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Fidelity bounds for device-independent advantage distillation

Thomas A. Hahn@®'®™ and Ernest Y.-Z. Tan(®'*>

It is known that advantage distillation (that is, information reconciliation using two-way communication) improves noise tolerances
for quantum key distribution (QKD) setups. Two-way communication is hence also of interest in the device-independent case,
where noise tolerance bounds for one-way error correction are currently too low to be experimentally feasible. Existing security
proofs for the device-independent repetition-code protocol (the most prominent form of advantage distillation) rely on fidelity-
related security conditions, but previous bounds on the fidelity were not tight. We improve on those results by developing an
algorithm that returns arbitrarily tight lower bounds on the fidelity. Our results give insight on how strong the fidelity-related
security conditions are, and could also be used to compute some lower bounds on one-way protocol keyrates. Finally, we
conjecture a necessary security condition for the protocol studied in this work, that naturally complements the existing sufficient

conditions.

npj Quantum Information (2022)8:145 ; https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-022-00635-y

INTRODUCTION

The ultimate goal of key distribution protocols is to generate
secure keys between two parties, Alice and Bob. To this end,
device-independent quantum key distribution (DIQKD) schemes
aim to provide information-theoretically secure keys by taking
advantage of non-local correlations, which can be verified via Bell
inequalities’™. Critically, Bell violations rely only on the measure-
ment statistics, Pr(ab|xy), where a(b) is Alice’s (Bob’s) measure-
ment outcome and x(y) is Alice’s (Bob’s) measurement setting>. By
basing security on Bell inequalities, DIQKD protocols do not
require any knowledge of the bipartite state that Alice and Bob
share, nor of the measurements both parties conduct, apart from
the assumption that they act on separate Hilbert spaces’®. (To
guarantee security, it is still important to ensure that information
about the device outputs themselves is not simply leaked to the
adversary. Also, if the devices are reused, they must not access any
registers retaining memory of ‘private data’, in order to avoid the
memory attack of°) We consider all Hilbert spaces to be finite-
dimensional.

Although DIQKD allows for the creation of secret keys under
very weak assumptions, there is a trade-off when it comes to noise
tolerances'”’. Standard DIQKD protocols which apply one-way
error-correction steps have fairly low noise robustness, and are
therefore not currently experimentally feasible'. To improve
noise tolerances, one may implement techniques such as noisy
pre-preprocessing®, basing the protocol on asymmetric CHSH
inequalities®'®, or applying advantage distillation'". In this work
we focus solely on advantage distillation, which refers to using
two-way communication for information reconciliation, in place of
one-way error-correction.

In device-dependent QK as well as classical key
distillation scenarios'®'%, advantage distillation can perform better
than standard one-way protocols in terms of noise tolerance. As
for DIQKD, it has been shown that advantage distillation leads to
an improvement of noise tolerance as well', but the results
obtained in that work may not be optimal. Specifically, a sufficient
condition was derived there for the security of advantage
distillation against collective attacks, based on the fidelity
between an appropriate pair of conditional states (see Theorem

7,12-17
D .

1 below). However, the approach used in'" to bound this fidelity is
suboptimal, and hence the results were not tight.

Our main contribution in this work is to derive an algorithm
based on semidefinite programs (SDPs) that yields arbitrarily tight
lower bounds on the relevant fidelity quantity considered in''. We
apply this algorithm to several DIQKD scenarios studied in that
work, and compare the resulting bounds. Surprisingly, while we
find improved noise tolerance for some scenarios, we do not have
such improvements for the scenario that gave the best noise
tolerances in'', which relied on a more specialized security
argument. An important consequence of this finding is that it
serves as strong evidence that the general sufficient condition
described in'" is in fact not necessary in the DIQKD setting, in stark
contrast to the device-dependent QKD protocols in'*'>, where it is
both necessary and sufficient (when focusing on the repetition-
code advantage distillation protocol; see below). In light of this
fact, we describe an analogous condition that we conjecture to be
necessary, and discuss possible directions for further progress.

V\/zeﬂconsider the following set-up for two parties, Alice and
Bob~'".

® Measurement Settings: Alice (Bob) has M, (Mg) possible
measurement inputs and chooses x € X = {0, ... My — 1}
(yeY=H{0,... ,Mg —1}). The measurements are denoted
as A, (B)) for Alice (Bob).

® Measurement Outcomes: Alice (Bob) has 2 possible measurement
outcomes and measures a € A = {0,1} (b € B={0,1}).

The only key-generating measurements are A, and B,. We consider
Eve to be restricted to collective attacks®’, where it is assumed that
the measurements Alice and Bob may conduct, as well as the single-
round tripartite state, paps that Alice, Bob, and an adversary, Eve,
share are independent and identical for each round. Since we are
working in the device-independent setting, we consider Alice and
Bob’s measurements to be otherwise uncharacterized. For ease of
applying the results from'', we assume that they perform a
symmetrization step, in which Alice and Bob publicly communicate
a uniformly random bit and XOR it with their raw outputs (see'’ for
details on when this step can be omitted). We use ¢ to denote the
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quantum bit error rate (QBER), ie. the probability of obtaining
different outcomes from measurements Ay, By.

We consider the repetition-code protocol for advantage
distillation'3'>181% which proceeds as follows. After gathering
the raw output strings from their devices, Alice and Bob split the
key-generating rounds into blocks of size n each, and from each
block they will attempt to generate a single highly-correlated bit.
For each block, Alice generates a secret, uniformly random bit, C,
and adds it to her n bits, Ay. She then sends this ‘encoded’
bitstring, M= Ao @ (C, ... ,C), as a message to Bob via an
authenticated channel. He then tries to decode the message by
adding his own bitstring, By, to it. He accepts the block of n bits if
and only if M&® By = (C, ... ,C'). If accepted, he indicates this to
Alice by sending her a bit D=1 via an authenticated channel.
Otherwise, he sends D = 0. Considering only the accepted blocks,
this process has therefore reduced each block of n bitpairs to a
single highly correlated bitpair, (C,C'). Alice and Bob then apply a
one-way error correction procedure (from Alice to Bob) on the
resulting bitpairs over asymptotically many rounds, followed by
privacy amplification to produce a final secret key. This procedure
can achieve a positive asymptotic keyrate if the bitpairs in the
accepted blocks satisfy some conditions we shall now describe.

The protocol can be used to distill a secret key if?'

r:=H(CIEM;D = 1) — H(C|C’;D=1) > 0, (1)

where E is Eve's side-information across one block of n rounds and
H is the von Neumann entropy>?'. The second entropy term,
H(C|C’;D = 1), can easily be determined via the QBER"'". In™
Eve's conditional entropy H(C|[EM;D=1) was lower-bounded
using inequalities that are not necessarily tight, leading to the
following result based on the (root-)fidelity F(p, 0) := ||\/o/0;:

Theorem 1. A secret key can be generated if

F(PE\OOa pEH])Z > (17;)7 2)

where pg, 5, denotes Eve's conditional state (in a single round)
after Alice and Bob use inputs Ay and By and obtain outcomes ag
and b,

Our goal will be to find a general method to certify the condition
in Theorem 1. For later use, we also note that in the case where both
parties have binary inputs and outputs, an alternative condition was
derived'" based on the trace distance d(p, 0): = (1/2)|lp — ol|::

Theorem 2. If ¥ = Y = {0, 1} and all measurements have binary
outcomes, a secret key can be generated if
€

1 —d(PE\007PEm)>m~ (3)

RESULTS

To find optimal bounds for Theorem 1, we need to minimize the
fidelity for a given observed distribution. We show that this can be
written as an SDP in Section “SDP Formulation of Minimum
Fidelity Condition”, and use this to calculate noise tolerances for a
range of repetition-code advantage distillation setups in Section
“Results From SDP”. We conclude the Results section with a
conjecture for a necessary condition that naturally complements
the sufficient condition in'’

SDP formulation of minimum fidelity condition

To see if Eve can minimize the fidelity such that (2) does not hold,
we must first solve the following constrained optimization over all
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possible page and possible measurements by Alice and Bob:

inf F(PE|00»PE\11)

s.t.  Pr(ablxy), = p, )

where Pr(ab|xy), denotes the combined outcome probability
distribution that would be obtained from pg (and some
measurements), and p represents the measurement distribution
Alice and Bob actually observe. We observe that after Alice and
Bob perform the key-generating measurements, the resulting
tripartite state is of the form

Z Pr(ab)|ab)(ab| & pe|ap, (5)
a,be{0,1}

where for brevity we use Pr(ab) to denote the probability of
getting outcomes (a, b) when the key-generating measurements
are performed, i.e. Pr(ab|00),,.

To turn this optimization into an SDP, we first note that for any
pair (0go0, PE11), there exists a measurement Eve can perform that
leaves the fidelity invariant?2. Also, since this measurement is on
Eve’s system only, performing it does not change the value
Pr(ablxy), in the constraint either. Therefore, given any feasible
page and measurements in the optimization, we can produce
another feasible state and measurements with the same objective
value but with Eve having performed the?? measurement that
leaves the fidelity between the original (ogoo Pg11) States
invariant.

After performing this measurement, the state (5) becomes

Z Z Pr(abl|i) Pr(i)|abi){abi], (6)

abe{01} 1

where the index i represents the possible outcomes for Eve's
measurement (we do not limit the number of such outcomes for
now). For these states, the fidelity can be written (assuming the
distribution is symmetrized) as

Z\/Pr (001i) Pr(11}i ().

Pr(00) @)

F(PE\OOa PE\H

As for the constraints, we note that this measurement by Eve
commutes with Alice and Bob’s measurements, hence we can
write  Pr( ab|xypfz,Pr()p, where p' denotes the Alice- Bob
distribution conditioned on Eve getting outcome i. Note that pf
is always a distribution realizable by quantum states and
measurements, since conditioning on Eve getting outcome i
produces a valid quantum state on Alice and Bob’s systems.

The solution to (4) is therefore equal to the output of the
optimization problem

inf Z\/WP()

el o Pr(00)
s.t. Z Pr(ilp' = p @)

p S Qx,y

Pr(i) € P(Z),
where Qy y represents the set of quantum realizable distributions,
and P(Z) is the set of probability distributions Pr(i) on Eve’s (now
classical) side-information. We note that the constraints can be
relaxed to a convergent hierarchy of SDP conditions, following the
approach in>372%, but the objective function is not affine. To
address this, we show in Section “Approximating The Fidelity With
Polytope Hyperplanes” that since the objective function is a
convex sum of bounded concave functions, it can be approxi-
mated arbitrarily well using upper envelopes of convex polytopes.
This will allow us to lower-bound this optimization using an SDP
hierarchy, and do so without any knowledge about the dimension
of Eve’s system other than the assumption that all Hilbert spaces
are finite-dimensional. Critically, SDPs have the important property
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that they yield certified lower bounds on the minimum value (via
the dual value), so we can be certain that we truly have a lower
bound on the optimization (4). Our approach is based on the SDP
reduction in®%; however, we give a more detailed description and
convergence analysis for the situation where the optimization
involves concave functions of more than one variable (which is
required in our work but not necessarily inZ°).

We remark that in this work, we focus on the situation where
the constraints in (8) involve the full list of output probabilities.
However, our analysis generalizes straightforwardly to situations
where the constraints only consist of one or more linear
combinations of these probabilities (though it is still necessary
to have an estimate of the Pr(00) term in the denominator of the
objective function), which can slightly simplify the corresponding
DIQKD protocols.

Results from SDP

With the exception of the 2-input scenario for both parties (where
Theorem 2 can be applied instead of Theorem 1), previous bounds
for the fidelity were calculated via the Fuchs-van de Graaf
inequalities’"?”. To compare this against our method, we consider
the depolarizing noise model®, i.e. where the observed statistics
have the form

(1 — 29)Preargec(ablxy) +q/2, 9)

where Pr, e refers to some target distribution in the absence of
noise. We consider three possible choices for the target
distribution, and show our results for these scenarios in Fig. 1:

(@) Both Alice and Bob have four possible measurement
settings. The target distribution is generated by:

[¢7) = (|00) + [11))/v2
Av=ZA = X+2)/V2,A =X, As = (X —2)/V2
Bo=2,Bi=(X+2)/V2,B;=X,Bs=(X—-2)/2

(b) Alice has two measurement settings, whereas Bob has three.
The target distribution is generated by:

™) = (|00) +[11))/v2
AO — Z, A-| — X
Bo=2Z,Bi=(X+2)/vV2,Bo=(X-2)/V2
(c) Both Alice and Bob have two possible measurement
settings. The target distribution is generated by:

™) = (|00) +[11))/v2
Av=2ZA, =X
Bo=(X+2)/v2,Bi = (X-2)/V2

Case (a) is meant to include the Mayers-Yao self-test?® and
measurements that maximize the CHSH value. Alternatively, it can
be viewed as having both parties perform all four of the
measurements from (c). The results of'" were able to prove
security of this advantage distillation protocol up to g=6.8% in
this case. We manage to improve the noise tolerance to g = 8.3%,
which represents an increase of 1.5%.

As for case (b), the measurements Aoy, A;, B;, B, maximize the
CHSH value, and the key-generating measurement By is chosen
such that the QBER is zero in Pry,ger. Again, our approach allows us
to improve the noise tolerance threshold from g=6.0% to
q=7.0%.

The final case is a simple CHSH-maximizing setup, where both
parties only have two measurements (this is similar to (b), but
without the QBER-minimizing measurement for Bob). If we apply
Theorem 1 for this case, our approach improves the threshold
from g=3.6% to g=6.7%. Also, if we instead optimize the
measurements for robustness against depolarizing noise, this
threshold can be increased to gq=7.6% (these optimized
measurements correspond to measurements in the x-z plane at
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3
angles 64, = 0, 64, ~ 4.50, 0, =~ 3.61, and 65, ~ 5.39 from the z-
axis).

However, it is important to note that in case (c), Theorem 2
could be applied instead to yield a noise tolerance bound of
q=7.7%, or g=9.1% with optimized measurements''. These
values are higher than those obtained above by applying our
approach to case (c) with Theorem 1. This gives strong evidence
that the sufficient condition in Theorem 1 is not a necessary one,
because our approach should yield threshold values close to the
optimal ones that could be obtained based only on that sufficient
condition. (In principle, there may still be a gap between the true
fidelity values and the bounds we computed; however, we
consider this somewhat unlikely—see Section “Creating An SDP
Algorithm That Minimizes The Fidelity”.) Furthermore, we remark
that it also suggests that the states pgo, Pg11 that minimize the
fidelity in this scenario cannot be pure. This is because in'!, the
critical inequalites used in the proof of Theorem 1 are all saturated
(in the large-n limit, at least) if those states are pure, indicating
that the resulting sufficient condition should be basically ‘tight’
(i.e. a necessary condition) in this case. Since our results indicate
that the sufficient condition is not a necessary one, this implies
that the relevant states pgoo, Pg11 Cannot be pure.

Given the above observations, we now conjecture what might
be a necessary condition for security of the repetition-code
protocol, to serve as a counterpart to Theorem 1.

Conjectured necessary condition for secret key distillation
While our result in this section can be stated in terms of the
fidelity, we note that the reasoning holds for any distinguishability
measure g(p, o) that has the following properties:

g(p,0) =g(0,p), (10)
glp®p,0®0) =g(p,0)g(p',0), (11)
9(p,0) +d(p,0) > 1, (12)
g(p,0)* +d(p,0)* < 1. (13)

The first line states that it is symmetric, the second that it is
multiplicative across tensor products, and the last two lines
correspond to the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality in the case of the
fidelity. An example of another distinguishability measure that
satisfies these properties is the pretty-good fidelity*°—2, defined as
Fog(0,0) :==Tr [\//3\/5] To keep our result more general, we shall
first present it in terms of any such measure g, and discuss at the
end of this section which choices yield better bounds. (In fact, we
will only need (10)-(12) for this section. We list (13) as well
because it can be used when studying sufficient conditions; see
Section “Proof of Proposition 3".).

For any such g, we shall show that under a particular
assumption, the condition

€
9(Pej00; Pef11) > (=)
is necessary for (1) to hold. Specifically, the assumption is that
given some state and measurements compatible with the
observed statistics, Eve can produce some other state and
measurements (with the same measurement-outcome probability
distribution) that have the same value of g(pgoo, Pg11), but with
Peo1 =Pgno-  This  assumption seems reasonable because
Peo1 =Peno describes a situation where Eve is unable to
distinguish the cases where Alice and Bob’s outcomes are 01
versus 10, i.e. in some sense this appears to be a ‘suboptimal’
attack by Eve. (It might seem that this could be trivially satisfied by
having Eve erase her side-information conditioned on Alice and
Bob obtaining different outcomes. However, for Eve to do so, she
would need to know when Alice and Bob obtain different

(14)
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— — Condition
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0.15

Fidelity Bounds for depolarizing noise. Fidelity bounds as a function of depolarizing noise in several scenarios (described in main
text), regarding the repetition-code protocol defined in our Introduction. The blue and black solid lines respectively represent the fidelity
bounds derived via the previous approach (based on the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality) and our new algorithm. It can be seen that the latter
yields substantially better bounds. The dashed lines show the value of /¢/(1 — ¢), so the points where they intersect the solid lines give the
threshold values for which advantage distillation is possible according to the condition F(pE\007PE\11)2> g For our approach, these

thresholds are q ~ 8.3%,q ~ 7.0%, and g ~ 6.7% (from top to bottom in the scenarios shown here).
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outcomes, and it is not clear that this is always possible for the
states in Eve's optimal attacks in DIQKD scenarios. This property
does hold for the QKD protocols studied in'*', and they use it as
part of the proof that their condition is also necessary).

To prove that (14) is in fact necessary (given the stated
assumption), we show that if it is not satisfied, then regardless of
the choice of block size in the repetition-code protocol, in each
block Eve can always produce a classical bit C" such that

H(C|C";D=1) —H(C|C’;D=1) <0, (15)

which in turn implies (as noted in 14, using the results for binary
symmetric channels in 18) that the repetition-code protocol as
described above (i.e. with only one-way error correction from Alice
to Bob after the initial blockwise ‘distillation’ procedure) cannot
achieve positive asymptotic keyrate. To prove that Eve can indeed
do this, we first derive an ‘intermediate’ implication (we give the
proof in Section. “Proof of Proposition 3”, based on the arguments
in'11415),
Proposition 1. Let g be a function satisfying (10)—(12). If Eve's
side-information satisfies pg 01 = Pgr0 and

( ) <
9(Pejo0s Pej11) = s
then for all n, Eve can use the information available to her (i.e. E,
M, and D=1) to construct a classical binary-valued guess C’ for
the bit C that satisfies

Pr(C=C'|D=1) <Pr(CzC'|D=1). (17

(16)

We now observe that the following relations hold (the first by
Fano's inequality, the second by a straightforward calculation
using the fact that the bits CC' have uniform marginal
distributions in the accepted blocks):

H(C|C"; D = 1) < hy(Pr(C # C"|D = 1)),
H(CIC: D = 1) = hy(Pr(C # C'|D = 1)),

where h; is the binary entropy function. With this we find that Eve
can indeed produce a bit C" such that (15) holds, thereby
concluding the proof.

If it could be shown that pgo1 = pgpio is in fact always possible to
achieve for Eve without compromising g(pg oo, Pg11) OF the post-
measurement probability distribution, then (14) would genuinely
be a necessary condition for security. It could then be used to find
upper bounds for noise tolerance of the repetition-code protocol.

Regarding specific choices of the measure g, note that the
pretty-good fidelity and the fidelity are related by F(p, 0) = Fp4(p0, 0)
>F(p,0)* 3', with the first inequality being saturated for
commuting states and the second inequality for pure states. In
particular, the F(p, 0) = Fpq4(p, 0) side of the inequality implies that
when aiming to find upper bounds on noise tolerance of this
protocol using the condition (14), it is always better to consider
pretty-good fidelity rather than fidelity (since all states satisfying
the condition (14) with g = Fyq also must satisfy it with g =F, but
not vice versa). We leave for future work the question of whether
there are other more useful choices for the measure g.

(18)

DISCUSSION

We discuss several consequences of our findings in this section.
With regards to noise tolerances, our results show that by
calculating bounds directly via the fidelity, a significant improve-
ment can be achieved over the results based on Theorem 1 in'".
This is especially important for the 3-input-scenario for Bob, as the
previous advantage distillation bound falls well short of the bound
for standard one-way error correction (even when only accounting
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for the QBER and CHSH value)'®'. As advantage distillation
improves the key rate for device-dependent QKD”'27"7, it is
expected to behave analogously for the device-independent
setting. Our bound of g=7.0% lies within 0.15% of the noise
threshold for one-way protocols using the CHSH inequality’ and
within 0.40% of those using asymmetric CHSH inequalities®°,
thereby substantially reducing this gap; however, it still does not
yield an overall improvement. Again, this suggests that the
sufficient condition (2) is in fact not necessary.

This brings us to the question of finding a condition that is both
necessary and sufficient for security (of the repetition-code
protocol) in the DIQKD setting. Note that while one could view
the results of'*'5 as stating that condition (2) is both necessary
and sufficient in the device-dependent QKD scenarios studied
there, there are some subtleties to consider. Namely, that
condition could be rewritten in several ways that are equivalent
in those QKD scenarios, but not necessarily in DIQKD. For instance,
in those QKD scenarios the states pgqp are all pure, which means
that F(PE\007P5|11)2 could be rewritten as 1— d(PE\omPﬂﬂ)z?
however, this equivalence may not hold in the DIQKD setting,
where those states might not be pure in general. Hence if we think
in terms of trying to extend the necessary and sufficient condition
in’*1> to DIQKD, we would first need to address the question of
finding the ‘right’ way to formulate that condition.

Indeed, our findings raise the question of whether attempting
to determine security via F(og00, 0g11) is the right approach at all,
because of the following informal argument. First, assuming that
the fidelity bounds we obtained were essentially tight, our results
indicate that there are scenarios where condition (2) is violated
but the repetition-code protocol is still secure (via Theorem 2
instead), implying that it is not a necessary condition. However, if
it is not necessary, it is not immediately clear how one might
improve upon it. In particular, it seems unlikely that our
conjectured necessary condition (14) could also be sufficient—
after all, for the device-dependent QKD protocols studied in'*'>, it
is condition (2) rather than (14) that is both sufficient and
necessary. Since a Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality was used to
incorporate the fidelity into the security condition and this
inequality is most likely the reason that (2) is not necessary,
finding a new, completely device-independent approach might
necessitate using different inequalities.

A speculative, but interesting, alternative approach could be to

instead consider the (non-logarithmic) quantum Chernoff
bound?3334,

JU s _1—s
Qp,0) := inf Tr[p’0"]. (19

This is because this measure yields asymptotically tight bounds
on the distinguishability of the states p®" and 0®™*, which we
might be able to use. However, there is still some work that needs
to be done before noise tolerances can be calculated via this
method. For example, in contrast to the fidelity, it still not known
whether there exists a measurement that preserves this distin-
guishability measure (this is the main reason we could construct
an SDP for bounding the fidelity). Moreover, a security condition
for the repetition-code protocol will in all likelihood require a
measure of distinguishability between states that are not of the
form p®" and 0®", albeit with some similarities (see Section “Proof
of Proposition 3”). Hence one would need to investigate which
aspects of the proof in** could be generalized to such states as
well. We discuss this further in Section “Proof of Proposition 3".

Similar to', one could conduct a qubit analysis in the hopes that
this approach produces fidelity bounds that are ‘strong enough’. We
show in®, however, that this is not the case. Moreover, we prove for
maximal CHSH violation, i.e. S = 2v/2, that F(oe00 PE11) = 1 must
hold for qubit strategies. As can be seen in®, this will no longer
generally be the case in higher dimensions.
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In principle, by combining the bounds we computed here with the
security proof in'!, one could compute lower bounds on the keyrates
under the LLD. assumption (both in the asymptotic limit and for finite
sample sizes, by using the finite version of the quantum asymptotic
equipartition property). However, some numerical estimates we
performed indicate that the resulting values are very low, even in
the asymptotic case. Informally, this is likely because the proof in'’
bounds the von Neumann entropy in terms of fidelity with an
inequality that is suboptimal in this context, as previously discussed.
However, in the case of device-dependent QKD, the keyrates of this
protocol are more reasonable, so it is possible that with better proof
techniques, the same may hold for DIQKD.

We conclude by mentioning that it should be possible to use
our algorithm to obtain keyrate lower bounds for one-way
communication protocols as well. This is because the keyrate in
such protocols is given by?’

H(Ao|E) — H(Ao|Bo), (20)

and the main challenge in computing this value is finding lower
bounds on H(Ag|E) (again, the H(Ay|B,) term is straightforward to
handle, e.g. by estimating the QBER). Taking A, to be symmetrized
as previously mentioned, we can apply the following inequality3®:

T- F(pE\OvaH)
2 b

where the states pg, refer to conditioning on the outcome A,
only. Hence H(Ao|E) can be bounded in terms of F(ogo, pgn)- It
should be straightforward to adapt our algorithm to bound such a
fidelity expression as well, in which case our approach would also
be useful to compute keyrates for non-advantage distillation
setups. We aim to investigate this in future work.

H(Ao|E) > 1—h2( (21)

METHODS
Fidelity for post-measurement tripartite states

Proposition 2. The fidelity, F(og 00, 0g11), Of a state of the form (6)

is given by
Z \/Pr r(11]i 22)

F( PE\OOa pEH]

Proof. It is easily verified that:

A e LS @3
pen = 3 T 24

We note that Pr(00) =Pr(11) due to the symmetrization step.
Since these states are diagonal in the same basis, we can directly
compute the fidelity:

F(Pej00s Pe11) (25)

1 1
=Tr (\/ pEHpEOOpEH) (26)

( \/Z Pr( inrr:r :;m) P’ <,|) 27)

as claimed.
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Approximating the fidelity with polytope hyperplanes

Our goal in this section will be to find a lower bound on
+/Pr(00]i) Pr(11]i) that can be written as a pointwise minimum of
affine functions (of p’). Note that this function depends only on
Pr(00|i) and Pr(11}i). (We need to consider both Pr(00]i) and Pr(11]i)
without assuming they are equal, as we cannot assume the
distributions conditioned on i are still symmetrized. This is
because Eve's measurement takes place after the symmetrization
step, and does not have to respect the symmetry.) Hence for the
purposes of this section, we shall focus on 2-dimensional vectors
x, with the implicit understanding that

X1 Pr(00]i)
X = = . (29)
X2 Pr(11]i)
An affine function of such a vector x straightforwardly defines a
corresponding affine function of p’, by considering the latter to
depend only on the terms Pr(00]i) and Pr(11]i).

We begin the construction by defining an appropriate lattice of
points:

Definition 1. For each n € N, let £, denote a uniformly spaced
grid of 2"+ 1-2" +1 points in [0, 11 i.e.

12 2
£n = {07?,2—,,7...,1} . (30)

For a concave function f : [0,1]* — R, we define the n™order
lattice of f to be the set of 2" + 12" + 1 ordered triples (x;, X, f(x))
such that (xq1,x2) € L.

(The above definition
dimensional arrays.)

naturally generalizes to higher-

Proposition 3. Let 2, denote the convex hull of the union of the
n'h order lattice of f(x):= ,/X1x; and the n™ order lattice of
g(x) := 0. Then 2, is a convex polytope that lies on or beneath the
graph of the function f(x) = \/X1x3.

Proof. Step 1 : Show that the 2 - (2" 4 1)? lattice points lie on or
beneath the graph of f(x).

The lattice points of f(x) automatically lie on the function graph
as desired. Also, since f(x) is always non-negative, the lattice points
of g(x) also lie on or beneath the function graph.

Step 2 : Show that the convex hull of the union of both lattices
lies on or beneath the graph of f(x).

All points in the convex hull are a convex sum of the lattice
points. As f(x) is a concave function, such convex sums must lie on
or beneath the graph of f(x) as well.

We can use 2, to construct the desired lower bound on f(x), as
follows. As we shall formally prove in Proposition 7, this process is
basically constructing the upper envelope of 2, (i.e. the function
whose graph is the ‘upper surface’ of 2,; this is formally defined
by (37) below).

We first transform 2, to its facet representation®’, ie. the
description of the polytope by its facet-defining half-spaces. This
gives us a set of inequalities described by parameters
{(a;,b;,¢,d))};, such that (xq,x2,x3) € Zy if and only if

aix1 + bix; +¢gx3 < d; V. (31)

To only retrieve the facets that will be used to approximate f(x),
i.e. the facets that describe the upper envelope of the polytope we
constructed, keep only the facets for which ¢;> 0. Geometrically,
this corresponds to facets such that the normal vector (directed
outwards from the polytope) has a vertical component that points
upwards.
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In our case, this means we remove the facets

—x3<0 (32)
x; <1 33)
X2 <1, 34)

which correspond to a lower horizontal facet and two vertical
facets, respectively. (For more general concave f, there would be
more vertical facets to remove, but the subsequent analysis still
holds as it is based only on the fact that we keep exactly the facets
with ¢; > 0.) Let S denote the set of indices of the remaining facets.
For each j € S, we define a corresponding affine function,

1
hy(x) := —(dj — apx1 — byxa), (35)
j
and use these to define a function (denoted f,,) that is meant to
bound f(x):

fn(x) := min hj(x). (36)

We verify that the above procedure indeed produces the upper
envelope of 2.

Proposition 4. For all n € N and x € [0,1)°
satisfies

fn(x) = max{xs|(x,x3) € Zp}. (37)

, f, as defined above

Proof. We first remark that it is indeed valid to write the expression
(37) as a maximum rather than a supremum, because by
construction of #,, the feasible set in (37) is non-empty (for
x € [0,1]%) and compact.

To prove the desired equality, we start by considering a fixed
x € [0, 1]2, and arguing that the expression (37) is in fact equal to

max{xz|ax; + bx; + Gx3 < d; Vje S}, (38)

where the values a;, b; ¢; d; are from the facet inequalities (31).
This is because 2, is exactly the set of points which satisfy the
facet inequalities (31) for all j, so the only difference between (37)
and (38) is that the latter maximization has omitted the facet
inequalities such that ¢;<0. Removing these inequalities does not
change the maximum value, by the following argument. The
inequalities with ¢;=0 are independent of x;, so either they are
satisfied for all x; or for no xs3; however, as previously noted the
feasible set of (37) is non-empty (for x € [0,1]%), so the former
must be the case. This implies that removing them does not
change the maximum value. As for the inequalities with ¢;<0,
notice that they are lower bounds on x;, which means that
removing them also does not change the maximum value (as long
as the original maximization (37) is feasible, which it indeed is as
noted previously). Thus the expressions (37) and (38) are equal for
any x € [0,1]°.

It remains to show that the original definition (36) of f, is equal
to (38) (when treating the latter as a function of x on the same
domain). To do so, we show that they have the same subgraph.
The subgraph of (36) is

{(X,X3)|X3 < hj(x) Vj € S} (39)
1

= {(X7X3) X3 Sz(dj—an1 _ijZ) VjES} (40)
)

= {(x,x3)|apx1 + bixa + ¢ix3 < d; Vj €S}, (41)

using the fact that ¢;>0 for all j € S. (To be precise, in those
expressions x should be restricted to the function domain, but the
argument at this step holds regardless of whether we take the
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domain to be [0, 1]* or R?) The last line is the subgraph of (38), so
indeed the functions are equal.

With the formula (37), we can prove some intuitive properties of
f,, which will be useful in subsequent arguments:

Proposition 5. ...
fax) <f(x) VneN vxel0,1), (42)

with f,(x) = f(x) whenever x € L,.

Proof. We showed in Proposition 6 that 2, lies on or below the
graph of f. Hence (42) follows immediately from the formula (37).

As for the equality condition, we note that for all x € £, we
have that (x, f(x)) lies in 2, (by construction). Hence (37) implies
f,(x) = f(x), which implies they must be equal since the reverse
inequality (42) holds in general.

Proposition 6.
fa(X) <for(x) Vne N Vxelo,1 (43)

Proof. By increasing n by one, we don’t remove any lattice points,
but rather just add additional points by halving the intervals in
both directions. Thus we have 2, C Z,.,, which yields the
desired inequality via (37).

We now show the sequence f,, indeed converges uniformly to f,
so it yields arbitrarily tight bounds. The main intuition is that f,
forms a monotone sequence of uniformly continuous functions
that have the same value as f on an increasingly fine grid.

Proposition 7. As n — oo, f, converges uniformly to f.

Proof. We note that three conditions must hold:

v6>0 IneN: vxel0,1> Jyel, st |x—y[<d

(44)

Ver >0 38;>0: Wx,y,€[0,1]* if |[x—y|<& then |f(x)—F(y)| <e

(45)

Ve, >0 36,50 Wx,y,€[0,1 if |[x—y|<8;, then [fa(X)—Ffa(y)|<ea

(46)
The first statement just says that one can create an arbitrarily fine
grid L£,. The other two statements follow from the fact that
continuous functions on compact sets are automatically uniformly
continuous.
To show uniform convergence, we would need to prove that

Ve>0 neN: vn' >n ¥xe[0,17?,  [fu(x)—f(x)|<e.
(47)

To prove this, consider any ¢ > 0, and choose n by the following
procedure: set ¢, < /2 and ¢, < €/2, and take some corresponding
61, 6, according to (45)-(46). Then set 6 < min(dy,8,), and take a
corresponding n € NN according to (44). This choice of n has the
desired property: for all n > n and for all x € [0, 1]2, (44) ensures
that there exists some y € £, satisfying |x —y| <8, hence

I () = F()| < [Fn(3) — F(x)] (48)
< Ifa(x) = F(y)[ + [f(y) — F(x)] (49)
= [fa(0) = fr(y)| + [f(y) — F()] (50)
<ey; +e€1<¢€, (51)
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where the first line follows from Propositions 8 and 9, while the
third line follows from Proposition 8.

Creating an SDP algorithm that minimizes the fidelity
Without loss of generality, we ignore the factor 1/Pr(00) in the
fidelity expression, as it is a positive constant (for a given
distribution Pr(ab|xy)). We consider the functions f and f,, defined
in the previous section, but as previously discussed, we now view
them as functions of p’ (though with dependence only on the
Pr(00[i), Pr(11]i) terms), i.e. so we have f(p') = 1/Pr(00]i) Pr(11]i)
and analogously for f,. Since f, is a lower bound on f, our
optimization problem (after dropping the 1/Pr(00) factor) is clearly
lower bounded by the following:

inf 3> fn(p) Pr(i)

Pr(i).p'
st. Y Pr(iijp'=p
i

Pi € Qxy
Pr(i) € P(Z)

we can show that this lower bound converges uniformly to the
original problem (8) as n — oo, using our previous results about
convergence of f,:

Proposition 8. As n— oo, the optimal value of (52) converges
uniformly to that of (8) (rescaled by the constant factor of 1/Pr(00)).

Proof. We denote the solutions to the original and approximate
optimization problems by f*(p) and f(p), respectively. For all
pe€ Qxy, for all ne N, and for all ¢;>0, there exists a
probability distribution Pr(i) and a set of quantum realizable
probability distributions p’ that satisfy the optimization
constraints, such that

S falB) Pr(i) ~ f3(p) | <1 (53)

As f,(p) converges uniformly to f(p'), for all €, >0, there exists
an n such that for alln” > nand all p' € Qxy,

<€y (54)

S (B Pr) = i (B) Pr()

if one chooses ¢, + ¢, < ¢, then

Ve>0 dIneN: Vn' >n VYpeQry, (55)
() — ()]
< |>_f(p) Pr(i) — 1, (p) (56)
< ’Z f(p') Pr(i) — an/(P’) Pr(i)
! ! (57)
St ) Prl) £ 9)
<€ex + €1 <¢, (58)

as desired.
We now describe how to bound (52) using SDPs.
Proposition 9. (52) can be solved via an SDP hierarchy.

Proof. To reduce the sum to a bounded number of terms, we
adopt the approach from?*2>, Specifically, consider any feasible
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point of the optimization (52), i.e. some feasible values for p’ and
Pr(i). Following the previous section, let S denote the indices of
the affine functions used to define f,.

Partition the summation domain of i into subsets {R;}. q,
such that i € R; implies the minimum in the definition (36f of
fa(p") is attained by the index j. In other words, i€ R;
implies f,(p') = h(p’). (Geometrically speaking, we are partition-
ing the terms based on which facet of 2, they lie on.) Let us

define

~ . i i Pr(i

Pp=> Pr(i), o= ZP‘%- (59)
i€R; i€R; J

Note that the choice of partition may not be unique, e.g. if the
feasible point being considered has a p’ term where the minimum
in the definition (36) is attained by more than one j € S. However,
this nonuniqueness is not a problem; any partition with the
specified property suffices. Also, some R; may be empty, but this
is not a problem either; one should simply select an arbitrary
distribution p/ € Qyy instead of using (59) (since the denomi-
nator is zero if R; is empty).

Then we can rewrite

> fa(P) Pr(i) = hy(p') Pr(i) (60)

iER; IE€R;

— (e ™), 1
i€R; Pj

— h(@)P, ©

where in the third line we used the fact that h; is affine and
{Pr(i)/P;}, forms a normalized probability distribution over i € R;.

Observe that p/ € Qxy (by convexity of Qxy), and that P; is a
valid probability distribution (over j € S) since the sets R; partition
the sum over i. Together with the expression (62), this implies that
if we replace the original objective function with

> " hi(p') Pr(i), 63)
ieS

the value of the optimization will not increase, since every
feasible point of the original optimization yields another
feasible point with the same objective value but in the form
(63). In other words, by rewriting the objective function in the
form (63), we have essentially taken p’ and Pr(i) to be the p/ and
P; we constructed above. Furthermore, since we constructed f,
via (36),

hi(p') > f,(p') (64)

holds for all p' € Qyy. Thus (63) is a natural upper bound on
our previous objective function in (52), so replacing the latter
with the former will not decrease the optimal value either. In
summary, we can replace the objective function with (63)
without changing the optimal value, which is useful because it
is the sum of a (known) finite number of terms; also, we
no longer need to address the minimization in the definition of
fo-

However, since h;(p/)Pr(i) is a product of affine functions of the
optimization variables, (63) is still not an affine function. To deal
with this, we consider subnormalized probability distributions, i.e.
the terms in the distribution sum up to a value in [0, 1] instead of
having to sum to 1 (here we mean summing over (a, b) for each
choice of (x,y); also, we impose that all (x,y) have the same
normalization factor). In our case, we scale the probability
distributions p’ by the scaling factor Pr(i), i.e. we define new
variables p’ = Pr(i)p’. To verify that the objective function is affine
in these new variables, we show that each term in the summation
is affine. Writing h(p’) in the form a; + a, - p for some scalar g; and
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vector a;, we have

hi(p") Pr(i) (65)

= a; Pr(i) + (a; - p') Pr(i) (66)

=aq; (Z Pr(ab|00i) Pr(i)) +a-p (67)
ab

=az- I5i +a;- I5i7 (68)

where z is a vector, which contains only zeroes and ones, that
specifies the terms summed over in (67) (this is possible since each
Pr(ab]00i)Pr(i) term is equal to an element of p'; also, note that the
choice to use the input pair xy = 00 at that step is arbitrary and
any other pair would suffice). This is indeed affine (in fact linear) in
p'. As for the constraints, observe that the first constraint is linear
in p'. Also, as long as p is normalized, we can replace the second
and third constraints by a single constraint p' € Qy.y, where Qx y
denotes subnormalized distributions compatible with quantum
theory (and with a common normalization factor for all input pairs
(x,¥). This is because when p is normalized, the first constraint
implicitly imposes a normalization condition on the variables p'
that subsumes the original third constraint.

In summary, the optimal value of (52) is the same as

inf >az-p+a;-p

S

P ieS
5.t. Yp=p (69)

1

P €Qxy
where a; a;, z are the values described above regarding (68).
Finally, we use the fact that there exists a SDP hierarchy for the
verification of subnormalized quantum probability distributions
Qxy*3 2. Hence, the entire constrained optimization can be
lower-bounded by using this hierarchy of SDP relaxations to
impose the Qxy constraint, yielding a sequence of increasingly
tight lower bounds on the optimization. Note that each level of
the hierarchy yields a certified lower bound, i.e. our results are
never an over-estimate of the true minimum of the optimization.

We close this section with some implementation remarks. For
Fig. 1a, we used a 4 x 4 lattice to construct the bound f,, and NPA
level 2. For Fig. 1b, ¢, we used an 8 x 8 lattice and NPA level 3 (for
the latter case, we found that NPA levels 2 and 4 also gave
basically the same results). The SDP runtime was not too long in all
cases, ranging from a few seconds to under 15 minutes (for each
data point on the graphs), depending on the size of the scenarios.

In principle, there are two ways in which our bounds might not
be tight: first, we have replaced f with f,; second, the SDP
hierarchy of>> may not have converged to a sufficiently tight
bound. We consider the latter to be less of an issue, because this
hierarchy typically performs well in situations with few inputs and
outputs (for instance in Fig. 1¢, which was the main example
supporting our reasoning that Theorem 1 may not be a necessary
condition). As for the former, we performed some checks by
noting that every feasible point of the optimization we solve
(namely, (69) with the constraint p' € Qy ) relaxed to the SDP
hierarchy) gives us a feasible point of the original optimization (8)
(albeit with the constraint p' € Qyy relaxed to the SDP hierarchy).
We found that for points near the thresholds shown in Fig. 1b, c,
the corresponding feasible values in that original optimization
were within 0.0003 of the lower bounds we obtained, indicating
that the bounds are almost tight. (For Fig. 1a we found a bigger
gap of about 0.03 using a 6 x 6 lattice to find feasible points, but
this is also not too large).

Note that by applying Carathéodory’s theorem for convex hulls,
we can argue the minimum value in the optimization (52) can
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always be attained by a distribution Pr() with at most d+ 2
nonzero terms, where d is the dimension of p. This eventually
implies that the minimum value in our final optimization (69) can
be attained with at most d 4 2 of the subnormalized distributions
p being nonzero. In practice, d +2 is often smaller than the
number of affine bounds h; (i.e. |S|). Hence if the optimization (69)
is too large to solve directly, an alternative approach in principle is
to run it for every subset of S with size d+ 2, then take the
smallest of the resulting values. This reduces the size of each
individual optimization, but comes at the cost of having to run
many more of them.

As another point regarding efficiency, note that our
construction of f, involves a transformation to the facet
representation of #,. While this can be quickly implemented
when x is 2-dimensional, the transformation may be compu-
tationally demanding in high dimensions®’. It would be
interesting to know whether there are more efficiently
computable alternatives.

A natural attempt would be to partition the domain of f into
triangles (more generally, simplices) and construct an affine lower
bound in each triangle, yielding a piecewise affine lower bound on
f. One benefit of this approach is that it may be usable (though not
necessarily straightforward) in some cases when f is not concave,
whereas our current construction of f, relies heavily on concavity
of f. However, it runs into the subtle issue that having f, be a
pointwise minimum of affine functions is a stronger condition
than simply requiring it to be piecewise affine; in particular, our
analysis used the structure in the former. (Note that it is not useful
to simply take the pointwise minimum of the affine bounds
constructed this way — there can be very large gaps between f
and the resulting bound).

Still, it may be possible to adapt our analysis to this case. To
sketch a rough outline, we would again aim to partition the
sum in (52) into finitely many subsets, but this time by which of
the triangles each p’ lies in. Transforming to a new feasible
point as in (59) (here we would need to use the convexity of
the triangles to argue that each p/ still lies within its defining
triangle), we should be able to perform a similar analysis to
reduce the objective to the form (63), but with the summation
index ranging over the triangles in the domain instead.
However, to proceed further we would need to constrain each
p/ to remain within the corresponding triangle, appearing as
additional constraints in (52). Since these constraints can be
imposed as affine constraints, the final result should still be
solvable using the SDP hierarchy.

Finally, we note that in?®, the authors do not convert their
optimization to the form (69), but rather to a dual form via a
somewhat different argument. A similar argument is possible in
principle here (see®), but we choose to present our result in the
form (69) since it seems most straightforward for implementation.
We thank the authors of?® for clarifications on these different
approaches.

Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. After Alice and Bob conduct n key-generating measure-
ments, the resulting classical-classical-quantum tripartite state is of
the form

Z Pr(ab)|ab)(ab| ® pg|ap- (70)
a,be{0,1}"

Considering that Alice and Bob only take accepted blocks into
account, i.e. D=1, and Alice sends the message M=m, it is
simple to construct the bipartite state Pcgm—map—1, Which
denotes the state that describes both the value of the bit C and
Eve’s corresponding side-information. As D = 1 implies that Alice’s
and Bob’s measurement devices either output morm=mo 1,
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the resulting state is given by

1
PcEM=mrD=1 = Z §|C><C| ® We, 71
ce{0,1}
where
o Pr(mm)pE\mm + Pr(mm)pE\mﬁ
wo = — (72)
Pr(mm) + Pr(mm)
0y — Pr(mMm) g jmm + Pr(mMm)ogmm 73)

Pr(mm) + Pr(mm)

denotes Eve's conditioned side-information''. Moreover, after
symmetrization, we get Pr(mm)=Pr(mm) =% and
Pr(mm) = Pr(mm) = ;— which further simplifies (72) and (73).
Eve's ability to correctly guess C therefore depends on the
distinguishability of w, and w;. As C, and consequently w; is
distributed uniformly, we may use the operational interpretation
of the trace distance to derive Eve’s optimal guessing probability.
The optimal probability of guessing it incorrectly is thus given by

Pr(C=C D= 1) :%(1 — d(wo, w)). (74)

We first consider Bob's guess. As C = C’ only if Alice measures m
and Bob measures m or vice versa,
Pr(mm) 4 Pr(mm) "

Pric=CIb=1) = Pr(mm) 4 Pr(mm) + Pr(mm) + Pr(mm) Tt (1—e)"

(75)

We now consider Eve’s guess. By using the reverse triangle
inequality of the 1-norm, we can get a lower bound on d(wo, w) in
terms of §,.:

d(w07w1) > (1 - 6”) 'd(pE\mm:pE\ﬁ) —6p- d(pE\mﬁva\ﬁm)7
(76)
and substituting this into (74) yields
6n)

Pr(C=C'[D=1) < 1(1— (1= 8,) - d(Pjmm> Pemm) + On * d(Pejmim: Pejrm)
= %(1 - (1 - 6”) : d<pE\mm1pE\m>)w
(77)

where to get the second line we used the hypothesis pgo1 = Pg10
(which implies Ogmm = Ogmm)- The ‘Fuchs-van de Graaf-type’
inequality (12) then implies that

PrC2CID=1) <3(1 = (1= 62) - (1 ~ G Pesmm: Pei)- 78

Moreover, note that we have g(0Ogimm: Pejmm) = 9(95\007,05“1)"
(by applying the LI1.D. assumption together with the multiplicative
property (11), followed by the symmetry property (10)). Therefore
a sufficient condition for (17) to hold is

1
5(1 —(1=6,)-(1~- 9(PE|oo:PE\11)n)) < 6. (79)

We conclude the proof by showing that for all n € N, (16) is
equivalent to (79). Note that the inequality (12) (together with the
fact that d(p, 0) < 1) implies that g(p, 0) is always non-negative.
Hence for all n € N the inequality (16) is equivalent to

n e (-9 -(-e"+e . (1-¢" ¢
9(Pejo0: Pepn)” < . o =1 e (80)
This inequality can be rewritten as
n. (1—e)"—¢e" 1-26,

1= 9(Pej00s Pey11)” = (-7 —1-6, 81
The previous inequality is equivalent to

n
1= (1=80) - (1= g(Peos Pem ) ) < 26 (82
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and dividing both sides by 2 gives (79).

We note that the current gap between the sufficient and
necessary conditions can be viewed as arising from the
‘Fuchs-van de Graaf-type’ inequalities (12) and (13). This is
because the sufficient condition (Theorem 1) proof requires lower
bounds on H(C|IEM; D = 1), whereas the conjectured necessary
condition needs upper bounds. As noted in the supplemental
material for'', the analysis we performed above also serves an
alternative approach for proving Theorem 1 (the main proof in''
instead used the inequality from®® to lower-bound H(C|EM; D =
1)). The main idea is that H(CIEM; D = 1) can be lower bounded by
the min-entropy, which simply equals —log((1 — d(wo, w1))/2).
By performing an analysis similar to the above but using the
inequality (13) instead of (12), we end up (after some asymptotic
analysis) with a sufficient condition for (1) to hold, which turns out
to be exactly the same as Theorem 1 (except that since the only
properties of g required for this argument are (10)-(13), it would
hold with any g satisfying those properties in place of the fidelity
F). Note that no assumption is needed on d(ogo1, Pg10) for this
direction of the proof. From this perspective, it appears that the
main contribution to the gap is the difference between the
bounds (12) and (13), since other steps of the proof have
comparatively small effects asymptotically.

However, regarding possible choices of distinguishability measure
g in this generalized version of Theorem 1, note that replacing the
fidelity in the theorem statement with the pretty-good fidelity yields
a worse result, due to the inequality F(p, 0) = Fp4(p, 0). (The opposite
was true for the necessary condition, Proposition 3). The question
remains of whether there are choices for the measure g that yield
better bounds for the sufficient condition.

Finally, we remark that the above analysis essentially centers
around distinguishing Pgmm and Pgmm. Returning to our
discussion of the quantum Chernoff bound, we observe that
unless M =0 or M = 1, these states are not of the form p®" and
0®" studied in the quantum Chernoff bound, though there are
some structural similarities. (f M were restrained to M=0 or
M =1, one may consider only M =0, as M =1 can be thought of
as a relabeling of measurement outcomes). Since M is not
restricted to these cases in general, we would need to study
whether these other structurally similar states could still be
analyzed using the proof techniques for the quantum
Chernoff bound.

As another perspective, note that the quantum Chernoff bound
in fact satisfies almost all the properties (10)-(13)3'. However,
instead of the equality (11), it only satisfies the inequality
glp®p,00d) > g(p,0)g(p’,0'). Looking through the proofs
described above for the necessary versus sufficient conditions, this
means that only the proof of the latter generalizes directly if we
choose g = Q. Unfortunately, Theorem 1 with the fidelity simply
replaced by the quantum Chernoff bound is a worse result,
because the quantities are related by F(p, o) = Q(p, 0)>3 (similar to
the previous situation for pretty-good fidelity). Hence an
argument that simply follows the proof structure sketched above
with g = Q would not yield a better result than the the original
Theorem 1 statement based on fidelity — to get better results
using the quantum Chernoff bound, one would need a different
proof structure.
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