
J. Math. Phys. 63, 042203 (2022); https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919 63, 042203

© 2022 Author(s).

Unitary channel discrimination beyond
group structures: Advantages of sequential
and indefinite-causal-order strategies
Cite as: J. Math. Phys. 63, 042203 (2022); https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919
Submitted: 19 October 2021 • Accepted: 13 March 2022 • Published Online: 18 April 2022

 Jessica Bavaresco,  Mio Murao and  Marco Túlio Quintino

https://images.scitation.org/redirect.spark?MID=176720&plid=1390363&setID=406887&channelID=0&CID=492528&banID=520423058&PID=0&textadID=0&tc=1&type=tclick&mt=1&hc=b755bf56eb94287608bc90cfbba083e3b07358f2&location=
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4823-0353
https://aip.scitation.org/author/Bavaresco%2C+Jessica
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7861-1774
https://aip.scitation.org/author/Murao%2C+Mio
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1332-3477
https://aip.scitation.org/author/Quintino%2C+Marco+T%C3%BAlio
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919
https://aip.scitation.org/action/showCitFormats?type=show&doi=10.1063/5.0075919
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1063%2F5.0075919&domain=aip.scitation.org&date_stamp=2022-04-18


Journal of
Mathematical Physics ARTICLE scitation.org/journal/jmp

Unitary channel discrimination beyond
group structures: Advantages of sequential
and indefinite-causal-order strategies

Cite as: J. Math. Phys. 63, 042203 (2022); doi: 10.1063/5.0075919
Submitted: 19 October 2021 • Accepted: 13 March 2022 •
Published Online: 18 April 2022

Jessica Bavaresco,1,a) Mio Murao,2 ,3 and Marco Túlio Quintino1 ,4

AFFILIATIONS
1 Institute for Quantum Optics and Quantum Information (IQOQI), Austrian Academy of Sciences, Boltzmanngasse 3,
A-1090 Vienna, Austria

2Department of Physics, Graduate School of Science, The University of Tokyo, Hongo 7-3-1, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan
3Trans-scale Quantum Science Institute, The University of Tokyo, Hongo 7-3-1, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan
4Vienna Center for Quantum Science and Technology (VCQ), Faculty of Physics, University of Vienna, Boltzmanngasse 5,
A-1090 Vienna, Austria

a)Author to whom correspondence should be addressed: jessica.bavaresco@oeaw.ac.at

ABSTRACT
For minimum-error channel discrimination tasks that involve only unitary channels, we show that sequential strategies may outperform the
parallel ones. Additionally, we show that general strategies that involve indefinite causal order are also advantageous for this task. However,
for the task of discriminating a uniformly distributed set of unitary channels that forms a group, we show that parallel strategies are, indeed,
optimal, even when compared to general strategies. We also show that strategies based on the quantum switch cannot outperform sequential
strategies in the discrimination of unitary channels. Finally, we derive an absolute upper bound for the maximal probability of successfully dis-
criminating any set of unitary channels with any number of copies for the most general strategies that are suitable for channel discrimination.
Our bound is tight since it is saturated by sets of unitary channels forming a group k-design.

Published under an exclusive license by AIP Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0075919

I. INTRODUCTION
The discrimination of different hypotheses is a fundamental part of the scientific method that finds application in the most distinct areas,

such as information theory,1 bioinformatics,2 machine learning,3 and behavioral and social sciences.4 In a discrimination task, one seeks for
the best manner to decide whether a particular hypothesis is the most likely to be the best description of some scenario or experiment. An
important, albeit general, instance of a discrimination task consists in identifying between different input–output relations or different causal-
effect dynamics a physical system may undergo. For instance, in an x-ray examination that identifies whether a person has a broken bone, the
examiner prepares an initial state, which is subjected to certain dynamics when passing through the person’s body, before being measured by
some physical apparatus. In this case, the goal is to distinguish between the dynamics related to a broken and a healthy bone by implementing
the most appropriate input state and measurement apparatus.

In its most fundamental level, closed-system dynamics in quantum theory are described by unitary operations. Hence, being able to dis-
criminate between different unitary operations is a ubiquitous task within quantum theory and quantum technologies. Examples of tasks
directly related to our ability to discriminate unitary operations are unitary equivalence determination,5,6 quantum metrology,7,8 quan-
tum hypothesis testing,9 quantum parameter estimation,10 alignment and transmission of reference frames,11,12 and discrimination and
tomography of quantum circuit elements.13

Discrimination tasks are also relevant to the field of computer science. An oracle, which is an abstract machine used to study decision
problems, may be understood as a black box that solves certain problems with a single operation. From a quantum computational perspective,
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a quantum oracle is a unitary operation whose internal mechanisms are unknown and are employed in seminal quantum algorithms, such
as the Deustch–Josza algorithm,14 Grover’s algorithm,15 and Simon’s algorithm.16 These oracle-based quantum algorithms may be recast as
unitary discrimination tasks.17

Such practical and fundamental interest has motivated an extensive study of the discrimination of unitary channels within the context of
quantum information theory, leading to a plethora of interesting results.

Contrarily to the problem of quantum state discrimination,18 in which two states cannot be perfectly distinguished with a finite number
of uses, or copies, unless they are orthogonal, it has been remarkably shown that any pair of unitary channels can indeed always be perfectly
distinguished with a finite number of copies.19,20 Moreover, perfect discrimination of a pair of unitary channels can always be achieved by a
parallel scheme19,20 (see also Ref. 21). Even when perfect discrimination is not possible, sequential strategies can never outperform parallel
strategies in a task of discrimination between a pair of unitary channels.22 Concerning the discrimination of sets of more than two unitary
channels, when considering unitaries, which are a representation of a group and uniformly distributed, Ref. 22 showed once more that, for
any number of copies, sequential strategies are not advantageous when compared to parallel strategies. For related tasks such as error-free and
unambiguous unitary channel discrimination,23 unitary estimation,22 unitary learning,24 and unitary store-and-retrieve,25 parallel strategies
were also proven to be optimal. Up to this point, no unitary channel minimum-error discrimination tasks in which sequential strategies
outperform parallel strategies are known, to the extent of our knowledge.

In this work, we focus on the discrimination of sets of more than two unitary channels with multiple copies to study the potential
advantages that different classes of strategies can bring to this task. The first contribution of our work is precisely to show examples of
discrimination tasks of unitary channels in which sequential strategies are advantageous, when compared to parallel strategies that allow
the same number of copies. In fact, contrarily to the tasks of error-free and unambiguous unitary channel discrimination,23 we show that
sequential strategies can achieve perfect discrimination in tasks that parallel strategies cannot.

Then, motivated by the recent advances in channel discrimination theory that have established the advantage of general discrimination
strategies that involve indefinite causal order for general channels,26 we study the potential advantages of these general strategies for the
specific case of unitary channel discrimination.

Extending the framework developed in Ref. 26 to discrimination tasks that allow for the use of multiple copies, we achieve the following
results. We prove the optimality of parallel strategies, even when compared against general strategies, in tasks of discrimination of uniformly
distributed unitary channels that form a unitary representation of some group for any number of copies. However, the power of general
strategies is revealed when applied to discrimination tasks that fail to satisfy at least one of these requirements. In these cases, we show
that general indefinite-causal-order strategies can outperform sequential strategies and again that sequential strategies can outperform the
parallel ones. Then, we show that a particular case of general strategies, one that applies processes related to the quantum switch27 and its
generalizations,28–30 can never outperform sequential strategies in the discrimination of unitary channels.

The final contribution of our work is to derive an ultimate upper bound for the maximal probability of successful discrimination of any
ensembles of unitary channels with a uniform probability distribution. Our result represents an upper bound for the most general strategy that
can possibly be employed in a task of channel discrimination. We show that this bound is saturated by parallel strategies for the discrimination
of unitary groups that form a k-design, where k is the number of allowed copies.

II. MINIMUM-ERROR CHANNEL DISCRIMINATION
In a task of minimum-error channel discrimination, one is given access to an unknown quantum channel C̃i : L(HI)→ L(HO), which

maps quantum states from an input linear space HI to an output linear space HO. This quantum channel is known to have been drawn
with probability pi from a known ensemble of channels E = {pj, C̃j}N

j=1. The task is to determine which channel from the ensemble was
received using a limited amount of uses/queries of it, which is essentially to determine the classical label i of channel C̃i. In order to accom-
plish this task in the case where only a single use of the unknown channel is allowed, one may send part of a potentially entangled state
ρ ∈ L(HI ⊗Haux) through the channel C̃i and subsequently jointly measure the output state with a positive-operator valued measure (POVM)
M = {Ma}N

a=1, Ma ∈ L(HO ⊗Haux). When both the state and measurement are optimized according to the knowledge of the ensemble, the
outcome of the measurement will correspond to the most likely value of the label i of the unknown channel. Then, the maximal probability of
successfully determining which channel is at hand is given by

P ∶= max
ρ,{Mi}

N

∑
i=1

piTr[(C̃i ⊗ �̃�)(ρ)Mi], (1)

where �̃� : L(Haux)→ L(Haux) is the identity map.
When more than one use, or copy, as we will refer to from now on, is allowed, different strategies come into play, each exploring a

different order in which the copies of the unknown channel are applied. In Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), we illustrate two such possibilities, a parallel
and a sequential strategy, respectively. However, a more general strategy can be defined by considering the most general higher-order trans-
formation that can map k quantum channels to a valid probability distribution [see Fig. 1(c)]. It has been shown that some of these general
strategies may employ processes with an indefinite causal order and that these strategies may outperform parallel and sequential ones in tasks
of channel discrimination.26
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the realization of every k-copy (a) parallel tester TPAR with a state ρ and a POVM M; (b) sequential tester TSEQ with a state ρ, channels
Ẽi , i ∈ {1, k − 1}, and a POVM M; and (c) general tester TGEN with a process matrix W and a POVM M.

III. TESTER FORMALISM
To facilitate the approach to this problem, a concise and unified formalism of testers,31 also referred to as process POVMs,32,33 was

developed in Ref. 26, providing practical tools for both the comparison between different strategies and for the efficient computation of
the maximal probability of successful discrimination of a channel ensemble under different classes of strategies. We now revise the tester
formalism while extending its definitions to strategies that involve a finite number of copies k of the unknown channel.

In order to apply the tester formalism, we will make use of the Choi–Jamiołkowski (CJ) representation of quantum maps. The CJ isomor-
phism is a one-to-one correspondence between completely positive maps and positive semidefinite operators, which allows one to represent
any linear map L̃ : L(HI)↦ L(HO) by a linear operator L ∈ L(HI ⊗HO) defined by

L ∶= (�̃�⊗ L̃)(Φ+), (2)

where Φ+ = ∑ij∣ii⟩⟨jj∣ ∈ L(HI ⊗HI), with {∣i⟩} being an orthonormal basis, is an unnormalized maximally entangled state. In this represen-
tation, a quantum channel, i.e., a completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map C̃ : L(HI)↦ L(HO), is represented by a linear operator
C ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), often called the “Choi operator” of channel C̃, which satisfies

C ≥ 0, TrOC = 𝟙I , (3)

where TrO denotes the partial trace over HO and 𝟙I denotes the identity operator on HI . In particular, the Choi operator of a unitary channel is
proportional to a maximally entangled state. Using Choi operators of quantum channels, we can equivalently represent the channel ensemble
{pi, C̃i}N

i=1 as {pi, Ci}N
i=1, where Ci is the Choi operator of channel C̃i.

A tester is a set of positive semidefinite operators T = {Ti}N
i=1, Ti ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), which obey certain normalization constraints and

which, when taking the trace with the Choi operator of a quantum channel C, lead to a valid probability distribution according to p(i∣C)
= Tr(Ti C). In this sense, testers act on quantum channels similarly to how POVMs act on quantum states and can, therefore, be interpreted
as a “measurement” of a quantum channel. Testers allow us to rewrite the maximal probability of successful discrimination of the channel
ensemble E = {pi, Ci}N

i=1 as

P = max
{Ti}

N

∑
i=1

piTr(Ti Ci). (4)
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The advantage of this representation is the simplification of the optimization problem that defines the maximal probability of success:
now, optimization over different discrimination strategies may be achieved by maximizing P over the set of valid testers, as opposed to
optimizing over both states and measurements [as in Eq. (1)].

For the case of k copies, different normalization constraints define testers that represent different classes of strategies. We now define
k-copy testers that represent parallel, sequential, and general strategies.

Let HI ∶= ⊗k
i=1HIi and HO ∶= ⊗k

i=1HOi be the joint input and output spaces, respectively, of k copies of a quantum channel, let
dI ∶= dim(HI) and dO ∶= dim(HO) be their dimension, and let

X(⋅) ∶= TrX(⋅)⊗
𝟙X

dX
(5)

denote a trace-and-replace operation in HX .

A. Parallel strategies
Parallel strategies are the ones that consist of sending each system that composes a multipartite state through one of the copies of

the unknown channel, in such a way that the output of each copy does not interact with the input of the others, and jointly measuring
the output state at the end [see Fig. 1(a), left]. These strategies are characterized by parallel testers [see Fig. 1(a), right] TPAR = {TPAR

i }N
i=1,

TPAR
i ∈ L(HI ⊗HO). Let WPAR ∶= ∑iT

PAR
i . Then, parallel testers are defined as

TPAR
i ≥ 0 ∀ i, (6)

Tr WPAR = dO, (7)

WPAR = OWPAR. (8)

This is equivalent to defining WPAR to be a parallel process, satisfying WPAR = σI ⊗ 𝟙O, where Tr(σI) = 1.

B. Sequential strategies
In a sequential strategy, a quantum system is sent through the first copy of the channel, and its output system is allowed to be sent as input

of the next copy, while general CPTP maps may act on the systems in between copies. The final output is measured by a POVM [see Fig. 1(b),
left]. These strategies are represented by sequential testers [see Fig. 1(b), right] TSEQ = {TSEQ

i }N
i=1, TSEQ

i ∈ L(HI ⊗HO). Let WSEQ ∶= ∑iT
SEQ
i .

Then, sequential testers are defined as

TSEQ
i ≥ 0 ∀ i, (9)

Tr WSEQ = dO, (10)

WSEQ = Ok WSEQ, (11)

IkOk WSEQ = O(k−1)IkOk WSEQ, (12)

⋮

I2O2...IkOk WSEQ = O1I2O2...IkOk WSEQ. (13)

This is equivalent to defining WSEQ to be a k-slot comb31 or a k-partite ordered process matrix34 (see also Refs. 35 and 36).

C. General strategies
Finally, general strategies are defined by the most general higher-order operations that can transform k quantum channels into a joint

probability distribution. They can be regarded as the most general “measurement” that acts jointly on k quantum channels, yielding a classical
output. Crucially, and contrarily to parallel and sequential strategies, general strategies do not physically impose any particular order in
which the copies of the channel must be applied. The testers that characterize these strategies, the general testers, are the most general sets
of positive semidefinite operators TGEN = {TGEN

i }N
i=1, TGEN

i ∈ L(HI ⊗HO) that satisfy p(i∣C1, . . . , Ck)break = Tr[TGEN
i (C1 ⊗ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗ Ck)]. Let

WGEN ∶= ∑iT
GEN
i . Then, general testers can be equivalently defined as

TGEN
i ≥ 0 ∀ i, (14)

Tr[WGEN(C1 ⊗ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗ Ck)] = 1 (15)
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for all Choi states of quantum channels Ci ∈ L(HIi ⊗HOi). This is equivalent to defining WGEN to be a general k-partite process matrix.34,37

For the cases of k = 2 and k = 3, we provide a characterization of WGEN in terms of linear constraints in Appendix A.
Ordered processes, such as WPAR and WSEQ, form a subset of the general processes WGEN. However, some general processes are

known not to respect the causal constraints of ordered processes, that is, they are neither parallel nor sequential.37 Moreover, they can-
not be described as convex mixtures of ordered processes, in the bipartite case, or other more appropriate notions of mixtures of causal
order, in the multipartite case.38 Such general processes have been termed to exhibit an indefinite causal order37 and have been shown to
bring advantages to several quantum information tasks, such as quantum computation,28 communication complexity,39,40 discrimination of
bipartite non-signaling channels,41 violation of fully and semi-device-independent causal inequalities,37,42,43 inversion of unknown unitary
operations,44 and, more recently, discrimination of general quantum channels.26

Contrarily to the parallel and sequential cases, a realization of general testers in terms of quantum operations is an open problem. More
specifically, a general tester can always be constructed from a general process matrix and a POVM,26 as illustrated in Fig. 1(c). However, only a
subset of process matrices are currently known to be realizable with quantum operations.45 This subset, known as “coherent quantum control
of causal orders,” has been shown to bring advantage to the discrimination of general channels.26 See Ref. 26 for a more detailed discussion
about the realization of testers.

For any chosen strategy, the maximal probability of successful discrimination of an ensemble of N channels E = {pi, Ci}N
i=1 using k copies

is given by

PS ∶= max
{TS

i }

N

∑
i=1

piTr(TS
i C⊗k

i ), (16)

where S ∈ {PAR, SEQ, GEN}.
For all three classes of strategies, PS can be computed via semidefinite programming (SDP). A short review of dual and primal SDP

problems associated with the maximal probability of successful discrimination is given in Appendix A.

IV. DISCRIMINATION OF UNITARY CHANNELS
In this section, we present our results concerning the discrimination of unitary channels. Here, unitary channels, also called unitary

operations, will be simply denoted by unitary operators U that satisfy UU† = 𝟙, and these terms will be used interchangeably. The Choi
operators of unitary channels will be denoted as ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣ ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), where

∣U⟩⟩ ∶=∑
i
(𝟙⊗U)∣ii⟩. (17)

We start considering a discrimination task that involves unitary channels that form a group (see Appendix B). We show that, for an
ensemble composed of a set of unitary channels that forms a group and a uniform distribution, parallel strategies do not only perform as
well as the sequential ones22 but are, indeed, the optimal strategies for discrimination—even considering general strategies that may involve
indefinite causal order.

Theorem 1. For ensembles composed of a uniform probability distribution and a set of unitary channels that forms a group up to a global
phase, in discrimination tasks that allow for k copies, parallel strategies are optimal, even when considering general strategies.

More specifically, let E = {pi, Ui}i be an ensemble with N unitary channels, where pi = 1
N ∀ i and the set {Ui}i forms a group up to a global

phase. Then, for any number of copies k and for every general tester {TGEN
i }, there exists a parallel tester {TPAR

i }i such that

1
N

N

∑
i=1

Tr(TPAR
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k) = 1

N

N

∑
i=1

Tr(TGEN
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k). (18)

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix B.
Theorem 1 has two crucial hypotheses: (1) the set of unitary operators {U i} forms a group and (2) the distribution {pi} is uniform. If at

least one of these hypotheses is not satisfied, then Theorem 1, in fact, does not hold, as we show in the following.

Theorem 2. There exist ensembles of unitary channels for which sequential strategies of discrimination outperform parallel strategies.
Moreover, sequential strategies can achieve perfect discrimination in some scenarios where the maximal probability of success of parallel strategies
is strictly less than one.

Let us start with the case where the set of unitary channels does not form a group, but the probability distribution of the ensemble is
uniform. In the following, σx, σy, and σz are the Pauli operators and H ∶= ∣+⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−⟩⟨1∣, where ∣±⟩ ∶= 1

√

2
(∣0⟩ ± ∣1⟩), is the Hadamard gate.
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Example 1. The ensemble composed of a uniform probability distribution and N = 4 qubit unitary channels given by {Ui}
= {𝟙,

√
σx,√σy,

√
σz}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 2 copies, can be discriminated under a sequential strategy with the probability

of success PSEQ = 1, while any parallel strategy yields PPAR < 1.

A straightforward sequential strategy that attains perfect discrimination of this ensemble can be constructed by first noting that√
σi
√
σi = σi; hence, a simple composition of the unitary operators U i leads to the Pauli operators, which are perfectly discriminated with

a bipartite maximally entangled state and a joint measurement in the Bell basis. The proof that any parallel strategy that applies two
copies can never attain perfect discrimination is provided in Appendix C and applies the method of computer-assisted proofs developed in
Ref. 26.

Another example of this phenomenon is showed by the ensemble {Ui} = {𝟙, σx, σy,
√
σz} with uniform probability distribution, which

also satisfies PPAR < PSEQ = 1 for a discrimination task with k = 2 copies. In Appendix C, we show that such an ensemble can actually be
discriminated perfectly by a sequential strategy that uses, on average, 1.5 copies.

The next example concerns a set of unitary channels that forms a group, but the probability distribution of the ensemble is not uniform.

Example 2. Let {𝟙, σx, σy, σz , H, σxH, σyH, σzH} = {Ui} be a tuple of N = 8 unitary channels that forms a group up to a global phase,
and let {pi} be a probability distribution in which each element pi is proportional to the ith digit of the number π ≈ 3.141 592 6, that is, {pi}
= { 3

31 , 1
31 , 4

31 , . . . , 6
31}. For the ensemble {pi, U i}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 2 copies, sequential strategies outperform parallel

strategies, i.e., PPAR < PSEQ.

The proof of this example is also in Appendix C and applies the same method of computer-assisted proofs. In Example 2, we have
set the distribution {pi} to be proportional to the ith digit of the constant π to emphasize that the phenomenon of sequential strategies
outperforming the parallel ones when the set of unitary channels forms a group does not require a particularly well chosen non-uniform
distribution. In practice, we have observed that with randomly generated distributions, optimal strategies often respect PPAR < PSEQ.

In both of the aforementioned examples, general strategies do not outperform sequential strategies. However, for the case of
discrimination of unitary channels using k = 3 copies, we show that general strategies are, indeed, advantageous.

Theorem 3. There exist ensembles of unitary channels for which general strategies of discrimination outperform sequential strategies.

Let us start again with the case where the set of unitary channels does not form a group, but the probability distribution of the ensemble is
uniform. For the following, we define Hy ∶= ∣+y⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−y⟩⟨1∣, where ∣±y⟩ ∶= 1

√

2
(∣0⟩ ± i∣1⟩), and HP ∶= ∣+P⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−P⟩⟨1∣, where ∣+P⟩ ∶= 1

5(3∣0⟩
+ 4∣1⟩) and ∣−P⟩ ∶= 1

5(4∣0⟩ − 3∣1⟩).

Example 3. For the ensemble composed of a uniform probability distribution and N = 4 unitary channels given by {Ui}
= {√σx,

√
σz ,
√

Hy,
√

HP}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 3 copies, general strategies outperform sequential strategies and sequential
strategies outperform parallel strategies. Therefore, the maximal probabilities of success satisfy the strict hierarchy PPAR < PSEQ < PGEN.

The proof of this example can be found in Appendix D.
General strategies can also be advantageous for the discrimination of an ensemble composed of a non-uniform probability distribution

and a set of unitary channels that forms a group. Let the set of unitary operators in Example 3 be the set of generators of a group (poten-
tially with an infinite number of elements). Now, consider the ensemble composed of such a group and a probability distribution given by
pi = 1

4 for the four values of i corresponding to the four unitary operators, which are the generators of the group, and pi = 0 otherwise. It is
straightforward to see that the maximal probabilities of successfully discriminating this ensemble would be the same as the ones in Example
3, hence satisfying PPAR < PSEQ < PGEN. Although somewhat artificial, this example shows that advantages of general strategies are, indeed,
possible for this kind of unitary channel ensemble.

Although general indefinite-causal-order strategies can be advantageous for the discrimination of unitary channels, this is not the case
for one particular sub-class of general strategies: those which can be constructed from the quantum switch.27

Let Vmn, with m ∈ {0, 1}, n ∈ {0, 1, 2}, be unitary operators that act on a target and an auxiliary system and U1, U2 be unitary opera-
tors that act only on the target system. Finally, let {∣m⟩⟨m∣c}m be projectors that act on a control system. Then, we define the switch-like
superchannel, which transforms a pair of unitary channels into one unitary channel, according to

WSL(U1, U2) ∶= ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V02 (U2 ⊗ 𝟙)V01 (U1 ⊗ 𝟙)V00 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V12 (U1 ⊗ 𝟙)V11 (U2 ⊗ 𝟙)V10, (19)

where 𝟙 is the identity operator acting on the auxiliary system. In the case where Vmn = 𝟙 ∀m, n, one recovers the standard quantum switch.27

The switch-like superchannel has been previously considered in Refs. 29 and 30 in the context of reversability-preserving transformations.
Generalizations of the switch-like superchannel that transform k instead of 2 unitaries are presented in detail in Appendix E, applying unitaries
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FIG. 2. Illustration of a two-copy sequential strategy, which attains the same probability of successful discrimination as any two-copy switch-like strategy, for all sets of unitary
channels {Ui}

N
i=1. Line “c” represents a control system, “t” represents a target system, and “a” represents an auxiliary system. Both strategies can be straightforwardly

extended to k copies (see Appendix E).

{Vmn}m,n, with m ∈ {0, . . . , k! − 1} and n ∈ {0, . . . , k}, and considering all permutations of the target unitaries {Ul}k
l=1. Such k-slots switch-like

superchannels have been shown to be implementable via coherent quantum control of causal orders.45

Now, let WSL ∈ L(HP ⊗HI ⊗HO ⊗HF) be the k-slot switch-like process associated with the k-slot generalization of the switch-like
superchannel in Eq. (19). A general discrimination strategy, given by the k-copy switch-like tester TSL = {TSL

i }, TSL
i ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), can be

constructed using the k-slot switch-like process WSL, a quantum state ρ ∈ L(HP) that acts on the “past” space of the k-slots of WSL, and a
POVM {Mi}, Mi ∈ L(HF) that acts on the “future” space according to

TSL
i ∶= TrPF[(ρ⊗ 𝟙)WSL(𝟙⊗Mi)], (20)

where the identity operators 𝟙 act on the correspondent complementary spaces.
We show that such switch-like strategies exhibit no advantage over sequential strategies for the discrimination of N unitary channels

using k copies.

Theorem 4. The action of the switch-like process on k copies of a unitary channel can be equivalently described by a sequential process that
acts on k copies of the same unitary channel.

Consequently, in a discrimination task involving the ensemble E = {pi, Ui}i composed of N unitary channels and some probability distri-
bution and that allows for k copies, for every switch-like tester {TSL

i }i, there exists a sequential tester {TSEQ
i }i that attains the same probability

of success according to
N

∑
i=1

piTr(TSL
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k) =

N

∑
i=1

piTr(TSEQ
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k). (21)

The proof can be found in Appendix E, where we provide a simple construction of a sequential strategy that performs as well as any
switch-like strategy using the same number of copies for unitary channel discrimination. A graphical representation of such a strategy in the
case of k = 2 copies is represented in Fig. 2.

V. UNIFORMLY SAMPLED UNITARY CHANNELS
The advantage of sequential and general strategies in the discrimination of unitary channels is not restricted to the main examples given

for Theorems 2 and 3. In fact, by sampling sets of unitary operators uniformly distributed according to the Haar measure and using these sets
to construct ensembles with uniform probability distribution, one can find several other examples of the advantage of sequential and general
strategies. A summary of our numerical findings is presented in Table I.

Qubits, k = 2. In the scenario of qubit unitary channels and k = 2 copies, we have observed gaps between the performance of parallel and
sequential strategies for ensembles of N ∈ {4, . . . , 25} unitary channels. For the case of N = 2, it is known that such gaps do not exit,22 and for
the case of N = 3, no gap was discovered. By calculating the averages of the maximal probabilities of success, we observed that the minimum
ratio ⟨PPAR⟩/⟨PSEQ⟩ occurred at N = 6. At N = 25, gaps were hardly detected. This behavior can be visualized in the plot of Fig. 3 (top).

Qutrits, k = 2. For the case of qutrit unitary channels and k = 2 copies, we discovered a gap between the performance of parallel and
sequential strategies already for a discrimination task of only N = 3 unitary channels, while in the qubit case, the first example of this
phenomenon was found only for N = 4. In this scenario as well, no advantages of general strategies were found. These results are not plotted.

Qubits, k = 3. In the scenario of qubit unitary channels and k = 3 copies, the advantage of general strategies over causally ordered ones
(parallel and sequential) is common. Still considering uniformly sampled qubit unitary channels, in the three-copy case, we have found a strict
hierarchy of discrimination strategies in scenarios of N ∈ {4, . . . , 19}. For N ∈ {20, . . . , 25}, the advantage of sequential strategies was clear
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TABLE I. Summary of numerical findings: Gaps between different strategies of discrimination using k copies of ensembles
of N uniformly distributed qubit unitary channels sampled according to the Haar measure. The bold equalities on row N = 2
denote known analytical results (see Ref. 22). A strict inequality indicates that examples of ensembles that exhibit such gaps
were encountered. An equality indicates that, for all sampled ensembles, no gap was encountered, up to numerical precision.
The number of sampled sets ranged from 500 to 50 000.

Uniformly sampling qubit unitary channels

N k = 2 k = 3

2 PPAR = PSEQ = PGEN PPAR = PSEQ = PGEN

3 PPAR = PSEQ = PGEN PPAR < PSEQ = PGEN

4 PPAR < PSEQ = PGEN PPAR < PSEQ < PGEN

⋮ ⋮ ⋮
10 PPAR < PSEQ = PGEN PPAR < PSEQ < PGEN

⋮ ⋮ ⋮
25 PPAR ≈ PSEQ = PGEN PPAR < PSEQ ≈ PGEN

FIG. 3. Ratios of the averages of the maximal probability of successful discrimination of ensembles of N ∈ {2, . . . , 25} uniformly distributed qubit unitary channels sampled
according to the Haar measure. Top: For k = 2 copies, the ratio between parallel and sequential strategies ⟨PPAR

⟩/⟨PSEQ
⟩. To compute the averages, 1000 sets were sampled

for each N. Bottom: For k = 3 copies, the ratio between parallel and sequential strategies ⟨PPAR
⟩/⟨PSEQ

⟩ and between sequential and general strategies ⟨PSEQ
⟩/⟨PGEN

⟩.
To compute the averages, 500 sets were sampled for each N.
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but that of general strategies was hardly detected. In addition, in the case of N = 3, only an advantage of sequential over parallel strategies was
found. The minimum ratios of the averages ⟨PPAR⟩/⟨PSEQ⟩ and ⟨PSEQ⟩/⟨PGEN⟩ were found at N = 10 and N = 11, respectively. These results
are plotted in Fig. 3 (bottom).

The number of unitary channel ensembles sampled to calculate the average values of the maximal probabilities of success ranged from
50 000 for d = 2, k = 2, and N = 2 to 100 for d = 3, k = 2, and N = 3.

In Fig. 3, one can see how the ratios between the maximal probabilities of success of different classes of strategies decrease as the number
N of uniformly sampled unitary channels being discriminated increases. This observation is in line with the idea that, in the limit where
the ensemble is composed of all qubit unitary channels, therefore forming the group SU(2), it is expected that parallel strategies would be
optimal. In Sec. VI, we formally analyze the asymptotic behavior of ⟨PS⟩, while providing an absolute upper bound for the maximal probability
of success under any strategy.

VI. ULTIMATE UPPER BOUND FOR PS FOR ANY SET OF UNITARY CHANNELS
We now present an upper bound for the maximal probability of success for discriminating a set of N d-dimensional unitary channels

with general strategies when k copies are available. Our result applies to any ensemble of unitary channels E = {pi, Ui}N
i=1, where pi = 1

N is a
uniform probability distribution. Since general testers are the most general strategies, which are consistent with a channel discrimination task,
our result constitutes an ultimate upper bound for discriminating uniformly distributed unitary channels. In addition, as we show later, our
bound can be saturated by particular choices of unitary channels.

Theorem 5 (upper bound for general strategies). Let E = {pi, Ui}N
i=1 be an ensemble composed of N d-dimensional unitary channels and

a uniform probability distribution. The maximal probability of successful discrimination of a general strategy with k copies is upper bounded by

PGEN ≤ 1
N
γ(d, k), (22)

where γ(d, k) is given by

γ(d, k) ∶= (k + d2 − 1
k

) = (k + d2 − 1)!
k!(d2 − 1)! . (23)

The proof of this theorem is in Appendix F.
The upper bound given by Theorem 5 can be attained by some particular choices of unitary channels that form a group (and hence, by

Theorem 3, attainable by a parallel strategy). In particular, it follows from Refs. 46–48 that when sets of unitary operators {Ui}i form group
k-designs, there exists a parallel strategy such that

PPAR = 1
N
γ(d, k). (24)

A set of unitary operators {Ui}N
i=1 forms a group k-design when the set forms a group and respects the relation

∫
Haar

U⊗k ρ U⊗k†dU = 1
N

N

∑
i=1

U⊗k
i ρ U⊗k

i
†

(25)

for every linear operator ρ.
In Sec. V, we analyzed the problem of discriminating N unitary operators uniformly sampled according to the Haar measure. For any

fixed dimension d and number of copies k, if we sample a very large number N of unitary operators (N →∞), when the distribution {pi}i is
uniform, the maximal probability of success will be very small (PS → 0). At the same time, due to the uniform properties of the Haar measure,
if we uniformly sample a large number N of unitary operators, we obtain a set that approaches the group of all unitary operators of the given
dimension, which is equivalent to the group SU(d), approximately satisfying the group k-design condition in Eq. (25). Therefore, for large N,
we have the asymptotic behavior

N⟨PPAR⟩ ≈ N⟨PSEQ⟩ ≈ N⟨PGEN⟩ ≈ γ(d, k). (26)

This argument can be made more rigorous by recognizing that SU(d) is a compact Lie group, treating probabilities as probability densities,
and maximizing likelihood.46,48
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FIG. 4. Upper bound and average of the maximal probability of successful discrimination of sets of N ∈ {2, . . . , 25} qubit unitary operators sampled according to the Haar
measure. The plotted curves correspond to the average ⟨PS

⟩ multiplied by N, and the constant line is the analytical upper bound of γ(2, k) derived in Theorem 5. Note how
all N⟨PS

⟩ asymptotically approach the upper bound γ(2, k) as N increases, although somewhat slowly. Top: For k = 2 copies, N⟨PPAR
⟩ and N⟨PSEQ

⟩ are plotted against
the upper bound of γ(2, 2) = 10. To compute the averages, 1000 sets were sampled for each N. Bottom: For k = 3 copies, N⟨PPAR

⟩, N⟨PSEQ
⟩, and N⟨PGEN

⟩ are plotted
against the upper bound of γ(2, 3) = 20. The difference between plotted points of N⟨PSEQ

⟩ and N⟨PGEN
⟩ is not visible. To compute the averages, 500 sets were sampled

for each N.

As an example from our numerical calculations, in Fig. 4, for the case of d = 2 and k = 2, 3, we can visualize the behavior of N⟨PS⟩
as a function of N and how it asymptotically approaches the constant γ(d, k), which takes the values of γ(2, 2) = 10 and γ(2, 3) = 20, with
increasing N.

VII. CONCLUSION
We extended the unified tester formalism of Ref. 26 to the case of k copies and applied it particularly to the study of unitary channel

discrimination. Our first contribution was to prove that, in a discrimination task of an ensemble of a set of unitary channels that forms a
group and a uniform probability distribution, parallel strategies are always optimal, even when compared against the performance of general
strategies.

Subsequently, we showed an example of a unitary channel discrimination task in which a sequential strategy outperforms any parallel
strategy. Our result consists of the first demonstration of such a phenomenon, to the extent of our knowledge. Our task involves four unitary
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channels and two copies, which can be perfectly discriminated with a sequential strategy but not with a parallel one. We explicitly provided
the optimal discrimination strategy for this task.

We also showed that general strategies that involve indefinite causal order are advantageous for the discrimination of unitary channels.
Our simplest example of this phenomenon is a task of discriminating among four unitary channels using three copies. While our optimal
parallel and sequential strategies can be straightforwardly implemented with (ordered) quantum circuits, a potential quantum realization of
the optimal general strategies that are advantageous in this scenario remains an open problem. We then demonstrated that general strategies
that are created from switch-like transformations, which are known to be, in principle, implementable with quantum operations,45 can never
perform better than sequential strategies for unitary channel discrimination.

The final result of our work was an upper bound for the maximal probability of success of any set of unitary channels using any number
of copies under any strategy. This ultimate bound applies to any possible discrimination strategy and was shown to be tight, attained by
discrimination tasks of unitary groups that form a k-design.

The concrete examples of the advantages of sequential and general strategies in this work focused on discrimination tasks that use k = 2
or 3 copies. An open question of our work is how these strategy gaps would scale with larger values of k. The preliminary results presented
here indicate that the advantage of sequential over parallel strategies and of general over sequential strategies should be even more accentuated
as a higher number of copies are allowed. This idea is supported by the intuition that the number of different ways in which one can construct
sequential strategies, as compared to parallel strategies, increases with the number of slots k. Similarly, we expect such a phenomenon to exist
for the general case. It would then be interesting to find out exactly the rate with which these gaps increase with k.

No advantage of general strategies was found in scenarios involving discrimination of unitary channels using only k = 2 copies. We con-
jecture that, when considering k = 2 copies, such an advantage is, indeed, not possible for any number N of unitary channels. We also remark
that, when considering k = 2 copies, Refs. 29 and 30 proved that superchannels that preserve reversibility (i.e., transform unitary channels into
unitary channels) are necessarily of the switch-like form. Intuitively, it seems plausible that the optimal general strategy for discriminating
unitary channels would be one that transforms unitary channels into unitary channels. This argument of reversibility preservation combined
with our Theorem 4 might lead to a proof of our conjecture.

Furthermore, we also conjecture that, when considering N = 2 unitary channels, general strategies are not advantageous for any number
of copies k. In this scenario, it has been proven that sequential strategies cannot outperform parallel ones,22 and we believe this to also be the
case for general strategies. The task of discriminating between two unitary channels can always be recast as the problem of discriminating a
unitary operator from the identity operator. In the parallel case, the probability of successful discrimination has been shown to be related to
the spread of the eigenvalues of this unitary operator.19,20 The proof presented in Ref. 22 explores how sequential strategies affect the spread
of the eigenvalues of unitary operators, to conclude that they cannot outperform the parallel ones. A better understanding of how general
strategies affect the spread of the eigenvalues of unitary operators could lead to a conclusive answer for this conjecture.

Finally, an interesting open question that could follow our work is how quantum-specific are the phenomena presented here. For
instance, Ref. 49 showed that adaptive strategies may outperform the parallel ones in classical channel discrimination; however, their examples
did not concern a classical analog of unitary channels. Assuming the analog of a unitary channel in classical information theory to be a classi-
cal channel that maps deterministic probability distributions into deterministic probability distributions, i.e., channels that can be described
by a permutation matrix, it would be interesting to investigate whether their discrimination could also be enhanced by sequential strategies.
Additionally, Refs. 50 and 51 showed that indefinite causal order also manifests itself in classical processes. Hence, an interesting question
would be whether indefinite causality is also a useful resource for classical channel discrimination.
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The Appendix is composed of the following sections: Appendix A presents the definition of two- and three-slot process matrices in terms
of positivity and linear normalization constraints and a small review of the formulation of the maximal probability of successful discrimination
in terms of primal and dual SDP problems; Appendix B presents the Proof of Theorem 1; Appendix C presents the proof of Examples 1 and
2; Appendix D presents the proof of Example 3, Appendix E presents the Proof of Theorem 4; and, finally, Appendix F contains the Proof of
Theorem 5.

Some of the sections in the Appendix will make use of the link product13 between two linear operators, which is a useful mathematical tool
to compose linear maps that are represented by their Choi operators. If C̃ ∶= B̃ ○ Ã is the composition of the linear maps Ã : L(H1)→ L(H2)
and B̃ : L(H2)→ L(H3), the Choi operator of C̃ is given by C = A ∗ B, where A and B are the Choi operators of Ã and B̃, respectively,
and ∗ stands for the link product, which we now define. Let A ∈ L(H1 ⊗H2) and B ∈ L(H2 ⊗H3) be linear operators. The link product
A ∗ B ∈ L(H1 ⊗H3) is defined as

A12 ∗ B23 ∶= Tr2[((A12)T2 ⊗ 𝟙3) (𝟙1 ⊗ B23)], (27)

where (⋅)T2 stands for the partial transposition on the linear space H2.
We remark that identifying the linear spaces where the operators act is an important part of the link product, also, if we keep track on

these linear spaces, the link product is commutative and associative.

APPENDIX A: SEMIDEFINITE PROGRAMMING FORMULATION AND LINEAR CONSTRAINTS FOR GENERAL
PROCESSES OF k = 2 AND k = 3 SLOTS

For sake of completeness, in the following, we present a characterization of general processes with k = 2 and k = 3 slots, which are bipartite
and tripartite process matrices, in terms of positivity constraints and linear normalization constraints. While positivity is a consequence of
physical considerations, the linear normalization constraints are a direct implication of Eq. (15). We refer to Ref. 34 for a detailed explanation
of the method and Ref. 53 for the explicit characterization of general processes with k = 3 slots.

We recall that we represent the trace-and-replace operation on HX as X(⋅) = TrX(⋅)⊗ 𝟙X

dX
, where dX = dim(HX).

Let W ∈ L(HAI AO ⊗HBI BO) be a two-slot (bipartite) process matrix. Then,

W ≥ 0, (A1)

Tr(W) = dAO dBO , (A2)

AI AO W=AI AOBO W, (A3)

BI BO W=AOBI BO W, (A4)

W + AOBO W=AO W+BO W. (A5)

Now, let W ∈ L(HAI AO ⊗HBI BO ⊗HCI CO) be a three-slot (tripartite) process matrix. Then,

W ≥ 0, (A6)

Tr(W) = dAO dBO dCO , (A7)

AI AOBI BO W=AI AOBI BOCO W, (A8)

BI BOCI CO W=AOBI BOCI CO W, (A9)

AI AOCI CO W=AI AOBOCI CO W, (A10)

AI AO W+AI AOBOCO W=AI AOBO W+AI AOCO W, (A11)
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BI BO W+AOBI BOCO W=AOBI BO W+BI BOCO W, (A12)

CI CO W+AOBOCI CO W=AOCI CO W+BOCI CO W, (A13)

W+AOBO W+AOCO W+BOCO W=AO W+BO W+CO W+AOBOCO W. (A14)

We also recall that the maximal probability of successful discrimination in Eq. (16) can be equivalently expressed by the primal SDP
problem

given {pi, Ci}

maximize ∑
i

piTr(TS
i C⊗k

i )

subject to TS
i ≥ 0 ∀ i, ∑

i
TS

i =WS,

(A15)

and the dual problem

given {pi, Ci}
minimize λ

subject to pi C⊗k
i ≤ λWS ∀ i,

(A16)

the latter of which can be straightforwardly phrased as an SDP by absorbing the coefficient λ into WS, which is the dual affine of process
matrix WS.26 For parallel processes WPAR, their dual affine WPAR is a general k-partite quantum channel, for sequential processes WSEQ, their
dual affine WSEQ is a k-partite channel with memory, and for general processes WGEN, their dual affine WGEN is a k-partite non-signaling
channel. We refer to Ref. 26 for more details. In principle, any solution of the primal problem gives an upper bound to PS and any solution
of the dual problem, a lower bound. From strong duality, it is guarantee that the optimal solution of both problems coincides. Both problems
are used in the computer-assisted-proof method applied in this paper.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We start this section with Lemma 1, which plays a main role in the Proof of Theorem 1 and may be of independent interest. The theorems
presented in this section employ methods that are similar to the ones in Refs. 20 and 54, which exploit the covariance of processes to parallelize
strategies.

Lemma 1. Let {TU}U , TU ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), be a general k-slot tester associated with the general process W ∶= ∑U TU , which respects the
commutation relation

WIO (𝟙⊗U⊗k)
IO
= (𝟙⊗U⊗k)

IO
WIO (B1)

for every unitary operator U ∈ L(Cd) from a set {U}U .
Then, there exists a parallel k-slot tester {TPAR

U }i such that

Tr(TPAR
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = Tr(TU ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) ∀ U ∈ {U}U . (B2)

Moreover, this parallel tester can be written as TPAR
U = ρI′I ∗MI′O

U , where HI′ is an auxiliary space, which is isomorphic to HI , ρ ∈ L(HI

⊗HI′) is a quantum state defined by

ρI′I ∶=
√

W
T I′I
∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣I

′I√W
T I′I

, (B3)
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and {MU}U is a POVM defined by55

MI′O
U ∶=

√
W
−1I′O

TU
I′O√W

−1I′O
. (B4)

Proof. We start our proof by verifying that ρ ∈ L(HI′ ⊗HI) is a valid quantum state. The operator ρ is positive semidefinite because it
is a composition of positive semidefinite operators and the normalization condition follows from

Tr(ρ) =Tr(
√

W
T I′I
∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣I

′I√W
T I′I
) (B5)

=Tr(WT I′I ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣I
′I) (B6)

=Tr(WI′I ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣T I′I) (B7)

=Tr(WI′I ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣I
′I) (B8)

= 1, (B9)

where the last equation holds because since W is a general process, it satisfies Tr(WC) = 1 for any C, that is, the Choi operator of a channel.
Let us now verify that the set of operators {MU}U forms a valid POVM. For that, it is enough to recognize that all operators MU are

compositions of positive semidefinite operators that add up to the identity according to

∑
U

MU =
√

W
−1I′O

∑
U

TU
I′O√W

−1I′O
(B10)

=
√

W
−1I′O

WI′O√W
−1I′O

(B11)

=𝟙I′O. (B12)

The relation
√

W
−1

W
√

W
−1 = 𝟙 can be shown by writing W in an orthonormal basis as W = ∑iαi∣i⟩⟨i∣ and

√
W
−1 = ∑iα

−1/2
i ∣i⟩⟨i∣.

Recall that for any unitary operator U, we have the identity ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣T = ∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣, and if CIO is the Choi operator of a linear map

C̃ : L(HI)→ L(HO), ρI′I ∈ L(HI′ ⊗HI), it holds that ρI′I ∗ CIO = (�̃�⊗ C̃(ρI′I))
I′O

. In addition, if a diagonalizable operator WIO commutes

with (𝟙⊗U⊗k)IO
, its positive semidefinite square root

√
W also commutes with56 (𝟙⊗U⊗k)IO

; hence, we have

√
W (𝟙⊗U⊗k) = (𝟙⊗U⊗k)

√
W. (B13)

By taking the complex conjugation on both sides of Eq. (B13) and exploiting the fact that
√

W =
√

W
†

implies
√

W
T =
√

W
∗

, it holds that

√
W

T (𝟙⊗U∗⊗k) = (𝟙⊗U∗⊗k)
√

W
T

. (B14)

With these identities in hand, we can evaluate the link product ρI′I ∗ (∣U⊗k⟩⟩⟨⟨U⊗k∣T)IO
, which will be used in the next step of the proof, to

obtain

ρI′I ∗ (∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗kT
)

IO
= ρI′I ∗ (∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣⊗k)

IO
(B15)

= [(𝟙⊗U∗⊗k) ρ (𝟙⊗UT⊗k)]
I′O

(B16)

= [(𝟙⊗U∗⊗k)
√

W
T ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣

√
W

T (𝟙⊗UT⊗k)]
I′O

(B17)

= [
√

W
T (𝟙⊗U∗⊗k) ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣ (𝟙⊗UT⊗k)

√
W

T]
I′O

(B18)

=(
√

W
T ∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣⊗k√W

T)
I′O

. (B19)
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We now finish the proof by verifying that

Tr(TPAR
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = Tr[(ρI′I ∗MI′O

U ) ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗kIO
] (B20)

= (ρI′I ∗MI′O
U ) ∗ (∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k)T IO

(B21)

=MI′O
U ∗ (ρI′I ∗ ∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣⊗k IO

) (B22)

=MI′O
U ∗ (

√
W

T ∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣⊗k√W
T)

I′O
[applying Eq. (B19)] (B23)

= Tr
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

MI′O
U (
√

W
T ∣U∗⟩⟩⟨⟨U∗∣⊗k√W

T)
T I′O⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

(B24)

= Tr[MI′O
U (
√

W ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k√W)
I′O
] (B25)

= Tr[(
√

W
−1

TU
√

W
−1)

I′O
(
√

W ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k√W)
I′O
] (B26)

= Tr(TU ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k). (B27)

◻
Now, we prove Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Let E = {pU , ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣}U be an ensemble of unitary channels where the set of unitary operators U ∈ L(Cd), {U}U forms a
group up to a global phase—that is, there exist real numbers ϕi such that the following holds:

● eiϕ𝟙𝟙 ∈ {U}U .
● If A ∈ {U}U , then eiϕA A−1 ∈ {U}U .
● If A, B ∈ {U}U , then eiϕAB AB ∈ {U}U

and the distribution {pU}U is uniform—that is, if the set has N elements, pU = 1
N .

Then, for any number of uses k and every general tester {TGEN
U }U , TGEN

U ∈ L(HI ⊗HO), there exists a parallel tester {TPAR
U }U , TPAR

U
∈ L(HI ⊗HO), such that

1
N ∑

U∈{U}U

Tr(TGEN
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = 1

N ∑
U∈{U}U

Tr(TPAR
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k). (B28)

Before presenting the proof, we recall that unitary operators that are equivalent up to a global phase represent equivalent unitary channels.
That is, if U′ = eiϕU : HI → HO is a linear operator, its associated map is given by

Ũ′(ρ) = U′ρU′† (B29)

= eiϕe−iϕUρU† (B30)

= UρU† (B31)

= Ũ(ρ), (B32)

and its Choi operator ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣ respects

∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣ = ∣U′⟩⟩⟨⟨U′∣. (B33)

Due to this fact, the two sets of operators {Ui}i and {eiϕi Ui}i represent the same set of quantum channels.
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Proof. The proof goes as follows: we start by using the general tester {TGEN
U }U to construct another general tester {TU}U , which obeys

1
N ∑

U∈{U}U

Tr(TGEN
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = 1

N ∑
U∈{U}U

Tr(TU ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k). (B34)

Then, we prove that the general tester {TU}U we defined respects the hypothesis of Lemma 1. Hence, there exists a parallel tester {TPAR
U }U ,

which is equivalent to {TU}U when acting on the set of unitary operators {U}U .
Let us start by defining the general tester {TU}U as

TU ∶=
1
N ∑

V∈{U}U

(𝟙I ⊗ V†⊗k

)
IO

TGEN
VU

IO (𝟙I ⊗ V⊗k)
IO

, (B35)

where VU stands for the standard operator composition up to a global phase, that is, if VU is not in the set {U}U , we pick eiϕVU VU, which is
ensured to be an element of {U}U . Before proceeding, we should verify that the set of operators {TU}U is, indeed, a valid general tester. Note
that since TU is a composition of positive semidefinite operators, it holds that TU ≥ 0 for every U. We now show that W ∶= ∑U TU is a valid
general process. First, note that

W ∶=∑
U

TU (B36)

=∑
U

1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)TGEN
VU (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) (B37)

= 1
N∑U
∑
V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)TGEN
V(V−1U) (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) (B38)

= 1
N∑U
∑
V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)TGEN
U (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) (B39)

= 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)∑
U

TGEN
U (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) (B40)

= 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)WGEN (𝟙⊗ V⊗k), (B41)

where WGEN ∶= ∑U TGEN
U , and in Eq. (B38), we have used the change of variable U ↦ V−1U, which does not affect the sum because the set

{U}U is a group.
Note also that, if CIO is the Choi operator of a quantum channel, the operator defined by

C′IO ∶= 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V⊗k)IO CIO (𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)IO (B42)

is a valid channel since it is positive semidefinite and TrO(C′IO) = TrO(CIO) = 𝟙I . It then follows that, for every quantum channel of the form
C = ⊗k

i=1CIiOi
i , we have

Tr(WIOCIO) = 1
N

Tr[∑
V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)WGEN (𝟙⊗ V⊗k)C] (B43)

= 1
N

Tr[WGEN∑
V
(𝟙⊗ V⊗k)C (𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)] (B44)

= Tr(WIOC′IO) (B45)
= 1, (B46)

ensuring that {TU}U is a valid general tester.
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The next step is to show that the tester {TU}U attains the same success probability for discriminating the ensemble E = {pU , ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣}U
as the tester {TGEN

U }U . This claim follows from direct calculation, that is,

1
N∑U

Tr(TU ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = 1
N2∑

U
∑
V

Tr[(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)TGEN
VU (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k] (B47)

= 1
N2∑

U
∑
V

Tr[TGEN
VU (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k (𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)] (B48)

= 1
N2∑

U
∑
V

Tr(TGEN
VU ∣VU⟩⟩⟨⟨VU∣⊗k) (B49)

= 1
N2∑

U
∑
V

Tr(TGEN
V(V−1U) ∣V(V−1U)⟩⟩⟨⟨V(V−1U)∣⊗k) (B50)

= 1
N2∑

U
∑
V

Tr(TGEN
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) (B51)

= 1
N∑U

Tr(TGEN
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k). (B52)

The final step is to verify that the process W ∶= ∑U TU commutes with 𝟙⊗U⊗k for every unitary operator U ∈ {U}U to ensure that the
tester {TU}U fulfills the hypothesis of Lemma 1. Direct calculation shows that

(𝟙⊗U⊗k)W (𝟙⊗U†⊗k) = (𝟙⊗U⊗k) 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k

)WGEN (𝟙⊗ V⊗k)(𝟙⊗U†⊗k) (B53)

= 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ (UV†)

⊗k
)WGEN (𝟙⊗ (VU†)

⊗k
) (B54)

= 1
N∑V
[𝟙⊗ (U(VU)†)⊗k]WGEN [𝟙⊗ ((VU)U†)⊗k] (B55)

= 1
N∑V
(𝟙⊗ V†⊗k)WGEN (𝟙⊗ V⊗k) (B56)

=W. (B57)

Hence, we have that

WIO (𝟙⊗U⊗k)
IO
= (𝟙⊗U⊗k)

IO
WIO, (B58)

and by Lemma 1, one can construct a parallel tester {TPAR
U }U , which respects

Tr(TPAR
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = Tr(TU ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) ∀ U ∈ {U}U , (B59)

and therefore, by applying Eq. (B52), we have

1
N∑U

Tr(TPAR
U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = 1

N∑U
Tr(TGEN

U ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k), (B60)

concluding our proof. ◻

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF EXAMPLES 1 AND 2

The examples in this section show the advantage of sequential strategies over parallel strategies in channel discrimination tasks that
involve only unitary channels and using k = 2 copies. In the examples of this section, general strategies cannot outperform sequential ones.
We recall that in the following, σx, σy, and σz denote the Pauli operators and H ∶= ∣+⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−⟩⟨1∣, where ∣±⟩ ∶= 1

√

2
(∣0⟩ ± ∣1⟩), denotes the
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Hadamard gate. In addition, if A ∈ L(Cd) is a linear operator with spectral decomposition A = ∑iαi∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣, its square root is defined as√
A ∶= ∑i

√
αi∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣.

We start by proving Example 1 from the main text. It concerns the discrimination of an ensemble composed of a uniform probability
distribution and a set of unitaries that does not form a group.

Example 1. The ensemble composed of a uniform probability distribution and N = 4 qubit unitary channels given by {Ui}
= {𝟙,

√
σx,√σy,

√
σz}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 2 copies, can be discriminated under a sequential strategy with success

probability PSEQ = 1, while any parallel strategy yields PPAR < 1.

Proof. The sequential strategy that attains perfect discrimination is easily understood by realizing that when the k = 2 copies of the
unitaries {U i} are applied in sequence, one recovers Ui Ui =

√
σi
√
σi = σi, where σ1 = 𝟙, σ2 = σx, σ3 = σy, σ4 = σz . Therefore, the task reduces

to the discrimination of the four Pauli operators with k = 1 copy, which can be perfectly realized with a two-qubit maximally entangled state
and a Bell measurement.

In order to show that the probability PPAR of discriminating these unitary channels with k = 2 copies in a parallel strategy is strictly less
than one, we make use of the dual problem associated with the SDP, which computes the maximal probability of successful discrimination,
given in Eq. (A16). Hence, in order to obtain an upper bound for the maximal success probability PPAR, it is enough to find a value λ < 1 and
the Choi state of a quantum channel W, that is, W ≥ 0 and TrO(W) = 𝟙I , which respect

1
4
∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗2 ≤ λW for i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. (C1)

Using the computer-assisted-proof method presented in Ref. 26, we obtain an operator W that satisfies all the quantum channel
conditions exactly and, for λ = 9571

1000 , satisfies the inequality (C1). Hence,

PPAR ≤ 9571
1000

. (C2)

In our online repository,52 we present a Mathematica™ notebook that can be used to verify that W is a valid Choi state of a quantum
channel. ◻

Another similar example with an interesting property is given by the unitary channel ensemble composed of a uniform probability
distribution and {Ui} = {𝟙, σx, σy,

√
σz}.

To prove this example as well, let us start by constructing a perfect sequential strategy. We start by noting that the four Bell states can be
written as

∣ϕ+⟩ ∶= ∣00⟩ + ∣11⟩√
2

= (𝟙⊗ 𝟙)∣ϕ+⟩, ∣ϕ−⟩ ∶= ∣00⟩ − ∣11⟩√
2

= (𝟙⊗ σz)∣ϕ+⟩,

∣ψ+⟩ ∶= ∣01⟩ + ∣10⟩√
2

= (𝟙⊗ σx)∣ϕ+⟩, ∣ψ−⟩ ∶= ∣01⟩ − ∣10⟩√
2

= (−i)(𝟙⊗ σy)∣ϕ+⟩.

In addition, since
√
σz = ∣0⟩⟨0∣ + i∣1⟩⟨1∣, we can check that the state

(𝟙⊗√σz)∣ϕ+⟩ =
∣00⟩ + i∣11⟩√

2
(C3)

is orthogonal to ∣ψ+⟩ and ∣ψ−⟩. We will now exploit these identities to construct a sequential strategy that attains PSEQ = 1 with k = 2 uses.
The strategy goes as follows: Define the auxiliary space Haux1 to be isomorphic to HI1 and prepare the initial state ρ ∈ L(HI1 ⊗Haux1) as

ρI1 aux1 ∶= ∣ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+∣I1aux1 . (C4)
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The state ρI1aux1 will then be subjected to the first copy of a unitary channel U i, leading to the output state ρO1 aux1 ,

ρO1 aux1 = (Ui ⊗ 𝟙aux1)ρI1 aux1(Ui ⊗ 𝟙aux1)† = (Ui ⊗ 𝟙aux1)∣ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+∣I1 aux1(Ui ⊗ 𝟙aux1)†. (C5)

Then, we apply the following transformation on the state ρO1 aux1 . We perform a projective measurement with POVM elements given by

Mψ+ ∶= ∣ψ+⟩⟨ψ+∣, (C6)

Mψ− ∶= ∣ψ−⟩⟨ψ−∣, (C7)

Mϕ ∶= ∣ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+∣ + ∣ϕ−⟩⟨ϕ−∣, (C8)

and after the measurement, re-prepare the quantum system in the state ρI2 aux2 = M̃i(ρ) =
√

Miρ
√

Mi
† with probability Tr(M̃i(ρ)) = Tr(ρMi).

This transformation can be described by a Lüders instrument. It can be checked that, if U i = σx, one obtains the outcome associated with Mψ+

with probability one. Similarly, if U i = σy, one obtains the outcome associated with Mψ− with probability one. Hence, in these two cases, we
have perfect channel discrimination. Now, if we obtain the outcome associated with Mϕ, the unitary U i can be either 𝟙 or

√
σz .

After performing the projective measurement with elements {Mψ+ , Mψ− , Mϕ} and a Lüders instrument, the state ρI2 aux2 is subjected to a
second copy of U i. Direct calculation shows that if Ui = 𝟙, then after the use of the second copy of unitary U i, the state ρO2 aux2 of the system is

(𝟙⊗ 𝟙)2∣ϕ+⟩ = ∣ϕ+⟩. (C9)

If Ui =
√
σz after the second use of the unitary U i, the state ρO2 aux2 of the system is

(𝟙⊗√σz)
2∣ϕ+⟩ = ∣ϕ−⟩. (C10)

Since ∣ϕ+⟩ and ∣ϕ−⟩ are orthogonal, they can be discriminated with probability one. Hence, the set of unitary operators {Ui}4
i=1 can be

perfectly discriminated in a sequential strategy with k = 2 copies.
Using the tester formalism, this sequential strategy would be presented in terms of a sequential tester TSEQ = {TSEQ

i }, which can be
implemented by an input quantum state ρ, a quantum encoder channel Ẽ, and a quantum measurement {Ni}i. For completeness, we now
present an explicit sequential tester that attains PSEQ = 1. As in the strategy described earlier, we set the initial state as ρI1 aux1 ∶= ∣ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+∣I1 aux1 .
Now, instead of using an instrument, we define a quantum encoder channel Ẽ : L(HO1 ⊗Haux1)→ L(HI2 ⊗Haux2 ⊗Haux′2) as

Ẽ(ρ) = (
√

Mϕ ρ
√

Mϕ
†)⊗Maux′2

ϕ + (
√

Mψ+ ρ
√

Mψ+
†)⊗Maux′2

ψ+ + (
√

Mψ− ρ
√

Mψ−
†)⊗Maux′2

ψ− (C11)

so that ρI2 aux2 aux′2 = Ẽ(ρO1 aux1). We finish our sequential tester construction by presenting quantum measurement given by operators
Ni ∈ L(HO2 ⊗Haux ⊗Haux′2),

N1 ∶= ∣ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+∣⊗Mϕ, (C12)

N2 ∶= ∣ϕ−⟩⟨ϕ−∣⊗Mϕ, (C13)

N3 ∶= 𝟙⊗Mψ+ , (C14)
N4 ∶= 𝟙⊗Mψ− . (C15)

In this way, if E is the Choi operator of the channel Ẽ, the sequential tester with elements TSEQ
i ∶= ρ ∗ E ∗NT

i respects∑iTr(TSEQ
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗2)

= 1.
In order to show that the probability PPAR of discriminating these unitary channels with k = 2 copies in a parallel strategy is strictly less

than one, we apply the method of computer-assisted proof again to obtain the upper bound of

PPAR ≤ 9741
1000

. (C16)

An interesting property of this example is that, with the above described sequential strategy, for the cases in which the unknown channel
is either U2 = σx or U3 = σy, a conclusive answer is achieved after only one use of the unknown channel. From the uniform probability of
the ensemble, we know that this scenario would occur with probability 1

2 . Only when the unknown channel is either U1 = 𝟙 or U4 =√σy is
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it necessary to use the second copy of the unknown channel to arrive at a conclusive answer. This scenario would also occur with probability
1
2 . If one considers this discrimination task as being performed repeatedly, always drawing the unknown channel with uniform probability
from the ensemble {Ui} = {𝟙, σx, σy,

√
σz}, then one can see that, on average over the multiples runs of the task, perfect discrimination will be

achieved using only 1.5 copies of the unknown channel under this sequential strategy.
We now prove Example 2 from the main text. It concerns the discrimination of an ensemble composed of a non-uniform probability

distribution and a set of unitaries that forms a group.

Example 2. Let {Ui} = {𝟙, σx, σy, σz , H, σxH, σyH, σzH} be a tuple of N = 8 unitary channels that forms a group up to a global phase,
and let {pi} be a probability distribution in which each element pi is proportional to the ith digit of the number π ≈ 3.141 592 6, that is, {pi}
= { 3

31 , 1
31 , 4

31 , 1
31 , 5

31 , 9
31 , 2

31 , 6
31}. For the ensemble {pi, U i}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 2 copies, sequential strategies outperform

parallel strategies, i.e., PPAR < PSEQ.

Proof. The first step of the proof is to ensure that the tuple {𝟙, σx, σy, σz , H, σxH, σyH, σzH} forms a group up to a global phase. This is
done by direct inspection. The second step of the proof is to ensure that there is a sequential strategy, which outperforms any parallel one. We
accomplish this step with the aid of the computer-assisted-proof methods presented in Ref. 26. These methods allow us to compute rigorous
and explicit upper and lower bounds for the maximal probability of success under parallel and sequential strategies. We obtain

8196
10 000

< PPAR < 8197
10 000

< PSEQ < 8198
10 000

, (C17)

ensuring that PPAR < PSEQ.
The code used in the computer-assisted proof of the this example is publicly available at our online repository,52 along with a Mathematica

notebook file, which shows that this set of unitaries forms a group. ◻

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF EXAMPLE 3

The example in this section shows the advantage of general strategies over sequential strategies and of sequential strategies over parallel
strategies in channel discrimination tasks that only involve unitary channels and using k = 3 copies.

We start by proving Example 3 from the main text. It concerns the discrimination of an ensemble composed of a uniform probability
distribution and a set of unitaries that does not form a group. We recall that for the following, we define Hy ∶= ∣+y⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−y⟩⟨1∣, where
∣±y⟩ ∶= 1

√

2
(∣0⟩ ± i∣1⟩), and HP ∶= ∣+P⟩⟨0∣ + ∣−P⟩⟨1∣, where ∣+P⟩ ∶= 1

5(3∣0⟩ + 4∣1⟩) and ∣−P⟩ ∶= 1
5(4∣0⟩ − 3∣1⟩).

Example 3. For the ensemble composed of a uniform probability distribution and N = 4 unitary channels given by {Ui}
= {√σx,

√
σz ,
√

Hy,
√

HP}, in a discrimination task that allows for k = 3 copies, general strategies outperform sequential strategies and sequential
strategies outperform parallel strategies. Therefore, the maximal probabilities of success satisfy the strict hierarchy PPAR < PSEQ < PGEN.

Proof. The proof follows from the direct application of the computer-assisted methods presented in Ref. 26. These methods allow us
to find explicit and exact parallel/sequential/general testers, which attain a given success probability, ensuring, then, a lower bound for the
maximal success probability for its class. In addition, we can obtain an exact parallel/sequential/general upper bound, given the SDP dual
formulation. The code used to obtain the computer-assisted proof of the present example is publicly available in our online repository.52

The computed bounds for the maximal probability of successful discrimination are

9570
1000

< PPAR < 9571
1000

< 9876
1000

< PSEQ < 9877
1000

< 9881
1000

< PGEN < 9882
1000

,

(D1)

showing the advantage of strategies that apply indefinite causal order over ordered ones and proving a strict hierarchy between strategies for
the discrimination of a set of unitary channels. ◻
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APPENDIX E: PROOF OF THEOREM 4

In this section, we prove Theorem 4 from the main text, which concerns the inability of switch-like strategies to outperform sequential
strategies on channel discrimination tasks that involve only unitary channels.

Theorem 4. The action of the switch-like superchannel on k copies of a unitary channel can be equivalently described by a sequential circuit
that acts on k copies of the same unitary channel.

Consequently, in a discrimination task involving the ensemble E = {pi, Ui}i composed of N unitary channels and some probability distri-
bution and that allows for k copies, for every switch-like tester {TSL

i }i, there exists a sequential tester {TSEQ
i }i that attains the same probability

of success according to

N

∑
i=1

piTr(TSL
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k) =

N

∑
i=1

piTr(TSEQ
i ∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k). (E1)

In order to provide a better intuition on this result, before presenting the formal definition of the switch-like process with k-slots and
proving Theorem 4 in full generality, we present a proof for the k = 2 case, which is illustrated in Fig. 2, in the main text.

For the case k = 2, the switch-like superchannel transforms a pair of unitary channels {U1, U2} into one unitary channel according to

WSL(U1, U2) ∶= ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V02 (U2 ⊗ 𝟙)V01 (U1 ⊗ 𝟙)V00 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V12 (U1 ⊗ 𝟙)V11 (U2 ⊗ 𝟙)V10, (E2)

where 𝟙 is the identity operator acting on the auxiliary system and Vπi are fixed unitary operators. Note that if U1 = U2 = U, we have

WSL(U, U) = ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V02 (U ⊗ 𝟙)V01 (U ⊗ 𝟙)V00 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V12 (U ⊗ 𝟙)V11 (U ⊗ 𝟙)V10. (E3)

We now define a controlled version of the unitary operators V0i as

Vctrl
0i ∶= ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V0i + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ 𝟙 (E4)

and a controlled version of V1i as

Vctrl
1i ∶= ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ 𝟙 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V1i. (E5)

We first note that due to the orthogonality of ∣0⟩ and ∣1⟩, we have Vctrl
1i Vctrl

0i = ∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V0i + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V1i. Hence, a direct calculation
shows that

Vctrl
12 Vctrl

02 (U ⊗ 𝟙) ⋅ Vctrl
11 Vctrl

01 (U ⊗ 𝟙) ⋅ Vctrl
10 Vctrl

00 = (∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V02 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V12)(U ⊗ 𝟙)
⋅ (∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V01 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V11)(U ⊗ 𝟙)
⋅ (∣0⟩⟨0∣c ⊗ V00 + ∣1⟩⟨1∣c ⊗ V10)(U ⊗ 𝟙) (E6)

=WSL(U, U). (E7)

This shows that, when U1 = U2 = U, a two-slot sequential circuit, which performs the operations Vctrl
12 Vctrl

02 , Vctrl
11 Vctrl

01 , and Vctrl
10 Vctrl

00 , can
perfectly simulate the two-slot switch-like superchannel. See Fig. 2 in the main text for an illustration.

Now, we extend this result to an arbitrary finite number of copies k.

Definition 1 (switch-like superchannel). Let {π}π , π ∈ {0, . . . , k! − 1}, be a set in which each integer π represents a permutation of the set
{1, . . . , k} and σπ : {1, . . . , k}→ {1, . . . , k} be the permutation function such that, after permutation π, the element i ∈ {1, . . . , k} is mapped to
σπ(i). The k-slot switch-like superchannel acts on a set of k unitary operators {Ui}k

i=1, Ui : HIi → HOi according to

WSL(U1, . . . , Uk) ∶=
k!−1

∑
π=0
∣π⟩⟨π∣⊗ [Vπk(Uσπ(k) ⊗ 𝟙aux)Vπ(k−1)(Uσπ(k−1) ⊗ 𝟙aux)Vπ(k−2) . . . (Uσπ(1) ⊗ 𝟙aux)Vπ0], (E8)
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where {Vπn}πn is a set of unitary operators defined as

Vπ0 : HPt ⊗Haux → HIσπ(1) ⊗Haux, (E9)

Vπn : HIσπ(i) ⊗Haux → HOσπ(i+1) ⊗Haux for n ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, (E10)

Vπk : HIσπ(k) ⊗Haux → HFt ⊗Haux. (E11)

Here, we have defined the switch-like superchannel only by its action on unitary channels, without explicitly stating how the switch-like
superchannel acts on general quantum operations57,61 or its process WSL ∈ L(HP ⊗HI ⊗HO ⊗HF). In order to prove Theorem 4 and for
the main purpose of this paper, knowing the action of switch-like superchannels only on unitary channels will be enough, but for the sake
of concreteness, we also present an explicit process, which implements the switch-like superchannel. For that, we define the process WSL

∶= ∣USL⟩⟩⟨⟨USL∣, where

USL ∶=⊕
π

VπkVπk−1 . . .Vπ1Vπ0. (E12)

Following Lemma 1 in Ref. 29 (see also Theorem 2 of Ref. 51), one can verify that the process WSL acts on unitary operators according to the
switch-like superchannel, as presented in Definition 1.

Proof. We start our proof by defining the generalized controlled operation

Vctrl
n ∶=

k!−1

∑
π=0
∣π⟩⟨π∣⊗ Vπn ∀ n ∈ {0, . . . , k}, (E13)

which is a valid unitary operator since Vctrl
n (Vctrl

n )
† = 𝟙. Now, note that, due to orthogonality of the vectors ∣π⟩, we have

Vctrl
k (U ⊗ 𝟙)Vctrl

(k−1)(U ⊗ 𝟙)Vctrl
(k−2) . . . (U ⊗ 𝟙)Vctrl

0 =WSL(U, . . . , U). (E14)

Hence, similarly to the k = 2 case, a simple concatenation of the operators Vctrl
i provides a k-slot sequential quantum circuit, which perfectly

simulates the switch-like k-slot superchannel when all input unitary channels are equal.
Since every sequential quantum circuit can be written as an ordered process WSEQ ∈ L(HP ⊗HI ⊗HO ⊗HF),13 when k identical unitary

operators U are plugged into the process WSEQ, the output operation is described by

WSEQ ∗ ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k =WSL ∗ ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k, (E15)

where ∗ is the link product and WSL is a process associated with the switch-like superchannel. Hence, if

TSL
i ∶= TrPF[(ρ⊗ 𝟙)WSL(𝟙⊗Mi)] (E16)

is the tester associated with the switch-like strategy, then one can construct a sequential tester

TSEQ
i = TrPF[(ρ⊗ 𝟙)WSEQ(𝟙⊗Mi)] (E17)

such that, for any unitary operator U, one has

Tr(TSL
i ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k) = Tr(TSEQ

i ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k), (E18)

ensuring that there is always a sequential tester, which performs as well as any switch-like one. ◻

APPENDIX F: UPPER BOUND

We start this section by stating a lemma from Ref. 58, which will be very useful for proving Theorem 5. We would also like to mention
that step 2 of Ref. 59 and Theorem 3 of Ref. 48 are essentially equivalent to the lemma that we now state.
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Lemma 2 (Refs. 48, 58, and 59). Let E ∈ L(Cd) be a positive semidefinite operator, Ug ∈ L(Cd) be unitary operators, and G = {Ug}g be a
(compact Lie) group of unitary operators up to a global phase. It holds true that

E ≤ γG∫
Haar

Ug E U†
g dg, (F1)

with

γG ∶= ∑
μ∈irrep{G}

dμ min(mμ, dμ), (F2)

where irrep{G} is the set of all inequivalent irreducible representations (irreps) of G in L(Cd), dμ is the dimension of the linear space
corresponding to the irrep μ, and mμ is its associated multiplicity.

We are now in conditions to prove Theorem 5.

Theorem 5 (upper bound for general strategies). Let E = {pi, Ui}N
i=1 be an ensemble composed of N d-dimensional unitary channels and

a uniform probability distribution. The maximal probability of successful discrimination of a general strategy with k copies is upper bounded by

PGEN ≤ 1
N
γ(d, k), (F3)

where γ(d, k) is given by

γ(d, k) ∶= (k + d2 − 1
k

) = (k + d2 − 1)!
k!(d2 − 1)! . (F4)

Proof. The dual formulation of the channel discrimination problem [see Eq. (A16)] guarantees that if W is the Choi operator of a
non-signaling channel and the constraints

pi∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k ≤ λW ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N} (F5)

are respected, the coefficient λ is an upper bound for the maximal probability of successfully discriminating the ensemble E = {pi, Ui}N
i=1 with

k copies. Our proof consists in explicitly presenting the Choi operator of a non-signaling channel W and a real number λ that respects the
constraints of Eq. (F5) for any ensemble E = {pi, Ui}N

i=1 with pi = 1
N .

Consider the following ansatz:

W ∶= ∫
Haar
∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗kdU, (F6)

λ ∶= 1
N ∑

μ∈irrep{SU(d)⊗k}

d2
μ, (F7)

where irrep{SU(d)⊗k} is the set of all inequivalent irreducible representations (irreps) of SU(d)⊗k and dμ is the dimension of the linear space
corresponding to the irrep μ.

Our first step is to show that W is the Choi operator of a non-signaling channel. The operator W is positive semidefinite because it is
a convex mixture of positive semidefinite operators. In addition, for any d-dimensional unitary operator U, we have that Tr(∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣) = d.
Hence, from the normalization of the Haar measure, we have that Tr(W) = dk.

The last step to certify that W is indeed a non-signaling channel is then to guarantee that if j ∈ {1, . . . , k} stands for a slot of our process,
we have that

Oj W=IjOj W ∀j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, (F8)
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where HIj and HOj correspond to the input and output space associated with the slot j, respectively. Since for any ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣ ∈ L(HIj ⊗HOj), we
have

TrOj(∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣) = TrOj((𝟙⊗U) ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣ (𝟙⊗U†)) (F9)

= TrOj((𝟙⊗U†U) ∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣) (F10)

= TrOj(∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣) (F11)

= 𝟙Ij , (F12)

it holds that

Oj W = ∫
HaarOj

(∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗k)dU (F13)

= ∫
HaarOi

(∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣I1O1 ⊗ ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣I2O2 ⊗ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣IkOk)dU (F14)

= IiOi W. (F15)

The last step of the proof is then to certify that for pi = 1
N , we indeed have

pi∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k ≤ λW (F16)

for any set of unitary operators {U}N
i=1. First, we observe that due to the left and right invariance of the Haar measure, for any unitary operator

V ∈ SU(d), the operator W can be written as

W ∶=∫
Haar
∣U⟩⟩⟨⟨U∣⊗kdU (F17)

=∫
Haar
[(𝟙⊗U)∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣(𝟙⊗U†)]

⊗k
dU (F18)

=∫
Haar
[(𝟙⊗ (UVU†)U)∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣(𝟙⊗U†(UVU†))]

⊗k
dU (F19)

=∫
Haar
[(𝟙⊗U)∣V⟩⟩⟨⟨V ∣(𝟙⊗U†)]

⊗k
dU. (F20)

Additionally, the set {𝟙⊗k ⊗U⊗k}
U∈SU(d)

is a compact Lie group. Moreover, the dimensions of the linear spaces associated with the irreducible

representation of {𝟙⊗k ⊗U⊗k}
U∈SU(d)

coincide with the dimension of the irreducible representations of {U⊗k}
U∈SU(d)

. Since min(dμ, mμ)
≤ dμ, Lemma 2 ensures that

1
N
∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣⊗k ≤ 1

N
⎛
⎝ ∑
μ∈irrep{SU(d)⊗k}

d2
μ
⎞
⎠∫Haar

[(𝟙⊗U)∣Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui∣(𝟙⊗U†)]
⊗k

dU (F21)

= 1
N
⎛
⎝ ∑
μ∈irrep{SU(d)⊗k}

d2
μ
⎞
⎠∫Haar

[(𝟙⊗U)∣𝟙⟩⟩⟨⟨𝟙∣(𝟙⊗U†)]
⊗k

dU (F22)

= λW. (F23)

Hence, λ ∶= 1
N (∑μ∈irrep{SU(d)⊗k}d2

μ) is indeed an upper bound for the maximum probability of discriminating any set of N d-dimensional
unitary channels with k copies with general strategies.

We finish the proof by recognizing that, as proven in Ref. 60 [p. 57, Eq. (57)], we have the following identity:

∑
μ∈irrep{SU(d)⊗k}

d2
μ = (

k + d2 − 1
k

). (F24)

◻
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