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Symmetry plays a crucial role in quantum physics, dictating the behavior and dynamics of physical
systems. In this paper, We develop a hypothesis-testing framework for quantum dynamics symmetry
using a limited number of queries to the unknown unitary operation and establish the quantum
max-relative entropy lower bound for the type-II error. We construct optimal ancilla-free protocols
that achieve optimal type-II error probability for testing time-reversal symmetry (T-symmetry)
and diagonal symmetry (Z-symmetry) with limited queries. Contrasting with the advantages of
indefinite causal order strategies in various quantum information processing tasks, we show that
parallel, adaptive, and indefinite causal order strategies have equal power for our tasks. We establish
optimal protocols for T-symmetry testing and Z-symmetry testing for 6 and 5 queries, respectively,
from which we infer that the type-II error exhibits a decay rate of O(m−2) with respect to the
number of queries m. This represents a significant improvement over the basic repetition protocols
without using global entanglement, where the error decays at a slower rate of O(m−1).

Introduction.— Symmetry is a fundamental con-
cept in physics, playing a crucial role in the formulation
and understanding of physical laws [1, 2]. According to
Noether’s theorem, each symmetry in a physical system
corresponds to a conservation law [3] and the recogni-
tion of symmetries enables the streamlining of calcula-
tions by reducing the number of degrees of freedom tied
to conserved quantities. Thus, symmetry offers a pow-
erful framework for analyzing and simplifying complex
quantum systems. It enhances the protection of quantum
states against errors [4], ensures secure keys for quantum
cryptography [5, 6], and deepens the understanding of
entanglement [7].

Building on this foundational role, the detection and
determination of different symmetries within quantum
dynamics are of particular significance, as symmetry en-
ables the inference and prediction of the behavior of un-
known quantum systems by revealing fundamental char-
acteristics of the Hilbert space [8, 9]. Furthermore, recent
research in algorithmic learning [10, 11] has shown that
identifying the symmetries of infinite unitary subgroups
validates significant quantum advantages and enhances
the learning capabilities of models.

However, distinguishing symmetries within quantum
dynamics remains a challenging task due to the inher-
ent complexity and often non-intuitive behavior of quan-
tum systems, requiring a detailed understanding of the
system’s Hamiltonian and the corresponding quantum
states [10–12]. This task aligns with the broader frame-
work of quantum property testing, where one seeks to
determine specific properties of quantum systems while
minimizing resources and measurements [13–16]. Al-
though significant progress has been made in testing sym-
metries of finite unitary groups through algorithmic ap-
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FIG. 1. The framework of symmetry distinguishing task via
quantum comb. Given two unitary distributions µ0, µ1 of in-
terest, the task is to perform operations on the given unitaries
and decide which distribution it belongs.

proaches [17, 18], much work remains in extending these
methods to more complex cases [19].

In this paper, we frame the challenging task of identi-
fying symmetry subgroups of unitaries as a hypothesis-
testing problem in quantum dynamics. Specifically, we
focus on two significant symmetries as illustrative ex-
amples: time-reversal symmetry (T-symmetry) and di-
agonal symmetry (Z-symmetry). The former originates
from the representation of the orthogonal group and is
closely related to the quantum resource theory of imag-
inarity [20, 21]. Although complex numbers are funda-
mental in both the theoretical and experimental aspects
of quantum physics [22–25], determining whether a sys-
tem undergoes evolution of a time-reversal Hamiltonian
remains essential. The latter, Z symmetry, referring to
diagonal Hamiltonian or unitaries, is regarded as less re-
sourceful in experimental physics and quantum comput-
ing. From the perspective of quantum dynamics, diago-
nal unitary circuits elucidate the coherence in quantum
computing [26, 27], efficiently generate quantum random-
ness [28–30], simulate classical thermodynamics [31], and
simplify circuit synthesis [32]. These symmetries, though
fundamental, associate with null sets within the general
unitary group, making their identification a non-trivial
challenge.
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We towards answer a basic question of what the opti-
mal discrimination rate is between the null subset and the
unitary under the two symmetries. For both T-symmetry
and Z-symmetry testing, we focus on minimizing the
type-II error probability while the unitary is allowed to be
queried a limited number of times. We construct explicit
and optimal protocols achieving the minimal type-II error
when the number of unitary queries ranges from 1 to 6.
We further infer that the type-II error decays as O(m−2)
with the number of queries m based on these optimal
protocols, while the type-II error decays as O(m−1) for
the naive repetition strategies. Our results demonstrate
that sequential and other causal strategies do not exhibit
an advantage over these protocols, thereby establishing
a counter-example to previous research in channel dis-
crimination [33], communication [34, 35], and quantum
metrology [36, 37].

Hypothesis testing of unitary distributions.—
Given two d-dimensional unitary distributions µ0, µ1 of
interest, the task is to perform operations on the given
unitaries and decide which distribution it belongs. The
task is similar to the binary-classification tasks in ma-
chine learning and it can also be treated as the channel-
version of the composite hypothesis-testing task [38].

In this context, we could consider the distribution µ1 to
be the Haar measure µU of d-dimensional unitary group
U(d), while the other distribution µ0 to be the Haar mea-
sure of some subgroup of unitary, denoted as US(d), ex-
hibiting a specific symmetry of interest, such as µO for
time-symmetry unitaries or µD for diagonal unitaries.
Time-symmetry refers to the condition eiHt = e−iHt,
which implies that the unitary U is real, i.e. U = U∗,
thereby classifying the corresponding operator O as be-
longing to the orthogonal group O(d). Diagonal unitaries
form a group isomorphism U(1)d, referring to the matri-
ces of the form UD =

∑
j e
iϕj |j⟩⟨j| with a set of orthonor-

mal basis {|j⟩}, where we choose the computational basis
without loss of generality. While T-symmetry and Z-
symmetry are more implementable in experiments, it is
impossible to sample them from the unitary group since
they are the zero measure subset of U(d). For our appli-
cation cases, we could assume the two distributions µ0

and µ1 disjointed by subtracting different distributions,
which are approximated to the Haar measure.

For unknown quantum dynamics Ũ sampled from the
two distributions, one aims to determine which of the
two it actually belongs to. A protocol (in the way of
comb/super-channel) C is implemented for the discrimi-

nation as C(Ũ). Then a quantum measurement, or posi-
tive operator-valued measure (POVM) {M0,M1}, where
M1 = I −M0, is executed on the output of the desired
protocol. If the measurement result outcomes 0 from
M0, our decision goes to the quantum dynamics in µ0;
if it outcomes 1 from M1, then the quantum dynamics
is guessed from µ1. We then define the average error
probability over the unitary distributions. In this task
of hypothesis testing of unitary distributions, there are
two types of errors that can occur: type-I average error

probability (false positive)

α(C) := EU∼µ0
Tr[C(U)M1], (1)

and type-II average error probability

β(C) := EU∼µ1
Tr[C(U)M0], (2)

where the expectation is taken through the unitary
group. Without the loss of generality, we specify M0

and M1 to be |0⟩⟨0| and |1⟩⟨1|, respectively. Then the
type-I error becomes α(C) :=

∫
U∼µ0

⟨1|C(U)|1⟩, and the

type-II error becomes β(C) :=
∫
U∼µ1

⟨0|C(U)|0⟩.
Given that µ0 is zero measure subset of µU , it follows

that one can always guess the unitary from U(d) with a
higher probability of success. It is then natural to con-
sider asymmetric hypothesis testing, which asks about
how small one of the errors can be subject to constraints
on the other error. Specifically, it is concerned with the
study of the optimized type-II error probability,

β(m)
ϵ = min

C
{β(C) | α(C) ≤ ϵ, C ∈ Comb}, (3)

where m denotes the number of queries of target uni-
taries, and the comb represents different causal strategies
such as parallel, adaptive and indefinite protocols. It is
reasonable to expect that the type-II error may decrease
with more queries of target unitaries.
Main Results.— Following the best practice of quan-

tum resource theory, the problem can be naturally for-
mulated to find the optimal type-II error probability by
querying the fixed number of unitaries m with the fol-
lowing Semidefinite Programming (SDP),

β(m)
ϵ = min Tr

[
C · (Ω(m)

µ1
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
s.t. Tr

[
C · (Ω(m)

µ0
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
≥ 1− ϵ, C ∈ Comb,

(4)

where Ω
(m)
(·) is defined as the performance operator

Ω
(m)
(·) := EU∼(·)|U⊗m⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗m| [39], where |U⊗m⟩⟩ is the

vectorization of U . The operator C is a matrix represen-
tation of a quantum comb called the Choi matrix of a
quantum comb, and it can be characterized by positivity
and linear constraints [40]. The solution of the SDP gives
the optimal type-II error with the constrained type-I er-
ror tolerance. When ϵ → 0, namely, there is no type-I
error.
We would like to clarify that our setting is different

from [11–14, 25] where certain type-I error is accepted
to give efficient algorithms for identifying the desired set
of unitaries. Given that the set of interest holds greater
significance than other sets, it is more natural to consider
a general type-I error and explore the fundamental per-
formance limits of the optimal protocols. Our approach
can also serve as a general extension of previous results.
We next present the main theorem of this paper, an

upper bound and a lower bound of hypothesis testing of
quantum dynamics tasks.
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Theorem 1 There is an upper bound β
(m)
up that β

(m)
0 ≤

β
(m)
up , where β

(m)
0 is the minimal average type-II error for

testing the unitary distributions µ0 and µ1 within m calls
without type-I error:

β(m)
up = min

|ψ⟩∈Hdm

Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]

s.t. Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ0

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
= 1,

(5)

or equivalently |ψ⟩ is a common eigenstate of the m-th
tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of
µ0.

We show Theorem 1 by constructing protocols satisfying
the upper bound. More specifically, the protocol is given
by

Theorem 2 For a common eigenstate |ψ⟩ of the m-th
tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of
µ0, denote a measure channel Mψ defined by its Choi
operator

JMψ
:= |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|+ (1− |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)⊗ |1⟩⟨1|. (6)

Then

U 7→ Mψ(U
⊗m|ψ⟩) (7)

is a protocol testing the unitary distributions µ0 and µ1

within m calls without type-I error. Moreover, its average
type-II error is

β
(m)
0 = Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
. (8)

We give explicit constructions for orthogonal and diago-
nal unitaries discrimination and its upper bound of type-
II error in Supplemental Material [41].

Quantum max-relative entropy bounds type-II
error. — Intuitively, when a random unitary sampled
from µ1 is very close to a unitary from the distribution
µ0, the protocol faces difficulty in distinguishing between
the two distributions. A well-known measure that quan-
tifies the ‘distance’ between two operators is the quantum
max-relative entropy, which has been applied in various
quantum information processing tasks [42–45]. It is de-
fined as Dmax(P∥Q) := inf{λ : P ≤ 2λQ} [42], where
P and Q are positive semidefinite operators. We then
demonstrate that the lower bound of the average type-II
error in distinguishability is constrained by the quantum
max-relative entropy,

Theorem 3 The lower bound for the minimal average
type-II error for testing the distributions µ0 and µ1 within
m calls with type-I error ϵ is bounded by max-relative
entropy,

β(m)
ϵ ≥ β

(m)
ϵ,low =

(1− ϵ)

2Dmax(Ω
(m)
µ0

∥Ω(m)
µ1

)
. (9)

FIG. 2. Illustration of the protocol: To query the unknown
unitary U m times, the protocol for achieving the optimal
type-II error probability is constructed using U⊗m in parallel.

The bound quantifies the distance between the perfor-

mance operator Ω
(m)
µ0 and Ω

(m)
µ1 , indicating that a smaller

distance makes it more challenging to distinguish be-
tween two distributions. Furthermore, this relationship
provides another operational meaning to the quantum
max-relative entropy in hypothesis testing of unitary dis-
tributions.
Notably, this lower bound of the minimal average type-

II can be efficiently computed via SDP, which is given by,

β
(m)
ϵ,low = max(1− ϵ)t, s.t. Ω(m)

µ1
− tΩ(m)

µ0
⪰ 0, (10)

of which we remain the derivation in the Supplemental
Material [41]. It is noted that the optimization constraint
in the dual formulation of this lower bound is relaxed by
replacing C ⪰ 0 in the original SDP with C ∈ Comb. This
relaxation expands the optimization set beyond common
causal strategies, such as sequential combs and indefinite
causal order combs. These causal strategies are known
to provide certain advantages in several quantum infor-
mation processing tasks. However, we demonstrate that
such advantages do not apply to our task below.
Explicit Protocols.— Next, we present several ex-

plicit ancilla-free parallel protocols designed to achieve
the optimal type-II error probability for qubit cases.
Specifically, we consider µ0 as the haar distribution and
µ1 as the set of interest, such as T-symmetry and Z-
symmetry sets. The overall protocol operates as follows:
Given m uses of the unitary U , it first prepares the in-
put state |ψin⟩, then processes the tensor product of the
unitaries U⊗m and finally performs a measurement using
the same basis as |ψin⟩. The overall process is illustrated
in Fig. 2. Below, we provide detailed input states and
measurement strategies for both the T-symmetry and
Z-symmetry distribution distinguishability cases, aiming
to achieve the optimal discrimination rate with a con-
strained type-I error of 0.
T-symmetry. The two-slot parallel protocol uses the

transpose trick [10], i.e. (U ⊗U)|Φ+⟩ = (UUT ⊗ I)|Φ+⟩,
where |Φ+⟩ is the maximally entangled state. Leverag-
ing the unique property of t-symmetry unitaries, one can
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Queries m Input State |ψ⟩ β
(m)
0 (C)

2 |Φ+⟩ 1
3

4

√
5+1
4

|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩23
+

√
5−1
4

|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13
1
6

6

√
7−2
6

|Φ+⟩05|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩24
+

√
7+1
6

|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩24|Φ+⟩35
+

√
7+1
6

|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩45

1
10

TABLE I. Summary of T-symmetry (time-reversal) testing
with different slots and corresponding results.

achieve a type-II error probability β(2) = 1
3 with a corre-

sponding type-I error probability α(2) = 0. This protocol
appears to be optimal when the number of queries is fixed
at 2. We then consider the performance of naively repeat-
ing this protocol k times. In this context, we show that
naive repetition protocols use 2-slot protocol k times, re-
sulting in an error probability 1

2k+1 when the unitaries
are queried a total of k times.
We further find that there are no improvements over

the protocol by querying the unitary 3 times. This is
shown by finding the optimal protocol that only achieves
the same result as the 2-slot solution. It is verified by the
upper bound in Theorem 1 that the common eigenstate
is still limited. We also observe a similar phenomenon of
querying the unitary 5 times, which shows no improve-
ments over querying 4 times. However, there is an im-
provement over the protocol by querying the unitary 4

times, showing the type-II error probability of β
(4)
0 = 1/6.

We summarize the protocols for the T-symmetry case in
table II, and we refer to detailed derivations in the Sup-
plemental Material [41].

Z-symmetry. We construct explicit protocols demon-
strating that when the number of queries m is odd, the
type-II error is 4/(m + 1)(m + 3), while the type-II er-
ror is 4/(m + 2)2 for even m, for the number of queries
ranges from 1 to 5. Naive repetition protocols without
using global entanglement, which use the one-slot pro-
tocol k times, show that the type-II error probability is
1/(k + 1). This highlights an improvement achieved by
querying the unknown unitaries in parallel. We summa-
rize the protocols for diagonal case in table II and we refer
to detailed derivations in the Supplemental Material [41].

For both T-symmetry and Z-symmetry cases, we eval-
uate the correctness of these protocols by using the SDP
in MATLAB [46] using the interpreter CVX [47] with
the solvers SDPT3 [48] and obtain the upper and lower
bound values for the number of slots 1-4. The simplified
calculations for 1-6 slots can also be done with Mathe-
matica [49]. We further provide the analytical solution
to these bounds in the Supplementary Materials [41].

Error tolerance.— We have demonstrated that the
constructed protocols are optimal for testing T-symmetry
and Z-symmetry unitaries with zero type-I error. A natu-
ral question then arises: are these protocols also optimal

Queries m Input State |ψ⟩ β
(m)
0 (C)

1 |0⟩ 1
2

2 sin π
12
|01⟩+ cos π

12
|10⟩ 1

4

3 1√
2
(|001⟩+ |010⟩) 1

6

4

√
5+1

2
√
6
(|0011⟩+ |0110⟩)

+
√
5−1

2
√
6
(|0101⟩+ |1001⟩)

1
9

5

√
5+1
8

(|00011⟩+ |10100⟩)
+

√
5−1
8

(|00101⟩+ |10010⟩)
+

√
5

4
(|00110⟩+ |10001⟩)

1
12

TABLE II. Summary of Z-symmetry (diagonal) testing with
slots varied between 1 to 5 and its corresponding type-II error.

when allowing a type-I error within a tolerance ϵ? In the
Supplementary Material [41], we establish that the upper
and lower bounds match, indicating that these optimal
protocols for the zero type-I error case remain optimal
when a type-I error is permitted. Specifically, the type-

II error probability is given by β
(m)
ϵ = (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0 .

Concluding remarks.— In this study, we have de-
veloped a hypothesis-testing framework that emphasizes
minimizing the type-II error probability in quantum dy-
namics testing. We show that the upper bound for the
minimal average type II error can be achieved using a
common eigenstate of the tensor powers of all unitaries
in support of US of interest. On the lower bound side,
we relax the quantum comb to include only the positiv-
ity constraint, resulting in a larger optimization set com-
pared to several causal order strategies. We demonstrate
that these causal order strategies do not offer any advan-
tage in this task, providing a counterpoint to the previous
results in the current literature. This phenomenon may
be closely related to group symmetry [50–52].

We also constructed optimal ancilla-free protocols de-
signed to minimize the type-II error probability when
querying the unitaries within limited times. We demon-
strate that these protocols utilizing global entanglement
can outperform the naive repetition protocols using 1-slot
or 2-slot protocols in both Z-symmetry and T-symmetry
cases, respectively, when the number of queries is fixed.
Based on these findings, we infer and conjecture that
there exist protocols in which the optimal type-II error
probability for distinguishing between T-symmetry and
Z-symmetry unitaries decreases as O(m−2).

We emphasize that our focus is on the symmetry of
quantum dynamics, rather than the symmetry of quan-
tum states, as these represent distinct resources in quan-
tum resource theory. Recent studies have demonstrated
that random ensembles of symplectic states are indistin-
guishable from random Haar unitary states [53]. Our
work may also highlight a fundamental distinction be-
tween static and dynamic resources in the context of this
task. In addition, it would be interesting to explore the
testing of resources [54–60] for quantum operations.
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Supplemental Material for
“Hypothesis testing of symmetry in quantum dynamics”

In this supplemental material, we first introduce some preliminaries and elaborate on the basic setup of this work.
Next, we provide the rigorous formulation and proof of the theorem mentioned in the main text.

I. Preliminaries and basic setup

In this section, we elaborate on the basic setup of our work. For clarity, we first introduce some preliminaries
and background. Throughout this paper, we consider a N -qubit system H⊗N with local Hilbert space being the
two-dimensional complex linear space H = C2 = span{|0⟩, |1⟩}.

A. Quantum comb and the Choi isomorphism

Any quantum channel N : L(I) → L(O) can be represented by the Choi operator N ∈ L(I ⊗ O)

JN :=
∑
i,j

|i⟩⟨j|I ⊗N (|i⟩⟨j|)O, (S1)

where {|i⟩} is the computational basis of I. Equivalently, it can be represented by vectorization of Kraus operators
{Ki},

JN =
∑
i

|Ki⟩⟩⟨⟨Ki|IO, (S2)

where the vectorization is

|Ki⟩⟩ =
∑
j

|j⟩I ⊗ (Ki|j⟩)O. (S3)

The composition of two quantum channel N : L(I) → L(O1) and M : L(O1) → L(O2) can be represented as,

JM◦N = JM ∗ JN , (S4)

where ∗ is the link product [61] defined by,

A ∗B := TrB[(A
TB ⊗ IC)(IA ⊗B)] (S5)

for A ∈ L(A ⊗ B) and B ∈ L(B ⊗ C) and ATB is the partial transpose of A with respect to the subsystem B. For
C ∈ L(C ⊗ D), The link product satisfies the commutativity and associativity relations as

A ∗B = B ∗A
(A ∗B) ∗ C = A ∗ (B ∗ C)

(S6)

If two operators A and B do not have an overlap system, the link product of A and B becomes the tensor product,
i.e. A ∗B = A⊗B.

B. Haar unitary integrals

The Haar measure distribution on the unitary group is defined as

EU∼µf(U) :=

∫
U∼µ

f(U)dµ(U) (S7)

We consider the twirling operation of k-moment operator

M (k)
µ (·) = EU∼µU

†⊗k(·)U⊗k (S8)
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For unitary group, the k-moment operator [62] is calculated by

EU∼µU
†⊗k(·)U⊗k =

∑
π,σ∈Sk

Wg(π−1, d) Tr
(
V †
d (σ)(·)

)
Vd(π) (S9)

where Sk is the symmetric group, and Wg(π−1, d) is the Weingarten coefficients in terms of characters of the symmetric
group, and Vd(π) is the permutation operator given an element π of the symmetric group.
The 1-moment and 2-moment operators are simply expressed as

EU∼µU
†(·)U =

Tr(·)I
d

(S10)

and

EU∼µU
†⊗2(·)U⊗2 =

1

d2 − 1
[Tr(·)I +Tr(S·)S]− 1

d(d2 − 1)
[Tr(·)S +Tr(S·)I] , (S11)

C. Identifying between symmetries of unitary

Our task is to identify matrices with symmetry from general unitary matrices using hypothesis testing. We denote
two unitary distributions µ0, µ1, in which µ0 is the Haar measure of d-dimensional unitary group U(d), and µ1 is
the measure of some infinite subgroup of unitary. For our interest, we consider two kinds of symmetries of unitaries:
T-symmetry and Z-symmetry

Definition S1 (T-symmetry) A unitary UO is called T-symmetric if it is a real matrix satisfying UO = U∗
O, i.e.,

an orthogonal matrix.

Definition S2 (Z-symmetry) A unitary UD is called Z-symmetric if it is in the form UD =
∑
j e
iϕj |j⟩⟨j| with

computational basis.

The group of orthogonal matrices forms a subgroup of unitary groups, and so is a diagonal unitary group. We denote
the Haar measure distribution of unitary group µU , orthogonal group µO, and diagonal unitary group µD.
We define the average error probability through the groups. There are two types of errors that can occur: type-I

average error probability (false positive)

α(C) :=
∫
U∼µ0

dU Tr[C(U)M1], (S12)

and type-II average error probability

β(C) :=
∫
U∼µ1

dU Tr[C(U)M0], (S13)

where the integral goes through the unitary group. Without the loss of generality, we choose M0 and M1 to be
|0⟩⟨0| and |1⟩⟨1|, respectively. The type-I error becomes α(C) =

∫
U∼µ0

dU⟨1|C(U)|1⟩, and the type-II error becomes

β(C) =
∫
U∼µ1

dU⟨0|C(U)|0⟩.

Proposition S1 (Performance operator) For any unitary distribution µ, and any m-slot comb C with its Choi
operator JC, denote

Ω(m)
µ := EU∼µ|U⊗m⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗m|, (S14)

and then we have

EU∼µC(U⊗m) = EU∼µJC ∗ |U⊗m⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗m| = JC ∗ Ω(m)
µ , (S15)

where ∗ denotes the link product on systems I and O.

We thus express the type-I and type-II error probability in terms of the performance operator α(C) = ⟨1|JC ∗Ω(m)
µ0 |1⟩

and β(C) = ⟨0|JC ∗ Ω(m)
µ1 |0⟩.
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II. Upper bound and protocol constructing

A. Upper bound

To distinguish unitary distributions µ0 and µ1 without type-I error, we find that any common eigenvectors of
unitaries in the support of µ0 have nice properties. Based on this, we construct a kind of protocol which indicates an
upper bound for average type-II error without type-I error. Firstly, we find

Lemma S2 For any state |ψ⟩ ∈ Hdm and any unitary distribution µ, we have

EU∼µ
∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩

∣∣2 = Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
. (S16)

Proof It is checked that

Tr [Ωµ · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)] (S17)

=EU∼µ Tr
[
|U⊗m⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗m| · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
(S18)

=EU∼µ
∣∣(⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ ⟨ψ|) · |U⊗m⟩⟩

∣∣2 (S19)

=EU∼µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣(⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ ⟨ψ|) ·
∑
j

|j⟩ ⊗ U⊗m|j⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(S20)

=EU∼µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j

⟨ψ|j⟩∗ · ⟨ψ|U⊗m|j⟩)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(S21)

=EU∼µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j

⟨ψ|U⊗m|j⟩⟨j|ψ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(S22)

=EU∼µ
∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩

∣∣2 (S23)

■

Corollary S3 |ψ⟩ is a common eigenstate of the m-th tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of µ, if
and only if

Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
= EU∼µ

∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩
∣∣2 = 1 (S24)

Considering |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗⊗|ψ⟩⟨ψ| as a part of the Choi operator of some quantum comb, we could extend it into a parallel
comb, whose protocol is following:

Theorem S4 For |ψ⟩ a common eigenstate of the m-th tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of µ0,
denote a measure channel Mψ defined by its Choi operator

JMψ
:= |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|+ (1− |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)⊗ |1⟩⟨1|. (S25)

Then

Cψ : U 7→ Mψ(U
⊗m|ψ⟩) (S26)

is a protocol testing unitary distributions µ0 and µ1 without type-I error. Moreover, its average type-II error is

β(Cψ) = Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
. (S27)

Proof By Corollary S3 and Lemma S2, the average type-I error and the average type-II error are

α(Cψ) = 1− EU∈µ0
⟨0|Mψ(U

⊗m|ψ⟩)|0⟩ = 1− EU∈µ0
(|⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩|2 = 0, (S28)

β(Cψ) = EU∈µ1⟨0|Mψ(U
⊗m|ψ⟩)|0⟩ = EU∈µ1(|⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩|2 = Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
. (S29)

■
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Corollary S5 Here is an upper bound for the minimal average type-II error for testing the unitary distributions µ0

and µ1 within m calls without type-I error:

β(m)
up = min

|ψ⟩∈Hdm

Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
s.t. Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ0

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
= 1, (S30)

or equivalently |ψ⟩ is a common eigenstate of the m-th tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of µ0.

B. The optimal testing protocols

Here we propose protocols for T-symmetry testing and Z-symmetry testing satisfying the upper bound.

Example 1 (T-symmetry testing) For T-symmetry testing with 2 slots,

let |ψ⟩ = |Φ+⟩ and we have Tr
[
Ω(2)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

3
; (S31)

for 4 slot,

let |ψ⟩ =
√
5 + 1

4
|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩23 +

√
5− 1

4
|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13 and we have Tr

[
Ω(4)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

6
; (S32)

for 6 slot, let

|ψ⟩ =
√
7− 2

6
|Φ+⟩05|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩24 +

√
7 + 1

6
|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩24|Φ+⟩35 +

√
7 + 1

6
|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩45 (S33)

and we have

Tr
[
Ω(6)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

10
. (S34)

Example 2 (Z-symmetry testing) For Z-symmetry testing with 1 slot,

let |ψ⟩ = |0⟩ and we have Tr
[
Ω(1)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

2
; (S35)

for 2 slots,

let |ψ⟩ = sin
π

12
|01⟩+ cos

π

12
|10⟩ and we have Tr

[
Ω(2)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

4
; (S36)

for 3 slots,

let |ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|001⟩+ |010⟩) and we have Tr

[
Ω(3)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

6
; (S37)

for 4 slots,

let |ψ⟩ =
√
5 + 1

2
√
6

(|0011⟩+ |0110⟩) +
√
5− 1

2
√
6

(|0101⟩+ |1001⟩) and we have Tr
[
Ω(4)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

9
; (S38)

for 5 slots, let

|ψ⟩ =
√
5 + 1

8
(|00011⟩+ |10100⟩) +

√
5− 1

8
(|00101⟩+ |10010⟩) +

√
5

4
(|00110⟩+ |10001⟩) (S39)

and we have

Tr
[
Ω(5)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

12
; (S40)
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C. Proofs of optimal testing protocols

In this section, we will prove that the optimal testing protocols satisfy the upper bound.

Proposition S6 Expand an unitary in SU(2) as

U = p0I + ip1X + ip2Y + ip3Z, (S41)

we have

U ∼ µU ⇐⇒ (p0, p1, p2, p3) ∼ Uni(S3), (S42)

where S3 denotes the 3-dimensional unit sphere in R4. Then we have

EU∼µU

∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩
∣∣2k = E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)

∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗m|ψ⟩
∣∣2k . (S43)

Lemma S7 For any polynomial f(q20 , q
2
1) ∈ C[q20 , q21 ], we have

E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)f(p
2
0 + p21, p

2
2 + p23) = E(q0,q1)∼Uni(S1)f(q

2
0 , q

2
1) · π|q0q1| =

1

2

∫ 2π

0

f(cos2 θ, sin2 θ)| sin θ cos θ|dθ.

(S44)

Proof Introduce

(p0, p1, p2, p3) = (cos θ cosα, cos θ sinα, sin θ cosβ, sin θ sinβ), θ ∈ [0, 2π), α, β ∈ [0, π], (S45)

and we have

E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)f(p
2
0 + p21, p

2
2 + p23) =

1

2π2

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ π

0

dα

∫ π

0

dβf(cos2 θ, sin2 θ) ·
∣∣∣∣det( ∂pj

∂(r, θ, α, β)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
r=1

(S46)

=
1

2π2

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ π

0

dα

∫ π

0

dβf(cos2 θ, sin2 θ) · | sin θ cos θ| = 1

2

∫ 2π

0

f(cos2 θ, sin2 θ)| sin θ cos θ|dθ (S47)

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

f(q20 , q
2
1) · π|q0q1|dθ = E(q0,q1)∼Uni(S1)f(q

2
0 , q

2
1) · π|q0q1| (S48)

■
Here we prove the T-symmetry testing with 6 slots, and Z-symmetry testing with 5 slots using S6 and S7. The

proof of protocols with other slots is analogous.
Proof (Proof for Example 1) For T-symmetry testing with 6 slot, let

|ψ⟩ =
√
7− 2

6
|Φ+⟩05|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩24 +

√
7 + 1

6
|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩24|Φ+⟩35 +

√
7 + 1

6
|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13|Φ+⟩45 (S49)

and we have

Tr
[
Ω(6)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
(S50)

=E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)

∣∣(p20 + p22
)
3 − 6

(
p21 + p23

) (
p20 + p22

)
2 + 6

(
p21 + p23

)
2
(
p20 + p22

)
−
(
p21 + p23

)
3
∣∣2 (S51)

=E(q0,q1)∼Uni(S1)

(
q60 − 6q21q

4
0 + 6q41q

2
0 − q61

)2 · π |q0q1| = 1

10
. (S52)

■
Proof (Proof for Example 2) For Z-symmetry testing with 5 slots, let

|ψ⟩ =
√
5 + 1

8
(|00011⟩+ |10100⟩) +

√
5− 1

8
(|00101⟩+ |10010⟩) +

√
5

4
(|00110⟩+ |10001⟩) (S53)

and we have

Tr
[
Ω(5)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
= E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)

(
p20 + p23

) ((
p20 + p23

)
2 − 3

(
p20 + p23

) (
p21 + p22

)
+
(
p21 + p22

)
2
)
2

(S54)

=E(q0,q1)∼Uni(S1)q
2
0

(
q40 − 3q21q

2
0 + q41

)
2 · π |q0q1| =

1

12
. (S55)

■
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D. The native repetition testing protocols

Beyond the optimal testing protocols, we could also repeat using am1-slot protocol and am2-slot protocol in parallel
to construct a (m1 + m2)-slot protocol. Clearly, this protocol could be hardly optimal. The following proposition
gives a construction for native repetition protocols.

Proposition S8 Denote an s-qubit to single-qubit quantum channel A:

A(ρ0, ρ1, · · · , ρs−1) = |0⟩⟨0| − Z ·
s−1∏
j=0

⟨1|ρj |1⟩. (S56)

Let |ψj⟩ ∈ Hdmj be a common eigenstate of the mj-th tensor powers of almost all unitaries in the support of µ0, then
we have

U 7→ A(Mψ0
(U⊗m0 |ψ0⟩),Mψ1

(U⊗m1 |ψ1⟩), · · · ,Mψs−1
(U⊗ms−1 |ψs−1⟩)) (S57)

is a protocol testing unitary distributions µ0 and µ1 without type-I error, whose average type-II error is

Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
]
, where m =

s−1∑
j=0

mj , |ψ⟩ =
s−1⊗
j=0

|ψj⟩. (S58)

The following are several examples of naive repetition protocols.

Example 3 (T-symmetry testing with naive repetition protocols) For T-symmetry testing with 4 slots, apply the
optimal 2 slots protocol twice for the first two qubits and the last two qubits respectively

let |ψ⟩ = |Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩23 and we have Tr
[
Ω(4)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

5
; (S59)

for T-symmetry testing with 6 slots, apply the optimal 2 slots protocol three times

let |ψ⟩ = |Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩23|Φ+⟩45 and we have Tr
[
Ω(6)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

7
; (S60)

or apply both optimal 4 slots protocol and optimal 2 slots protocol once each

let |ψ⟩ =

(√
5 + 1

4
|Φ+⟩01|Φ+⟩23 +

√
5− 1

4
|Φ+⟩02|Φ+⟩13

)
|Φ+⟩45 and we have Tr

[
Ω(6)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

5

42
.

(S61)

The following proposition discusses the naive repetition protocols of the 2-slot protocol, whose average type-II
error tends to Θ(m−1) for the m-slot naive repeated protocol. Similarly, we could compute more on naive repeated
protocols, but the average type-II errors may all be Ω(m−1).

Proposition S9 For T-symmetry testing with 2k slot, apply the optimal 2 slots protocol k times yielding

let |ψ⟩ = |Φ+⟩⊗k and we have Tr
[
Ω(2k)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

2k + 1
. (S62)

Proof By Theorem S2, we have

Tr
[
Ω(2k)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
= EU∼µU

∣∣⟨ψ|U⊗2k|ψ⟩
∣∣2 = EU∼µU

∣∣⟨Φ+|U⊗2|Φ+⟩
∣∣2k . (S63)

Using Proposition S6 and S7 we have

EU∼µU

∣∣⟨Φ+|U⊗2|Φ+⟩
∣∣2k = E(p0,p1,p2,p3)∼Uni(S3)

∣∣p20 − p21 + p22 − p23
∣∣2k

=
1

2π2

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ π

0

dα

∫ π

0

dβ cos(2θ)2k ·
∣∣∣∣det( ∂pj

∂(r, θ, α, β)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
r=1

=
1

2π2

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ π

0

dα

∫ π

0

dβ cos(2θ)2k · | sin(2θ)|
2

=
1

4

∫ 2π

0

cos(2θ)2k| sin(2θ)|dθ =
∫ π/2

0

cos(2θ)2k sin(2θ)dθ

=
− cos(2θ)2k+1

2(2k + 1)

∣∣∣∣π/2
θ=0

=
1

2k + 1
.

(S64)
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■

Example 4 (Z-symmetry testing with naive repeated protocols) For Z-symmetry testing with 2 slots, apply the
optimal 1 slot protocol twice for the first qubits and second qubits respectively

let |ψ⟩ = |00⟩ and we have Tr
[
Ω(2)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

3
; (S65)

for Z-symmetry testing with 3 slot, apply the optimal 1 slot protocol three times

let |ψ⟩ = |000⟩ and we have Tr
[
Ω(3)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

1

4
; (S66)

or apply both optimal 1 slots protocol and optimal 2 slots protocol once each

let |ψ⟩ = sin
π

12
|001⟩+ cos

π

12
|010⟩ and we have Tr

[
Ω(3)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

3

16
; (S67)

for Z-symmetry testing with 4 slot, apply both optimal 1 slots protocol and optimal 3 slots protocol once each

let |ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|0001⟩+ |0010⟩) and we have Tr

[
Ω(4)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

2

15
; (S68)

apply both optimal 2 slots protocol twice

let |ψ⟩ =
(
sin

π

12
|01⟩+ cos

π

12
|10⟩

)⊗2

and we have Tr
[
Ω(4)
µU · (|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∗ ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)

]
=

11

80
; (S69)

III. Lower bound

For any m-slot comb CIOF without input system, denote

MIO = JCIOF
∗F |0⟩⟨0|F , (S70)

the average type-II error and type-I error on unitary distribution µ testing are

EU∼µ1
⟨0|CIOF (U

⊗m)|0⟩ = EU∼µ1
JCIOF

∗IO |U⊗m⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗m|IO ∗F |0⟩⟨0|F = Tr
[
M · Ω(m)

µ1

]
, (S71)

EU∼µ0
⟨1|CIOF (U

⊗m)|1⟩ = 1− EU∼µ0
⟨0|CIOF (U

⊗m)|0⟩ = 1− Tr
[
M · Ω(m)

µ0

]
. (S72)

Lemma S10 Here is a lower bound for the minimal average type-II error for testing the unitary distributions µ0 and
µ1 within m calls and type-I error at most ϵ:

βϵ,low = minTr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· C
]
, s.t. Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ0

· C
]
≥ 1− ϵ, C ⪰ 0, (S73)

or equally

βϵ,low = max(1− ϵ)t, s.t. Ω
(m)
U − tΩ(m)

µ1
⪰ 0. (S74)

Proof When we ignore all conditions of MIO except the semi-definite condition coming from quantum combs, we
obtain a lower bound for the minimal average type-II error for testing the unitary distributions µ0 and µ1 within m
calls and type-I error at most ϵ:

minTr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· C
]
, s.t. Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ0

· C
]
≥ 1− ϵ, C ⪰ 0. (S75)

Introducing the Lagrangian multipliers t ∈ R, the Lagrangian of the primal SDP is given by

L(t) = Tr
[
Ω(m)
µ1

· C
]
− t(Tr

[
Ω(m)
µ0

· C
]
− 1 + ϵ)

= Tr
[
(Ω(m)

µ1
− tΩ(m)

µ0
) · C

]
+ (1− ϵ)t.

(S76)
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Since C ⪰ 0, to keep the inner norm bounded it must hold that Ω
(m)
µ1 − tΩ

(m)
µ0 ⪰ 0. Then we have the dual SDP as

follows,

max(1− ϵ)t, s.t. Ω(m)
µ1

− tΩ(m)
µ0

⪰ 0, t ≥ 0. (S77)

Since 1 − ϵ ∈ [0, 1], Ω
(m)
µ1 ⪰ 0, we find t = 0 is an available solution. Thus we may omit the condition t ≥ 0. As a

result, we have the equivalent SDP:

max(1− ϵ)t, s.t. Ω(m)
µ1

− tΩ(m)
µ0

⪰ 0. (S78)

■

IV. Unified optimality condition of symmetry testing

In this section, we establish a linear relationship between the type-II error rates in symmetry testing: the type-II

error without type-I error, denoted as β
(m)
0 , and the type-II error with type-I error, denoted as β

(m)
ϵ , is proportional.

Proposition S11 For

β(m)
ϵ = min Tr

[
C · (Ω(m)

µ1
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
s.t. Tr

[
C · (Ω(m)

µ0
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
≥ 1− ϵ, C ∈ Comb,

(S79)

we have

β(m)
ϵ ≤ (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0 . (S80)

Proof Let C0 be a comb with

Tr
[
C0 · (Ω(m)

µ1
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
= β

(m)
0

Tr
[
C0 · (Ω(m)

µ0
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
= 1,

(S81)

and C1 be a comb with

∀U, C1(U⊗m) = |1⟩⟨1|, (S82)

which implies that

Tr
[
C1 · (Ω(m)

µ1
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
= 0

Tr
[
C1 · (Ω(m)

µ0
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

]
= 0.

(S83)

Since the set of combs is always convex, we have

β(m)
ϵ ≤ β(m)((1− ϵ)C0 + ϵC1) = (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0 . (S84)

■
If the upper and lower bounds for both the type-I error free case and the type-I error inclusive case are proportional,

and these bounds converge, then we conclude that the type-II error rates are proportional across these scenarios

Proposition S12 For

β
(m)
ϵ,low := (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0,low, (S85)

β(m)
ϵ,up := (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0,up, (S86)

We have

β
(m)
ϵ,low ≤ β(m)

ϵ ≤ β(m)
ϵ,up. (S87)

Corollary S13 If β
(m)
low = β

(m)
up , then we have β

(m)
ϵ = (1− ϵ)β

(m)
0 .
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