D, · · · , N̂ tot
m−1,D)

T

refers to the photon number difference operators of a single experiment, the explicit expressions of m and Σ
are given by Eqs. B12 and B15.

b. Serial PCR

Consider the serial phase-conjugate receiver as illustrated in Figure 7. (b). It would consist the following steps:

(V -A2) Conduct a joint PA operation to interfere the returned state with a vacuum state:— The experimenter
implements a joint PA operation that takes the first vacuum state and the returning mode as the input. The
covariance matrix can be updated following Eq. (B7):

VV−A2 =


[g − 1 + g (2N ′

B + 1)] I2 2
√
g(g − 1) (N ′

B + 1)Z √
g ST

0 · · · √
g ST

m−1

2
√
g(g − 1) (N ′

B + 1)Z [g + (g − 1) (2N ′
B + 1)] I2

√
g − 1ZST

0 · · ·
√
g − 1ZST

m−1√
g S0

√
g − 1S0Z (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0

...
...

...
. . .

...√
g S0

√
g − 1Sm−1Z 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2

 . (B19)

(VI- A2) Repeated PA:— Store one of the output states from the PA operation. Provide the other output state and
an additional vacuum state to a subsequent PA (see Figure 7). Repeat the aforementioned step for m times in
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total. Finally, the covariance matrix becomes:

VVI−A2

=



(
2gm−1N ′

B,g + 1
)
I2
√
g2m−3u · · ·

√
gm−1u

√
gm−1 v0 · · ·

√
gm−1 vm−1√

g2m−3u
. . .

...
...

...
...

(
2gN ′

B,g + 1
)
I2

√
gu

√
gv0 · · · √

gvm−1√
gm−1u · · · √

gu
(
2N ′

B,g + 1
)
I2 v0 · · · vm−1√

gm−1v†0 · · · √
gv0 v0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...√

gm−1v†m−1 · · · √
gvm−1 vm−1 0 · · · (2NS + 1)I2


, (B20)

where N ′
B,g = (g − 1)(N ′

B + 1), u = 2N ′
B,gI2, and vj =

√
g − 1ZST

j .

(VII- A2) Interfere the output states of PA and idlers pairwisely with balanced beamsplitters:— The experimenter

implements balanced beamsplitter operations a→ (a+b)/
√
2, b→ (a−b)/

√
2 to pairwisely generate interference

between the stored output states of PAs and the idler states. Output states of the j-th balanced beamsplitter
can be denoted by the subscript (j,±).

Then, the first and second moments of the photon number difference operator {N̂j,D := a†j,+aj,+−a†j,−aj,−} are
as follows: 〈

N̂j,D

〉
=2
√
gj(g − 1)ωjηjNS(NS + 1) cos θj , (B21)〈

N̂j,DN̂k,D

〉
−
〈
N̂j,D

〉〈
N̂k,D

〉∣∣∣
j ̸=k

=2(g − 1)NS(NS + 1)
√
gj+kωjωkηjηk cos θj cos θj , (B22)〈

N̂j,DN̂j,D

〉
−
〈
N̂j,D

〉〈
N̂j,D

〉
=gjN ′

B,g(2NS + 1) +NS + 2gj(g − 1)NS(NS + 1)ωjηj cos
2 θj . (B23)

(VIII -A1) Detecting the difference between the total photon counts :— Given ν ≫ 1 rounds of experiments, estimate
physical parameters {θj , ηj} from the difference between total photon numbers from the {+,−} output ports of
each balanced beamsplitter. Given the multidimensional central limit theorem, the probability of total photon
number difference follows Eq. (B16).

4. Correlation-to-displacement (CtoD) conversion

Let’s look at the measurement design with correlation-to-displacement conversion. After obtaining the overall
output state in Eq. (B6), one can implement the following step:

(V.B) Measuring one returning mode:— The experimenter performs a single-mode heterodyne measurement
{|χ⟩⟨χ||χ = (qx + ipx)/2 ∈ C} on the output of the multiple-access channel. For simplicity of notation, let’s
define the vector x = (qx, px)

T. Then, by adopting the well-known results for conditional Gaussian systems
[50], we will have the resulting moments:

ξV−B = 1
2(N ′

B+1)

(
xTST

0 , · · · , xTST
m−1

)T

VV−B =


(2NS + 1)I2 0 · · · 0

0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 (2NS + 1)I2

− 1
2(N ′

B+1)


S0S

T
0 , · · · , S0S

T
m−1

...
. . .

...

Sm−1S
T
0 , · · · , Sm−1S

T
m−1


p(x) = 1

4(N ′
B+1)π exp

(
− |x|2

4(N ′
B+1)

)
. (B24)
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FIG. 7. Schematic of two practical PA receiver designs. (a) serial phase-conjugate receiver (sPCR), (b) parallel phase-conjugate
receiver (pPCR).

Appendix C: Performance of PA receivers in phase sensing

1. Quantum Cremér-Rao bound

Consider a quantum state ρθ, which encodes a vector of parameters of interest θ = (θ0, · · · , θm−1)
T. Given the

quantum Cremér-Rao theorem [28–31] , we have the following bound for multiparameter estimation:

E ≥ F−1 (C1)

where E is the mean-square-error (MSE) matrix with elements {Eij =
∑

a Tr[ρθMa](θ̂i(a) − θi)(θ̂j(a) − θj)}, {Mj}
refer to the positive operator-valued measure (POVM) of the measurement that satisfy the condition

∑
aMa = I

and Ma ≥ 0,∀a, θ̂j(a) is a mapping from the measurement result a to the parameter θj , F is the quantum Fisher
information matrix (QFIM) with the element Fij = Tr[(LiLj + LjLi)ρθ]/2 and Li being the symmetric logarithmic
derivative defined by ∂ρθ/∂θi = (ρθLi + Liρθ)/2. Note that when the QFIM is a diagonal matrix, the Cremér-Rao
bound is achievable [29, 39].

Furthermore, the bound in Eq. (C1) has a equivalent expression:

Tr[WeE] ≥ Tr
[
WeF

−1
]

(C2)

where We could be an arbitrary positive semidefinite matrix. If we choose We = I/m and define the average of the
variances in estimating each phase as:

ϵ = min
{Ma}

√√√√ 1

m

m−1∑
j=0

∑
a

Tr[ρθMa](θ̂j(a)− θj)(θ̂j(a)− θj), (C3)

we will have the Cramér-Rao bound for rWMSE:

ϵ ≥
√

Tr[F−1]

m
. (C4)
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2. PA receivers

Here we investigate the precision achievable by the parallel PCR scheme introduced in Section B 3. Given Eq.
(B16), we know that the measurement probability {p (N tot

D )} of pPCR follows a nultivariate normal distribution. By
applying the results in Ref. [51, 52], we will have the element of Fisher information matrix regarding the phases:

Fppcr
θj ,θk

=
∑
Ntot

D

1

p (N tot
D )

∂ p (N tot
D )

∂θj

∂ p (N tot
D )

∂θk
(C5)

=
1

2
Tr

[
Σ−1 ∂Σ

∂θj
Σ−1 ∂Σ

∂θk

]
+
∂µT

∂θj
Σ−1 ∂µ

∂θk
, (C6)

where µ :=
√
2ν b and Σ := ν ·

(
a Im + bbT

)
is the covariance matrix defined in Eq. (B16) with:

Σ−1 =
1

νa
Im − 1

νa(a+ bT b)
bbT , (C7)

a =
g − 1

m
(N ′

B + 1)(2NS + 1) +NS, (C8)

bj =

√
2(g − 1)

m
NS(NS + 1)ωjηj cos θj . (C9)

Given that the first term of Eq. (C6) exhibit a proportional increase with respect to ν, we have:

Fppcr
θj ,θk

∼ 2ν

a
· bjbk

[
δjk − bjbk

a+ bT b

]
tan θj tan θk. (C10)

Next, the rWMSE may be calculated by creating the Fisher information matrix F using the diagonal elements
{Fθj} and inputting it into Equation (C4).
The calculation technique for serial PCR is identical to the one described above, with the exception that the

moments are µ :=
√
2ν b′ and Σ := ν ·

[
diag (a′) + b′b

′T
]
:

a′
j = gj(g − 1)(N ′

B + 1)(2NS + 1) +NS, (C11)

b′j =
√
2gj(g − 1)NS(NS + 1)ωjηj cos θj . (C12)

The corresponding Fisher information is:

F spcr
θj ,θk

∼ 2ν · b
′T
j b

′T
k

[
a

′−1
j δjk −

a
′−1
j b′jb

′
ka

−1
k

1 + Tr [a′−1b′b′T ]

]
tan θj tan θk. (C13)

Therefore, one can obtain the Eq. (11) in the main text. Furthermore, if we rewrite the Fisher information of Eq.
(11) of the main text as Fpa := A + ζ†ζ with A being its first diagonal term and ζ describing its second term, its
inverse will be:

Tr
[
Fpa−1

]
=
∑
j

(
A−1

)
jj

+

∑
j

(
A−1

jj ζj
)2

1 + bTA−1b− ζTA−1ζ
. (C14)

By applying Eq. (C4), one can achieve Eq. (12) in Theorem 2 of the main text.

Appendix D: Optimal design of the CtoD protocol for phase sensing

In the follow-up section, we shall evaluate the achievable QFIM for the QI network with the condition NS ≪ NB.
Specifically, we first prove that the QFIM of the resulting state after implementing the heterodyne measurement in
the CtoD protocol establishes a diagonal matrix. Then, we take the average of the QFIM based on the heterodyne
measurement result, as the output state is projected to an orthogonal basis [31]. Finally, we show that the classical
FIM obtained by performing homodyne measurement in the last step of the CtoD can achieve the aforementioned
average QFIM.
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1. Explicit expression of the quantum Fisher information matrix

Let’s compute the quantum Fisher information matrix of the conditional state ρm,x described by Eq. (B24) in
terms of the phases {θj |j = 0, · · · ,m− 1}. Without losing the generality, let’s have the presumption NB ≫ NS. We
will later investigate the parameter region for NB = O(NS) in the practical design of measurements. On this account,
the quantum Fisher information matrix (QFIM) [31, 53–55] regarding different parameters is:

Fij =
1

2
R−1

αβ,µν

∂Vαβ

∂θi

∂Vµν

∂θj
+ V −1

µν

∂ξµ
∂θi

∂ξν
∂θj

, (D1)

where R = V ⊗ V +Ω⊗Ω/4.

Further, we can define the matrix R0 = V0 ⊗ V0 + Ω ⊗ Ω/4 with V0 being the first term of Eq. (B24). Then,
given the relation R−R0 ∝ O(N3

S/NB), we have the condition limn→∞(I−R−1
0 R)n = 0 [56] as well as the following

relation:

R−1 =

∞∑
n=0

[
R−1

0 (R0 −R)
]n R−1

0 (D2)

=R−1
0 + E(NS, NB), (D3)

where E(NS, NB) is an error matrix that has the scaling O
[
(mreNBNS)

−1
]
. Therefore, given the following relations:

R−1
0 = Im ⊗ Im ⊗

 ra 0 0 −rB
0 ra rB 0
0 rB ra 0

−rB 0 0 ra

 , (D4)

∂VV

∂θj
= − 1

2(N ′
B + 1)



0, · · · S0
∂ST

j

∂θj
· · · , 0

... 0
... 0

...
∂Sm−1

∂θj
ST
0 , · · · , Sj

∂ST
j

∂θj
+

∂Sj

∂θj
ST
j · · · Sj

∂ST
m−1

∂θj
..., 0

... 0 ,
...

0, · · · Sm−1
∂ST

j

∂θj
· · · , 0


, (D5)

V −1
V =


(2NS + 1)−1I2 0 · · · 0

0 (2NS + 1)−1I2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 (2NS + 1)−1I2


+

1

2(2NS + 1)2(N ′
B + 1)− 4(2NS + 1)NS(NS + 1)Cω

 S0S
T
0 , · · · , S0S

T
m−1

...
. . .

...
Sm−1S

T
0 , · · · , Sm−1S

T
m−1

 , (D6)

where ra = 16(2NS+1)2

256N4
S+512N3

S+384N2
S+128NS+15

, rB = − 4
256N4

S+512N3
S+384N2

S+128NS+15
, Cω =

∑
j ωjηj , the overall Fisher

information matrix is lower bounded as follows:

F =
NS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)2(2NS + 1)

|x|2 diag{ω0η0 · · · , ωm−1ηm−1}

+
2N2

S(NS + 1)2

[(2NS + 1)2(N ′
B + 1)− 2(2NS + 1)NS(NS + 1)Cω](N ′

B + 1)2
F ′ + E ′(NS, NB), (D7)

where F ′ is a matrix with the elements F ′
ij = ωiωjηiηjx

TṘT
i RiRT

j Ṙjx ≡ ωiωjηiηj |x|2, E ′(NS, NB) has the scaling

O
(
N3

S/(NBmre)
3
)
.
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Therefore, the average Fisher information matrix is:

F =

∫
d2x

π
p(x)F (D8)

=
4NS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1)

diag{ω0η0 · · · , ωm−1ηm−1}

+
8N2

S(NS + 1)2

[(2NS + 1)2(N ′
B + 1)− 2(2NS + 1)NS(NS + 1)eTv](N ′

B + 1)
vvT + E ′(NS, NB), (D9)

where v is a vector v = (ω0η0, · · · , ωm−1ηm−1) and e = (1, · · · , 1)T, the first and second term of Eq. (D9) has the
scaling O(NS/(NBmre)) and O(N2

S/(NBmre)
2), respectively. The dominating part of the average Fisher information

matrix F is diagonal, which indicates that it is achievable by independent single-parameter estimation protocols
[29, 39]. In addition, the first term of Eq. (D9) has the same scaling as that shown in the single-parameter estimation
[57].

2. Repetition of experiments

The average Fisher information matrix in Eq. (D9) is derived by taking an average of the Fisher information
matrix for conditional states, while in practice, different rounds of experiments will lead to different conditional
states. Consider a scenario where the experimenter conducts the CtoD protocol with ν rounds of experiment. The
resulting state will be:

ρV,ν =

ν−1⊗
n=0

ρV,xn
(D10)

which has the moments:

ξV,ν = 1
2(N ′

B+1)

(
xT
0 S

T
0 , · · · , xT

0 S
T
m−1 , · · · , xT

m−1S
T
0 , · · · , xT

m−1S
T
m−1

)T

VV,ν =


(2NS + 1)I2 0 · · · 0

0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 (2NS + 1)I2

⊗ Iν − 1
2(N ′

B+1)


S0S

T
0 , · · · , S0S

T
m−1

...
. . .

...

Sm−1S
T
0 , · · · , Sm−1S

T
m−1

⊗ Iν

p({xn}) = 1
(4(N ′

B+1))ν exp
(
−

∑
n |xn|2

4(N ′
B+1)

)
(D11)

where xn refer to the heterodyne measurement reuslt from n-th repetition of the steps (I)-(IV) and (V.B).

(VI.B) Phase rotation and displacement concentration:— The experimenter can implement single-mode phase-rotation
operations based on the measurement results {xn} to make the phase of displacement equal to that of the first
mode. Then, the experimenter can implement m ν-mode beam-splitter operations in the redundant space to
concentrate the displacement to m modes with moments:

ξVI,ν =

√∑
j |xj |2

2(N ′
B+1)

(
eTxS

T
0 , · · · , eTxS

T
m−1

)T

VVI,ν =


(2NS + 1)I2 0 · · · 0

0 (2NS + 1)I2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 (2NS + 1)I2

− 1
2(N ′

B+1)


S0S

T
0 , · · · , S0S

T
m−1

...
. . .

...

Sm−1S
T
0 , · · · , Sm−1S

T
m−1


p({xk}) = 1

(4(N ′
B+1))ν exp

(
−

∑
k |xk|2

4(N ′
B+1)

)
(D12)

where ex = x0/|x0|.
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Given the relations ξVI,ν = (
√∑

j |xj |2/|x0|)ξV,ν and VVI,ν = VV,ν , we can quickly derive the quantum Fisher

information matrix:

F ν =
4νNS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1)

diag{ω0η0 · · · , ωm−1ηm−1}

+
8νN2

S(NS + 1)2

[(2NS + 1)2(N ′
B + 1)− 2(2NS + 1)NS(NS + 1)eTv](N ′

B + 1)
vvT + E ′(NS, NB), (D13)

where the expressions for ν and e are given in Eq. (D9).

3. Optimal design of the estimation protocol (NB > NS)

Let’s consider homodyne measurement on the conditional state in step V.B, which produces the probability distri-
bution [32]:

p(q) =

exp

[
− 1

2 (q − ξV,q)
T
[
(2NS + 1)Im − 2NS(NS+1)

N ′
B+1 Tθ

]−1

(q − ξV,q)

]
√∏m−1

j=0 2π
(
2NS + 1− 2NS(NS+1)ωjηj

N ′
B+1

) , (D14)

where Tθ is a m × m matrix with matrix elements Tθ,ij =
√
ωiωjηiηj cos(θi − θj), q := (q̂0, · · · , q̂m−1)

T is a real

vector with m elements regarding to the measurement result, ξV,q =
√
NS(NS + 1)/(N ′

B + 1)[
√
ω0η0(qx cos θ0 +

px sin θ0), · · · ,
√
ωm−1ηm−1(qx cos θm−1 + px sin θm−1)]

T is the position component of ξV.
Therefore, we have the classical Fisher information matrix:

Fmn

= lim
ϵm→0
ϵn→0

8
[
1−

∫
dq
√
pθ(q)pθ+ϵm+ϵn(q)

]
ϵmϵn

(D15)

≥ lim
ϵm→0
ϵn→0

8

[
1− exp[− 1

16 (ξV,q−ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn )T(Mθ+Mθ+ϵm,ϵn )(ξV,q−ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn )]√
det{ 1

2 Im+ 1
2M

−1
θ Mθ+ϵm,ϵn}

]
ϵmϵn

(D16)

= lim
ϵm→0
ϵn→0

8
{
1− exp

[
− 1

8 (ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)
T
Mθ (ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

]}
ϵmϵn

(D17)

= 2
∂ξTV,q

∂θm
Mθ

∂ξV,q

∂θn
, (D18)

where ξϵm,ϵn and θ + ϵm + ϵn refer to case where the m-th and n-th phases have negligible additional parts ϵm and

ϵn, respectively, Mθ = [(2NS + 1)Im − 2NS(NS + 1)/(N ′
B + 1)Tθ]

−1
, and Eq. (D16) is obtained by the relation:∫

dq exp

{
−1

4
(q − ξV,q)

TMθ(q − ξV,q)−
1

4
(q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

TMθ+ϵm,ϵn(q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

}
=

∫
dq exp

{
−1

4
qTMθq − 1

4
(q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn + ξV,q)

TMθ+ϵm,ϵn(q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn + ξV,q)

}
(D19)

=

∫
dq exp

{
−1

4
(−q − ξV,q + ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

TMθ(−q − ξV,q + ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)−
1

4
qTMθ+ϵm,ϵnq

}
(D20)

≥
∫

dq exp

{
−1

4
qT (Mθ +Mθ+ϵm,ϵn) q − 1

8
qT (Mθ +Mθ+ϵm,ϵn) (ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

−1

8
(ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

T (Mθ +Mθ+ϵm,ϵn) q − 1

8
(ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

T (Mθ +Mθ+ϵm,ϵn) (ξV,q − ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn)

}
(D21)

=

√
πm

det
(
1
4Mθ + 1

4Mθ+ϵm,ϵn

) exp{− 1

16
(ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn − ξV,q)

T (Mθ +Mθ+ϵm,ϵn) (ξV,q,ϵm,ϵn − ξV,q)

}
. (D22)



25

Here the inequality is derived from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality:
∑

n xnyn ≤
∑

n x
2
n

∑
m y2m.

Here we have the relation:[
(2NS + 1)Im − 2NS(NS + 1)

N ′
B + 1

Tθ

]−1

=
1

2NS + 1
Im +

(2NS + 1)(ssT + ccT) + ssTccT + ccTssT − cTcssT − sTsccT

(2NS + 1) [(2NS + 1− sTs)(2NS + 1− cTc)− |cTs|2]
,

(D23)

where c =
√
2NS(NS + 1)/(N ′

B + 1)(
√
ω0η0 cos(θ0), · · · ,

√
ωm−1ηm−1 cos(θm−1)) and s =√

2NS(NS + 1)/(N ′
B + 1)(

√
ω0η0 sin(θ0), · · · ,

√
ωm−1ηm−1 sin(θm−1)), the second term has the scaling O (1/(mNB))

for 1 < NS ≪ NB and O (NS/(mNB)) for NS ≪ 1 ≪ NB. Here, we assume the condition ωj ∼ O(1/m),∀j. Then,
one can compute the explicit expression for the Fisher information:

F =
2NS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)2(2NS + 1)

diag{ω0η0(−qx · · · ), · · · , ωm−1ηm−1(−qx sin θm−1 + px cos θm−1)
2}+ F ′(NS, NB), (D24)

where F ′(NS, NB) has the scaling O
(
N2

S(qx + px)
2/(m2

reN
3
B)
)
for either the case 1 < NS ≪ NB or the case NS ≪

1 ≪ NB.
If we adopt the protocol VI in ν rounds of experiment and integrate over the set of measurement results {xn}, we

have:

F =

∫ ∏
j

dxjp({xj})

× 2NS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)2(2NS + 1)

diag

{
ω0η0

(
ν−1∑
l=0

q2x,l · · · , ωm−1ηm−1

(∑
k

q2x,k sin
2 θm−1 + p2x,k cos

2 θm−1

)}
+ F ′(NS, NB)

(D25)

=
4νNS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1)

diag{ω0η0 · · · , ωm−1ηm−1}+ F ′′(NS, NB), (D26)

where F ′′(NS, NB) has the scaling O
(
νN2

S/(m
2
reN

2
B)
)
. Therefore, for either the case 1 < NS ≪ NB or the case

NS ≪ 1 ≪ NB, we have the average of the estimation variance for {θj}:

E =
1

m

m−1∑
j=0

〈
(θ̂ − θ)2

〉
(D27)

=
1

m

m−1∑
j=0

F
−1

jj +O
(
NS

νNB

)
(D28)

=
(N ′

B + 1)(2NS + 1)

4mνNS(NS + 1)

m−1∑
j=0

(ωjηj)
−1 +O

(
1

ν

)
, (D29)

where the second equation is obtained by taking into consideration the effect of nuisance parameters [58]. Finally, by

defining the standard derivation by ϵ =
√
E, we can achieve the Eq. (13) in the main text.

Note that the achievable rWMSE can also be lower bounded by that obtained by a favorable case where only one of
the m phases is unknown [58]. In this case, the scaling of the lower bound regarding NS, NB, and ν can be given by
an RMSE for estimating identical phases. It has been shown in Ref. [9] that the optimal RMSE achieves the scaling

O(
√
NB/(νNS)). Therefore, we can conclude that Eq. (13) attains the optimal scaling regarding NS, NB, and ν,

despite noncommutative generators for alternative phases.

Appendix E: CtoD protocol for Pattern Classification

1. Set-up

Let’s consider the scenario where the QI network is employed to discriminate the following two hypotheses:{
Hypotheses I: η = η(0)

Hypotheses II: η = η(1)
(E1)
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where η(h) := (η
(h)
0 , · · · , η(h)m−1)

T for h = 0, 1 refers to the vector of reflectivity encoded from the output state ρη(h)

of the QI network (see Eq. (5) in the main text). Following the first and second steps of the CtoD protocol with ν
rounds of experiment in Appendix D2, it is possible to produce an m-mode conditional state described by Eq. (10)
in the main text:

ρη(h),pe = ρη(h),
√
νx ⊗ ρ⊗ν−1

η(h),0
, h = 0, 1 (E2)

except for its displacement where x =
√∑ν−1

n=0 |xn|2/ν, where the subscript ‘pe’ stands for parameter estimation.

Here, we introduce an alternative second step of CtoD for hypothesis testing:

(2.HP) Use the m ν-mode beam-splitter operations to uniformly distributed the displacements to the ν m-mode states:

ρη(h),hp = ρ⊗ν
η(h),x

, h = 0, 1, (E3)

where the subscript ‘hp’ stands for hypothesis testing.

2. The quantum Chernoff bound

Through the step mentioned by the last subsection, we can apply the quantum Chernoff bound for discriminating
identical states and bound the corresponding error [59, 60]:

php

(
ρ⊗ν
η(0) , ρ

⊗ν
η(1)

)
≤
∫ ∏

n

dxnp({xn})php
(
ρ⊗ν
η(0),x

, ρ⊗ν
η(1),x

)
(E4)

php

(
ρ⊗ν
η(0),x

, ρ⊗ν
η(1),x

)
:=1− 1

2
max
{Π̂h,x}

Tr
[
Π̂h,xρ

⊗ν
η(h),x

]
(E5)

≤1

2

(
inf

s∈[0,1]
Tr
[
ρsη(0),xρ

1−s
η(1),x

])ν

(E6)

where the inequality is derived from the quantum data processing inequality after heterodyne measurement [61],

{Π̂j,x} refers to an arbitrary (mν)-mode measurement. In particular, we can further use the relations for Gaussian
quantum systems [60]:

Tr
[
ρsη0,xρ

1−s
η1,x

]
= Qs exp

{
−1

2
(ξη(0) − ξη(1))T

(
Vη(0),s + Vη(1),1−s

)−1
(ξη(0) − ξη(1))

}
(E7)

Qs =
2m
∏m−1

j=0 Gs(µ
(0)
j )G1−s(µ

(1)
j )√

det
[
Vη(0),s + Vη(1),1−s

] (E8)

Vη(0),s = S(h)
sym

m−1⊕
j=0

Λs(µ
(h)
j )I2

S(h)T
sym (E9)

where S
(h)
sym is a symplectic transformation defined by Vηh

= S
(h)
sym

(⊕m−1
j=0 µ

(h)
j I2

)
S
(h)T
sym with {µ(h)

j } being the sym-

plectic eigenvalues, with Vηh
being the covariance matrix defined in Eq. (10) of the main text, the displacement

vector ξηh
is defined by ξηh

:= 1/(2(N ′
B + 1)) (S0 x, · · · , Sm−1 x)

T
, {Sj} are defined in Eq. (5) in the main text.

Without losing the generality, let’s consider the practical situation where the phases are known. Then, one can im-

plement phase correction operations to have θ
(h)
j = 0 for j = 0, · · · ,m−1, h = 0, 1. In this case, the covariance matrices

has the form Vηh
= (2NS +1)I2m − 2NS(NS +1)/(N ′

B +1)η
(h)
ω η

(h)T
ω ⊗ I2 with η

(h)
ω =

(√
ω0η

(h)
0 , · · · ,

√
ωm1

η
(h)
m−1

)T

,

we could have: 
µ
(h)
0 = 2NS + 1− 2NS(NS+1)

N ′
B+1 η

(h)T
ω η

(h)
ω

= 2NS + 1−O
(

N2
S

mreNB

)
µ
(h)
j = 2NS + 1, j = 1, · · ·m− 1

(E10)
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Thereby, if we take into consideration the condition NS = O(1) ≪ NB, we have:

Vηh,s =Λs(2NS + 1)I2m +
Λs(µ

(h)
0 )− Λs(2NS + 1)

η
(h)T
ω η

(h)
ω

η(h)
ω η(h)T

ω ⊗ I2 (E11)

=Λs(2NS + 1)I2m − 8NS(NS + 1)s(2NS + 2)s−1(2NS)
s−1

(N ′
B + 1)[(2NS + 2)s − (2NS)s]2

η(h)
ω η(h)T

ω ⊗ I2 +O
(
N2

Sϵd
NB

)
η(h)
ω η(h)T

ω ⊗ I2 (E12)

=Λs(2NS + 1)I2m +O
(

1

NB

)
η(h)
ω η(h)T

ω ⊗ I2 (E13)

where ϵd is a constant from the definition of the derivative limit [62].

With these premises, we have the relation:

Tr
[
ρsη0

ρ1−s
η1

]
≤ exp

{
−1

2
(ξη(0) − ξη(1))T

(
Vη(0),s + Vη(1),1−s

)−1
(ξη(0) − ξη(1))

}
(E14)

= exp

{
−1

2

|ξη(0) − ξη(1) |2

Λs(2NS + 1) + Λ1−s(2NS + 1)
+O

(
m2(xq + xp)

2

m2
reN

3
B

)}
(E15)

= exp

−NS(NS + 1)

2(N ′
B + 1)2

∑m−1
j=0 ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

Λs(2NS + 1) + Λ1−s(2NS + 1)
|x|2

+O
(
m2(xq + xp)

2

m2
reN

3
B

)
(E16)

Finally, the discrimination error is bounded by:

php

(
ρ⊗ν
η(0),x

, ρ⊗ν
η(1),x

)
≤1

2

 inf
s∈[0,1]

exp

−NS(NS + 1)

2(N ′
B + 1)2

∑
j ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

Λs(2NS + 1) + Λ1−s(2NS + 1)
|x|2




ν

+O
(
m2ν(xq + xp)

2

m2
reN

3
B

)

(E17)

≤1

2
exp

−NS(NS + 1)

4(N ′
B + 1)2

∑
j ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

Λ 1
2
(2NS + 1)

∑
n

|xn|2

+O
(
m2ν(xq + xp)

2

m2
reN

3
B

)
(E18)

Given the probability distribution

p({xn}) ≈
1

[4(N ′
B + 1)π]ν

exp

[
−
∑

n |xn|2

4(N ′
B + 1)

]
(E19)

for a constant N ′
B due to the assumption NS ≪ NB, we have the average error is:

php

(
ρ⊗ν
η(0) , ρ

⊗ν
η(1)

)
≤1

2

1 +
NS(NS + 1)

∑
j ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

(N ′
B + 1)Λ 1

2
(2NS + 1)


−ν

+O
(

m2ν

m2
reN

2
B

)
(E20)

=
1

2
exp

−
νNS(NS + 1)

∑
j ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)2

(N ′
B + 1)Λ 1

2
(2NS + 1)

+O
(

m2ν

m2
reN

2
B

)
(E21)

which has the same scaling with the single parameter case [9].
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3. Benchmark for pattern classification

Classical pattern classification protocols can be modeled as the situation where the input source for the QI network
will be described by a state with positive P-representation [12, 16]. Equivalently, the input source can be modeled
by a statistical mixture of multi-mode coherent states. Given the result in Ref. [63], we know that the minimum
error is achieved by pure probe states in the quantum discrimination of channels. Therefore, with 2m coherent
probe states ⊗2m−1

j=0 |βj⟩, the output state of the QI network will be a single-mode displaced thermal state ρβ =

D
(∑m−1

k=0

√
ωkηke

−iθkβk

)
ρNBD

(∑m−1
l=0

√
ωlηle

−iθlβl

)
, which induces the relations:

Tr
[
ρsη0,cρ

1−s
η1,c

]
=

2Gs(2NB + 1)G1−s(2NB + 1)

Λs(2NB + 1) + Λ1−s(2NB + 1)
exp

−
2

∣∣∣∣∑j

√
ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)
βj

∣∣∣∣2
Λs(2NB + 1) + Λ1−s(2NB + 1)

 , (E22)

where Gp(µ) and Λp(µ) are functions defined as follows:

Gp(µ) =
2p

(µ+ 1)p − (µ− 1)p
, (E23)

Λp(µ) =
(µ+ 1)p + (µ− 1)p

(µ+ 1)p − (µ− 1)p
. (E24)

Furthermore, it can be proved that Eq. (E22) achieves its minimal value by with s = 1
2 [9]. Therefore, we have:

php

(
ρ⊗ν
η(0),c

, ρ⊗ν
η(1),c

)
=

1

2
min
β

exp

−
ν

∣∣∣∣∑j

√
ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)
βj

∣∣∣∣2
Λ 1

2
(2NB + 1)

 (E25)

In the case where either {ωj} or {ηj} are unknown, the experimenter can not concentrate the power of the probe
modes to one that minimizes the error probability. Further, we have the following conditions:

m−1∑
j=0

√
ωj

(√
η
(0)
j −

√
η
(1)
j

)
= O(0), (E26)

we will have a scaling advantage using the CtoD quantum strategy.

Appendix F: Discussion on average phase sensing

Let’s reduce our discussion to single-parameter estimation. As a concrete example, we consider the sensing of the
average phase:

θ =

m−1∑
j=0

√
ωjηj θj . (F1)

Next, there will be two distinct scenarios: (i) The differences between each pair of the m phases are known. (ii)
There still exist m − 1 independent and unknown phases after estimation of the average phase. In the subsequent
subsections, we shall examine these two scenarios separately.
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1. Degenerative case

If differences between each pair of phases are known, we may apply the following transformation [58] of to the
QFIM achievable by the QI network:

F qi

θ
=
(

∂θ0
∂θ
, · · · , ∂θm−1

∂θ

)
F


∂θ0
∂θ
...

∂θm−1

∂θ

 (F2)

=
4mνNS(NS + 1)

(N ′
B + 1)(2NS + 1)

+O
(
m2νN2

S

mreN2
B

)
. (F3)

where F is the QFIM obtained by the CtoD, as shown in Eq. (D9), m−1
re is defined in Eq. (2) in the main text and

is given by the premise ωj ∼ m−1
re . Then, its RMSE is:

ϵqi
θ
=

√
(N ′

B + 1)(2NS + 1)

4mνNS(NS + 1)
+O

(√
mNS

m2
reνNB

)
. (F4)

On the other hand, given by the convexity of Fisher information [31], the output state from classical illumination
network in Eq. (A5) will achieve the maximal value of quantum Fisher information (QFI) when the probe is pure.
By using the results of QFI for Gaussian states [31, 53–55], we will have the maximal QFI for classical case:

Fci
θ

= max
{βj ;|βj |=NS}

4

2NB + 1

∣∣∣∣∣∂
∑m−1

j=0

√
ωjηje

−iθjβj

∂θ

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (F5)

=
4m2NS

2NB + 1
. (F6)

The corresponding root mean-square-error (RMSE) achievable by the classical network is:

ϵci
θ
=

√
2NB + 1

4m2νNS
. (F7)

As shown in Eqs. (F4) and (F7), there is a disadvantage of QI network average parameter sensing in the scaling of
transmitter number m.

2. Non-degenerative case

Consider the case where there are m unknown independent parameters {θ, θ1, · · · , θm−1}, where θ is defined in Eq.
(F1). The partial Fisher information of θ can be obtain by computing the Schur’s complement [58] of the initial FIM,
i.e. that in Eqs. (D9). The presence of m− 1 nuisance parameters in both quantum and classical scenarios leads to
a reduction in the value of partial Fisher information. Given the current focus on multi-parameter sensing, we will
leave this research question for future works.
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