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Indefinite causal order strategy nor adaptive strategy does not improve the estimation of group

action
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We consider estimation of unknown unitary operation when the set of possible unitary operations is given

by a projective unitary representation of a compact group. We show that indefinite causal order strategy nor

adaptive strategy does not improve the performance of this estimation when error function satisfies group

covariance. That is, the optimal parallel strategy gives the optimal performance even under indefinite causal

order strategy and adaptive strategy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, indefinite causal order strategies and adaptive
strategies have attracted significant attention in quantum

information theory [1]. The papers [2–8] investigated
the advantages of adaptive strategies for quantum channel

discrimination without considering the asymptotic regime.
Similarly, the paper [9] explored these advantages using
indefinite causal order strategies. However, in the asymp-

totic setting, the benefit of adaptive strategies becomes less
straightforward. The works [10–12] demonstrated that

adaptive strategies provide no improvement for the asym-
metric scenario of quantum channel discrimination, specif-

ically the Stein-type bound, which extends the classical re-
sult from [13] to the quantum domain. Additionally, the

paper [14] showed that adaptive strategies do not enhance
discrimination performance in the symmetric setting for

classical-quantum channels, where the input is classical and
the output is quantum, also as an extension of [13]. How-

ever, [4, 14, 15] established that adaptive strategies do offer
an advantage in the symmetric setting for fully quantum

channel discrimination, where both the input and output
systems are quantum.

A more practical scenario in this context is channel es-

timation. In studies using parallel strategies, quantum
Fisher information and Cramér-Rao-type bounds simplify

the problem to optimizing these quantities based on in-
put state choice, a topic covered extensively in [16–27].

Recently, the papers [28–32] examined the advantages of
adaptive and indefinite causal order strategies in terms of

Fisher information. However, it is well-known that Fisher
information does not fully describe the asymptotic behav-

ior of estimation errors under Heisenberg scaling. To cap-
ture this behavior, direct evaluation of estimation errors,

bypassing Fisher information and Cramér-Rao-type bounds,
is necessary. When the set of unknown unitaries forms a

(projective) unitary representation of a group, group rep-
resentation theory provides a powerful approach [33–41].

This method yields optimal performance without requiring

∗ hmasahito@cuhk.edu.cn

asymptotic approximations. Although it predicts Heisen-

berg scaling, the optimal coefficient obtained differs from
that predicted by Cramér-Rao methods [18, 39, 42–44]. Re-

cently, [45] highlighted this discrepancy from the perspec-
tive of mutual information, underscoring the limited appli-

cability of Cramér-Rao approaches under Heisenberg scal-
ing.

This paper focuses on unitary operation estimation in a
general setting, where the model forms a projective uni-

tary representation of a group G. We address this problem
within a comprehensive framework that includes all indef-

inite causal order strategies [1]. Surprisingly, even under
this broad framework, the conventional parallel strategy re-

mains optimal when the error function satisfies a covariance
condition. In other words, the optimal performance achiev-

able by any strategy is also attainable using a parallel strat-
egy.

Our approach is as follows. We define a generalized pos-

itive operator-valued measure (GPOVM) for unitary oper-
ations associated with a projective unitary representation.

Extending the concept of group covariant measurements
from [46] and [47, Chapter 4] to GPOVMs, we develop a
GPOVM version of the quantum Hunt-Stein theorem [46],

[47, Theorem 4.3.1]. This theorem establishes that the opti-
mal performance is achieved by a covariant GPOVM. Finally,

we demonstrate that this performance is attainable using a
parallel strategy with a detailed symmetric structure as de-

scribed in [40]. In our analysis, we show that the action
of any covariant GPOVM can be simulated using a paral-

lel strategy. This simulation fixes the measurement while
adapting the input state according to the chosen covariant

GPOVM.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion II formulates our problem, encompassing both indefi-

nite causal order and adaptive strategies [1, 28]. Section
III provides a detailed analysis of the problem’s structure.

Section IV demonstrates that the optimal performance un-
der the framework described in Section II can be achieved
using a parallel strategy.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.09312v1
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II. FORMULATION

Given a compact group G with Haar measure µ, we con-
sider n projective representations f j on the quantum system

H j for j = 1, . . . , n. We are allowed to employ various strat-
egy including adaptive strategy and indefinite causal strat-
egy. To describe our general strategies, we describe each

channel, i.e., each unitary action by d j times of its Choi
representation, where d j is the dimension of the j-th sys-

tem H j . We describe the unitary f j(g) by | f j(g)〉〉〈〈 f j (g)|.

Here, when f j(g) is a matrix
∑

k,k′ u j(g)k,k′ |k〉〈k
′|, | f j(g)〉〉

is defined as

| f j(g)〉〉 :=
∑

k,k′

u j(g)k,k′ |k, k′〉. (1)

In this case, we denote the input and output systems by H j,I

and H j,O, respectively. For example, when H =H1⊕H2, we

have

|IH〉〉 = |IH1
〉〉 ⊕ |IH2

〉〉. (2)

When H =H1 ⊗H2, we have

|IH〉〉 = |IH1
〉〉 ⊗ |IH2

〉〉. (3)

A measurement operator Tk is given as a positive semi-

definite operator over the system ⊗n
j=1
(H j,I ⊗H j,O). Here,

we discuss what condition a measurement needs to satisfy.
That is, for the set {Tk}, the operator

∑

k Tk needs to satisfy

a certain condition. We clarify this condition.
Now, the whole system is (⊗n

j=1
H j,I) ⊗ (⊗

n
j=1

H j,O), the

group G acts only on the output system H := (⊗n
j=1

H j,O),

and the input system K := (⊗n
j=1

H j,I ) can be considered

as multiplicity space. We denote the dimension of H by d.

So, dimK = d. The application of g on H is written as
f (g) := ⊗n

j=1
f j(g) and its state is written as | f (g)〉〉〈〈 f (g)|.

The average with respect to the Haar measure µ is

ρµ :=

∫

G

| f (g)〉〉〈〈 f (g)|µ(d g). (4)

Our strategy is written as a set of measurement opera-

tors {Mk}, where a measurement operator Mk is given as
a positive semi-definite operator on H ⊗ K. Since the full

probability needs to 1 for any element g ∈ G, the set of
measurement operators {Mk} needs to satisfy the condition

Tr

�
∑

k

Mk

�

ρµ = 1. (5)

In fact, indefinite causal order strategy [1, Eqs. (4),(5),(6)]
and adaptive strategy [1, Eqs. (2) (3)], [28, Algorithm 1]

satisfies at least the condition (5). Therefore, it is natural
that any possible strategy needs to satisfy the condition (5).

In the following, we study the optimization of our mea-
surement to estimate the unknown action g ∈ G under the

condition (5). For this aim, we introduce covariant error
function w(g, ĝ), where g is the true action and ĝ is our

guess. Since the above case addresses only the case with
discrete outcomes, we extend the condition (5) to the case

with continuous outcomes. Our measurement is given as a
generalized positive operator valued measure (GPOVM) M

over the group G, which is formulated as a generalization
of positive operator valued measure (POVM) [47] as fol-

lows. We denote the set of Borel sets of G by B(G). Then, a
GPOVM M is given as a map from B(G) to the set of positive

semi-definite operators on K ⊗H. It needs to satisfies the
conditions

M(;) = 0, TrM(G)ρµ = 1. (6)

and

M(∪ jB j) =
∑

j

M(B j) (7)

for countable Borel sets {B j} j with the condition B j∩B j′ = ;
with j 6= j′.

We introduce the covariant measurement, whose POVM
version was introduced in [46], [47, Chapter 4]. We say

that a GPOVM M is covariant when

M(Bg) := f (g)†M(B) f (g) (8)

for B ∈ B(G) and

Bg := {g g ′}g ′∈B. (9)

Hence, a covariant GPOVM M is written as

M(B) =

∫

B

Mgµ(d g). (10)

In particular, we have Mg = f (g)†Me f (g) so that we have

M(B) =

∫

B

f (g)†T f (g)µ(d g), (11)

where we denote Me by T . Then, the condition (6) implies

TrTρµ = TrT

∫

G

f (g)ρµ f (g)†µ(d g)

=Tr

∫

G

f (g)†Me f (g)µ(d g)ρµ = TrM(G)ρµ = 1. (12)

When Me is given as a positive semi-definite operator T , the
above GPOVM is written as MT .

To study the precision of our measurement, we employ
the estimation error w(g, ĝ) between the true value g and

our estimate ĝ . When our measurement is given by as
GPOVM M , the average of w with the true g is given as

Dw,g(M) :=

∫

G

w(g, ĝ)TrM(d ĝ)| f (g)〉〉〈〈 f (g)|. (13)

The Bayesian average under the Haar measure µ is given as

Dw,µ(M) :=

∫

G

Dw,g (M)µ(d g). (14)
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The minimax criterion focuses on the following value

Dw(M) :=max
g∈G

Dw,g (M). (15)

Holevo [46, Theorem 2], [47, Theorem 4.3.1] showed

the equivalence between the minimax criterion and the
Bayeian criterion with Haar measure in the state estimation,

which is called the quantum Hunt-Stein theorem (Also, see
[48, Theorem 4.1]). As shown below, we establish its exten-

sion to the GPOVM version, which shows the equivalence
between the minimization of Dw,µ(M) and the minimization

of Dw(M).

Theorem 1. When the estimation error w(g, ĝ) satisfies the
condition

w(g, ĝ) = w(g ′g, g ′ ĝ) (16)

for g, ĝ , g ′ ∈ G, we have

min
M :GPOVM

Dw,µ(M) = min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw,µ(M)

= min
T :rank T=1,(12)

Dw,µ(MT )

= min
M :GPOVM

Dw(M) = min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw(M). (17)

Proof. Since the set {MT : rank T = 1, (12)} forms the set

of extremal points of the set of covariant GPOVMs, we have
the relation

min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw,µ(M) = min
T :rank T=1,(12)

Dw,µ(MT ). (18)

Next, we have the relations

min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw(M)

≥ min
M :GPOVM

Dw(M) ≥ min
M :GPOVM

Dw,µ(M). (19)

and

min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw,µ(M) ≥ min
M :GPOVM

Dw,µ(M). (20)

For a GPOVM M and an element g ∈ G, we define the
GPOVM Mg as

Mg(B) := f (g)M(Bg ) f (g)
† (21)

for B ∈ B(G). Then, we have

Dw,g ′ (Mg)

(a)
=

∫

G

w(g ′, ĝ)TrMg(d ĝ)| f (g ′)〉〉〈〈 f (g ′)|

(b)
=

∫

G

w(g ′, g ĝ)Tr f (g)M(d ĝ) f (g)†| f (g ′)〉〉〈〈 f (g ′)|

(c)
=

∫

G

w(g−1 g ′, ĝ)TrM(d ĝ)| f (g−1 g ′)〉〉〈〈 f (g−1 g ′)|

=Dw,g−1 g ′(M), (22)

where (a) follows from the definition (13) of Dw,g ′ (M) (b)
follows from the definitions (9) and (21) of Bg and Mg , (c)

follows from the condition (16). Thus,

Dw,µ(Mg)
(a)
=

∫

G

Dw,g ′ (Mg)µ(d g ′)

(b)
=

∫

G

Dw,g−1 g ′(M)µ(d g ′)
(c)
= Dw,µ(M), (23)

where (a) follows from the definition (14) of Dw,µ(M), (b)
follows from (22), and (c) follows from the invariance of

Haar measure µ. The covariant GPOVM M :=
∫

G
Mgµ(d g)

satisfies

Dw,µ(M) =

∫

G

Dw,µ(Mg)µ(d g) = Dw,µ(M), (24)

which implies the relation

min
M :GPOVM

Dw,µ(M) ≥ min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw,µ(M). (25)

Also, we have

Dw(Mg)
(a)
= max

g ′∈G
Dw,g ′ (Mg)

(b)
= max

g ′∈G
Dw,g−1 g ′(M) = Dw(M),

(26)

where (a) follows from the definition (15) of Dw(M) and

(b) follows from (22). The covariant GPOVM M satisfies

Dw(M) ≥

∫

G

Dw(Mg)µ(d g) = Dw(M), (27)

which implies the relation

min
M :GPOVM

Dw(M) ≥ min
M :cov. GPOVM

Dw(M). (28)

The combination of (18), (19), (20), (25), and (28) implies
the desired relations.

III. STRUCTURE OF GPOVM

To study the minimization in Theorem 1, we need to dis-
cuss the structure of GPOVM. For this aim, we consider

structure of representation space. We denote the represen-
tation on the first system H as

H =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗C
nλ , (29)

where nλ expresses the multiplicity of the representation
space Uλ. Here, we denote the presentation on Hλ by fλ.

We denote the set of irreducible representations appearing
in f by Ĝ f . Then, the whose system is written as

H⊗K =
�

⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗C
nλ

�

⊗
�

⊕

λ′∈Ĝ f

C
dλ′ ⊗Cnλ′
�

(30)
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By considering (2) and (3), the application of g is written
as

| f (g)〉〉 = f (g)|IH〉〉 = f (g)
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

|Iλ〉〉 ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉

=
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

fλ(g)|Iλ〉〉 ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉 =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

| fλ(g)〉〉 ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉. (31)

The average state ρµ with respect to the Haar measure µ
is rewritten as

ρµ =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

d−1
λ

Iλ ⊗ Iλ ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉〈〈Inλ

|. (32)

The condition (6) is rewritten as
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

d−1
λ

TrM(G)Iλ ⊗ Iλ ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉〈〈Inλ

|= 1. (33)

Also, the condition (12) for T can be rewritten as
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

d−1
λ

TrT Iλ ⊗ Iλ ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉〈〈Inλ

|= 1. (34)

This description is useful for considering the relation with
parallel scheme.

IV. PARALLEL SCHEME

Next, we discuss the parallel scheme [33–41]. The
aim of this section is to show that the performance

minT :rank T=1,(12) Dw,µ(MT ) can be realized by Parallel
scheme.

When a reference system Cl is available, we have

H⊗Cl =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗C
lnλ . (35)

However, when the input state is a pure state, the orbit is re-

stricted into the following space by choosing a suitable sub-
space Cmin(dλ,lnλ) of Clnλ . That is, our representation space

can be considered as follows.
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗C
min(dλ ,lnλ). (36)

In the following, we consider the above case. We denote
the projection to Uλ ⊗ C

min(dλ ,lnλ) by Pλ. When n ≥ dλ/nλ
for any λ ∈ Ĝ f , our representation is given as

H
′ :=
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Uλ ⊗C
dλ . (37)

A parallel strategy is given as a pair of a choice of an input
state ρ on H

′ and a choice of a POVM Π on H
′. The error

probability is written as

Dw(ρ,Π) :=

∫

G

w(g, ĝ)TrΠ(d ĝ) f (g)ρ f (g)†. (38)

In particular, as stated below, the reference [40, Theo-
rem 1] showed that the optimization of the average of the

error w satisfying the condition (16) under a parallel strat-
egy can be achieved by the following simple strategy. The

input state is a pure state |ψ〉 on H
′. The POVM is fixed the

following covariant POVM Πcov ;

Πcov(B) :=

∫

B

f (g)†|F〉〈F | f (g)µ(d g) (39)

for B ∈ B(G), where

|F〉 :=
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

Æ

dλ|Iλ〉〉. (40)

Hence, this parallel strategy is characterized by the input

state |ψ〉 and is denoted by S[|ψ〉]. The error probability is
written as

Dw(|ψ〉) := Dw(|ψ〉〈ψ|,Πcov ). (41)

Then, the preceding result [40, Theorem 1] is stated as fol-

lows.

Proposition 2 ([40, Theorem 1]). Assume the condition
(16). Then, we have

min
ρ,Π

Dw,µ(ρ,Π) =min
|ψ〉

Dw(|ψ〉). (42)

Our result is to state that the this value min|ψ〉 Dw(|ψ〉)
gives the optimal value even under much larger choices. To

state this result, given a rank-one operator T = |X 〉〈X | on
H⊗K satisfying (12), we choose the pure state |ψ[T ]〉 as

|ψ[T ]〉 :=
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

d
−1/2

λ
〈Yλ,λ|Inλ

〉〉|X T
λ,λ〉〉, (43)

where |X 〉 has the following form

|X 〉 =
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

⊕

λ′∈Ĝ f

|Xλ,λ′ 〉〉 ⊗ |Yλ,λ′〉 (44)

on the system
⊕

λ∈Ĝ f

⊕

λ′∈Ĝ f
Uλ ⊗ Uλ′ ⊗ C

nλ ⊗ Cnλ′ . Then,

our result is stated as follows.

Theorem 3. The condition (34) guarantees the normalizing
condition of |ψ[T ]〉. Then, the behavior of the strategy MT is

simulated by the above parallel strategy with the input state
|ψ[T ]〉. That is, we have

min
T :rank T=1,(12)

Dw,µ(MT ) =min
|ψ〉

Dw(|ψ〉). (45)

Since Theorem 1 addresses a much larger class than the

parallel scheme, our result, Theorem 3, recovers Proposi-
tion (2) as a much stronger result.
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Proof. We have

〈X | f (g)| f (e)〉〉 =
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

〈〈Xλ,λ| ⊗ 〈Yλ,λ| f (g)|Iλ〉〉 ⊗ |Inλ
〉〉

=
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

〈Yλ,λ|Inλ
〉〉〈〈Xλ,λ| f (g)|Iλ〉〉

=
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

〈Yλ,λ|Inλ
〉〉TrX T

λ,λ f (g)

=
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

〈Yλ,λ|Inλ
〉〉〈〈Iλ| f (g)|X

T
λ,λ
〉〉

=
∑

λ∈Ĝ f

d
1/2

λ
〈〈Iλ| f (g)d

−1/2

λ
〈Yλ,λ|Inλ

〉〉|X T
λ,λ〉〉

=〈F | f (g)|ψ[T ]〉. (46)

Then, we have

Tr f (g)†T f (g)| f (e)〉〈〈〈 f (e)|

=〈〈 f (e)| f (g)†|X 〉〈X | f (g)| f (e)〉〉

=〈F | f (g)|ψ[T ]〉〈ψ[T ]| f (g)†|F〉

=Tr f (g)†|F〉〈F | f (g)|ψ[T ]〉〈ψ[T ]|. (47)

Replacing g by ĝ g ′, we have

Tr f ( ĝ)†T f ( ĝ)| f (g ′)〉〈〈〈 f (g ′)|

=Tr f ( ĝ)†|F〉〈F | f ( ĝ) f (g ′)|ψ[T ]〉〈ψ[T ]| f (g ′)†. (48)

Therefore, the behavior of the strategy MT with the un-

known action g ′ is simulated by the above parallel strategy
with the input state |ψ[T ]〉 with the unknown action g ′.

That is, the performance minT :rank T=1,(12) Dw,µ(MT ) can be
realized by Parallel scheme.

In the conversion in the above proof, the freedom of the
choice of our covariant GPOVM is converted to the choice

of our input state in the parallel strategy. Here, the state in
the general setting corresponds to the measurement in the

parallel strategy.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper shows that indefinite causal order strategy nor
adaptive strategy does not improve the performance of esti-

mation of unknown operation given by a projective unitary
representation of a compact group G. Since finite group is a

compact group and our error function covers the case with
the delta function in this case, our result can be applied to

the discrimination of the unitary operations given by a pro-
jective unitary representation of a finite group [49]. In fact,

the papers [40, 49] already obtained the optimal estimation
in various examples under the parallel strategy. These pre-

ceding results gives the optimal performance even under a
more general setting including indefinite causal order strat-

egy nor adaptive strategy.
However, this paper does not consider the case with noisy

channels. It is an interesting open problem to extend the
obtained result to the noisy case. Although the general-

ized Hunt-Stein theorem can be easily extended to the noisy
case, the derivation in Section IV highly depends on the

noiseless setting. Therefore, we can expect that the noisy
case has an advantage of indefinite causal order strategy

and/or adaptive strategy over parallel strategy even under
the group covariant setting.

The obtained unusefulness of indefinite causal order

strategy and adaptive strategy is related to group symme-
try. In fact, similar facts have been proved in the contest
of secure network coding. The preceding studies show that

adaptive modifications of the input information in each at-
tacked edge by the adversary does not improve the informa-

tion gain by the adversary when all coding operations are
given as linear operations for classical secure network cod-

ing [50–53] and quantum secure network coding [54–56].
But, the paper [57] shows that this kind of improvement ex-

ists when nonlinear network code is applied. Therefore, it is
another interesting open problem to clarify why secure net-

work coding and the estimation of group action commonly
have the unusefulness of adaptive strategy.
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