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Abstract

The optimal error exponents of binary composite i.i.d. state discrimination are trivially bounded
by the worst-case pairwise exponents of discriminating individual elements of the sets representing
the two hypotheses, and in the finite-dimensional classical case, these bounds in fact give exact single-
copy expressions for the error exponents. In contrast, in the non-commutative case, the optimal
exponents are only known to be expressible in terms of regularized divergences, resulting in formulas
that, while conceptually relevant, practically not very useful. In this paper, we develop further an
approach initiated in [Mosonyi, Szildgyi, Weiner, IEEE Trans. Inf. Th. 68(2):1032-1067, 2022] to
give improved single-copy bounds on the error exponents by comparing not only individual states
from the two hypotheses, but also various unnormalized positive semi-definite operators associated to
them. Here, we show a number of equivalent characterizations of such operators giving valid bounds,
and show that in the commutative case, considering weighted geometric means of the states, and
in the case of two states per hypothesis, considering weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means, are
optimal for this approach. As a result, we give a new characterization of the weighted Kubo-Ando
geometric means as the only 2-variable operator geometric means that are block additive, tensor
multiplicative, and satisfy the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality. We also extend our results
to composite quantum channel discrimination, and show an analogous optimality property of the
weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means of two quantum channels, a notion that seems to be new.
We extend this concept to defining the notion of superoperator perspective function and establish
some of its basic properties, which may be of independent interest.
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I. MOTIVATION AND OVERVIEW
A. Quantum state discrimination

In the problem of composite i.i.d. state discrimination, an experimenter is presented with several iden-
tical copies of a quantum system, all prepared in the same state, and they have to decide between two
alternatives: that the state of the system is described by a density operator belonging to some subset N of
all density operators S(#) on the system’s Hilbert space H, or by a density operator belonging to another
subset A. The most general decision scheme is given by a 2-outcome measurement on the available copies
of the system, described by a measurement operator T € B(’H®")[071] (i.e., T is an operator on H®" satis-
fying 0 < T < I, where n is the number of copies of the system): if the corresponding outcome occurs, the
experimenter decides in favour of N, whereas if the outcome corresponding to I — T occurs, they choose
A. The worst-case probabilities of the two possible errors that can occur (conventionally called type T and
type II errors) are, respectively,

an(T) = sup ’I‘rg(gm(l - T)u
0EN

Bn(T) := sup Tro®"T.
oceA

In the asymptotic analysis of the problem, one is interested in the trade-off between these error proba-
bilities in the limit n — +oco, which turns out to be quantifiable on the exponential scale by the following
quantities,

1 1
= im i —_— n 2 i i - n 2 ) :
dr(WNV]J.A) := sup {lﬁgligg - log a, (T') Bgﬂg - log 3,(T) r} (L.1)
1 1
o oo 1 o liminf -1 Ty > b '
scy(N||A) := inf {lﬁg}r{g - log(1 — an(T)) 1,1%3;5 - log 8,(T) T} (1.2)

Here, d,.(N|A) is called the direct exponent corresponding to type II error rate r, and is relevant for r
below a threshold 7o, while sc,.(N|.A) is called the strong converse exponent corresponding to type II
error rate r, and is relevant for r above a (possibly different) threshold r; > rg. Clearly, d,.(NV|.A) and
sc, (N||A) cannot be both positive for a fixed 7.

In the simple case where N’ = {p} and A = {o} consist of a single density operator each, the above
exponents have been found to have single-copy expressions as [3, 25, 41, 44|

4 ({eHl{or}) = Folelo) = sup S fr = Dalello)].
a€e(0,1)
scr({e}[{o}) = Hi (o) i=sup “—= [r = D (el o).

where, for any two positive semi-definite operators A, B € B(H)>o,

D, (A||B) := log Tr A“B*~*

a—1



is their Petz-type Rényi a-divergence for o € (0,1) [45], and

LplogTr (B AB'S")", supp(4) C supp(B),

DL (A[|B) := .
+00, otherwise,

is their sandwiched Rényi a-divergence for a > 1 [43, 50]. Moreover, r < D(g|lc) = d,(N|.A) > 0,

while r > D(p|lo) = sc,(N|A) > 0, where

D(A|IB) = {Tr A(log A — log B), supp(A.)‘ C supp(B),
400, otherwise,
is the Umegaki relative entropy of A, B € B(H)>o [49)].
In the known cases in the finite-dimensional classical setting, i.e., when all density operators in AU A
commute and H is finite-dimensional, the composite exponents still admit single-copy expressions as the
worst-case pairwise exponents [10, 22, 23, 42]

dr(NIA)

4SS

A Hrelo), e WA = sup H(eflo).

0EN

In the general composite case, however, these only hold as inequalities

d-WNV|A) < inf  H.(g|0o), sc,(N||A) > sup  H(g|o), (1.3)
0EN,0€A 0EN, €A

which may be strict in general [5, 42], and the only known universally valid expressions for these and
related error exponents are in terms of regularized divergences involving arbitrarily many copies of the
states from A and A [5], and therefore, while they are conceptually relevant, have limited practical value.

A new approach to obtaining tighter single-copy bounds was put forward in [42] and elaborated further
n [12]. Assume that one can find operators C,C' € B(H)>o such that

TrC®"T < sup Tro®"T, Tr C®"T < sup Tr o®"T, T € B(H)p), n € N. (1.4)
oA 0EN

Then one can easily see that

4 (N]A) < sup r— Da(C0)] | (L5)
ac(0,1) &
ser (N1 A) > sup sup 2= [r — D (0| C)]. (L6)

0EN a>1

Obviously, for every 0 € A and o € N, C, := ¢ and C’Q := o are such operators, using which in
(I.5)—(1.6) recovers (1.3). Tighter bounds on the error exponents than in (I1.3) may be obtained from (I.5)—
(1.6) by choosing C, C' from a larger set of operators, and one natural candidate here is to use operator
geometric means that satisfy the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality; in particular, the Kubo-Ando
geometric mean [33] was used in [42] to this effect. This motivates a systematic study of such operator
geometric means, which seems to be a new direction in matrix analysis, where operator geometric means
are conventionially specified by other properties; we will elaborate on this further in the next section. This
approach is strongly underpinned by the findings of [13], where it was shown that in the case where A is a
closed and commutative subset of the positive definite elements in S(H) with a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space H, optimizing over all weighted geometric means of the elements of A in (1.6) gives the exact strong
converse exponent, i.e.,

s (M|A) = sup sup sup 2 [r — D <QH exp (/A 10g0du(0))>} , (L7)

0EN vES(A)a>1 &

where S(A) stands for all probability measures on the Borel g-algebra of A.

We note that the above approach does not give an improvement over the trivial bounds (I.3) when A is
convex (for the strong converse exponents) or when A and A are both convex (for the direct exponents).
On the other hand, a strict improvement can be attained already in the simplest possible case where
N = {0} and A = {01,02}; in the case of the strong converse exponent, a strict improvement is possible
even for commuting states. We elaborate on these in Appendix A.



B. Operator geometric means

For a measurable space (), F), we call any function G satisfying the following properties a Y-variable
operator function:

(1) G is defined on some non-empty D(G) C UgenB(F,C%) ¢, where
B(F,C%sq:={A: Y — B(C%)>( F-measurable},
with B(C%)>q denoting the positive semi-definite linear operators on C%, and

AeD(G)NB(F,Cs = G(A) € B(C)xo.

(2) G is covariant under isometries, i.e., for any A € D(G) N B(F,C%)>q and any isometry V : C4 —
C, we have (VA,V*),cy € D(G) and

G (VA )yey) =V G ((Ay)yey) V"

Due to the isometric covariance, any such operator function can be uniquely extended to families of positive
semi-definite operators (A,)ycy on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H such that there exists a unitary
Vi H — C¢ with (VA,V*)yey € D(G), by defining G(A) :==V* G ((VA,V*)yey) V.

We say that a Y-variable operator function G is a v-weighted operator geometric mean for some proba-
bility measure v on F, if the following holds:

(3) For any commuting family A € B(F,C?) > 0 such that A, is positive definite for every y € ¥ and
{4, : y € Y} is bounded, we have A € D(G,) and

G(A) = exp ( /y log A, dy(y)> .

For the purposes of quantum state discrimination, the relevant cases are where ) is finite, or it is a
compact Hausdorff topological space and F is its Borel o-algebra. In the latter case, it may also be natural
to restrict the domain of a geometric mean to continuous functions in UgenB(F, C%)>0; indeed, the typical
setting for applications would be where ) is simply a closed subset of the state space of a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space, and the map Y 3 y — A, := y is the identity. It is also natural to consider this notion
more generally for operators on infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. In this case, one needs to consider
a number of technical issues that are not present in the finite-dimensional case. For instance, from the
purely mathematical point of view, operator geometric means may be considered for families of bounded
positive (semi-)definite operators, while the applications in quantum state discrimination call for their
study for families of density operators (positive trace-class operators with unit trace), and the focus on
one of these or some other setting determines, e.g., the topology used in various definitions. We will only
consider some questions in this level of generality for weak notions of means in Section IV, where we give
more precise definitions.

For the applications in composite quantum state discrimination, we will be interested in operator func-
tions satisfying two additional properties:

(4) (Tgnsor) supermultiplicativity: For any A € D(G) and any n € N, we have A®™ := (A%"),cy € D(G)
an

G(A®™) > G(A)®".

(5) Arithmetic mean (AM) boundedness: There exists a probability measure p on F such that
G < [ Ayduly). A D). (13)
y

In fact, instead of arithmetic mean boundedness, it will be sufficient to require that G satisfies the following
weaker property:

(57) Individual arithmetic mean (AM) boundednes: For any A € D(G), there exists a probability measure
won F such that

GWSL%@M



When G = G, is a v-weighted operator geometric mean, we will say that it satisfies the arithmetic-
geometric mean (AM-GM) inequality, if (1.8) holds with p = v.

Consider now a composite state discrimination problem specified by A, A C S(H) as in Section TA.
Clearly, if G is an operator function with Y = A4, D(G) > {¥Y >y — A, =y} = A and G is an operator
function with Y = N, D(G) 3 {V 3 y — A, := y} = N that are supermultiplicative and individually AM
bounded then

TrG(A)®"T < Tr G(A®™)T < / Tro®" T dyu,, (o) < sup Tro®"T, T € B(H®") 1, neN (L9)
A ocA

and similarly,

TrGN)®"T < Tr GINE™T < / Tr 0®"7T dfin(0) < sup Tr o®"T, T € B(H®")p1, n €N (L10)
N 0EN

leading to the bounds (1.5)~(1.6) with C' := G(A) and C := G(N).

The notion of operator geometric mean has been extensively studied in matrix analysis in the past few
decades; however, the focus in the usual approach is on other types of properties, like monotonicity of
the mean in its arguments (in the positive semi-definite order) or joint concavity. It has been shown in
the seminal work [33] that, essentially under these two conditions and the normalization G, (X, X) = X,
for every probability distribution v on a 2-point set (¥ = {1,2} for simplicity), there exists a unique v-
weighted operator geometric mean, given for positive definite operators as GKA (A, Ay) = Aoty A1 ==

v(1

Aé/Q (A;1/2A1A51/2> ( )Aé/Q; this is called the v-weighted Kubo-Ando geometric mean. It is easy to
see that this mean is also tensor multiplicative and satisfies the AM-GM inequality; in particular, it is
suitable for the application in composite state discrimination described above. Extensions of this mean
to more variables may be obtained by iteration as (... (A1#+, A2)#t, - - -)#t, Ant1), or by various limiting
procedures [2, 9, 36, 38], all of which satisfy tensor multiplicativity and the AM-GM mean inequality by
construction. (See also [1, 6-8, 27, 31, 34, 35, 39, 46, 47] for further references on multivariate matrix
geometric means).

For two variables, it is easy to construct operator geometric means in the sense of the above definition
with properties (1)—(3) that are also manifestly tensor multiplicative (and also block additive; see below)
and are different from the Kubo-Ando means. For instance, for any ¢ € (0,1) and z € (0, +00),

Gra(Ai]|A2) 1= (AF 4,7 AF) (111)
Gr-(A1|Ag) = (A;; AEA;;)Z’ (1.12)
G (Ar]|A2) i= (A5 47 ) (1.13)
Gioo(A1]|Ag) = im Gro(Ay, Ay) = rlogArt(1-t)log Az (1.14)

define v = (t,1 — t)-weighted tensor multiplicative geometric means on pairs of positive definite operators,
that are all different from foA, with the exception of Gy 1. (Gi,, and Gy, are related to the family of
quantum Rényi divergences considered in [4], G; . was considered in [30] in connection to the Golden-

Thompson inequality, and ét,Jroo is called the log-Euclidean geometric mean.) It is natural to ask then if
any of these means satisfy the AM—GMAinequality, which has been answered in the negative very recently
in [26] (with the obvious exception of Gy,1) by constructing explicit counter-examples.

In Section V, we give a complete characterization of the weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means as the
maximal 2-variable operator geometric means satisfying tensor supermultiplicativity and individual AM
boundedness together with the following natural property:

(6) Block superadditivity: If (A;, B;) € D(G), i € [r], then (®;4;,®;B;) € D(G), and
G (®im1Ai, @iy Bi) = @iy G(Ai, By).

C. Overview of results

Obviously, one can trivially satisfy the inequality Tr C®"T < sup,c 4 Tro®"T in (L4) for all T by
choosing C' = 0, which, however, is not very useful for obtaining bounds on the error exponents; rather,



one would hope to find C operators satisfying this inequality that are “as large as possible” in some sense.
The above inequality clearly follows if an arithmetic mean type bound Tr C®¥"T < [, Tro®"T dpi,(0)
holds for all T with some probability measure y,, that may depend on n (see (1.9) with C' := G(.A)). This
in turn is further implied by a weak geometric mean type bound Tr C*"T < exp ([, log Tr 6®"T duv,, (o))

for all T, and the same considerations hold for C. For a fixed n, each of the above bounds is strictly stronger
than the previous one, as one can easily see already for numbers. Somewhat surprisingly, however, they
all become equivalent when required to hold for every n € N, which is the main result of Section IV.

One may then ask if there exists a maximal possible C satisfying any (and hence all) of these bounds.
As it turns out, the answer is yes in the commutative case: as we show in Theorems I11.1 and I11.6, under
some natural technical conditions, for any probability measure v on a collection of commuting positive
semi-definite operators, the corresponding v-weighted geometric mean of the operators (which is unique
in this case) is maximal among the positive semi-definite operators satisfying these bounds. Note that the
latter is a partially ordered set, and maximality means that no other operator in this set can be larger
and different from any given weighted geometric mean.

In Section V, we extend the above result to the 2-variable non-commutative setting: we show that
if A = {A1, A2} has two elements, then any operator C' as above is upper bounded by some weighted
Kubo-Ando geometric mean of A; and A,. That is, for the above approach of obtaining single-copy error
bounds, it is sufficient to consider C' = As#;A; for all possible ¢ € [0,1]. As a result, we get a new
characterization of the weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means as the only 2-variable operator geometric
means that are block additive, tensor multiplicative, and satisfy the AM-GM inequality. We show this
from another new characterization that we prove, namely, that the weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means
are maximal among the operator geometric means that are block superadditive, tensor supermultiplicative,
and individually AM bounded. These are conceptually rather different from the usual characterization
[33], the main focus of which, apart from tensor multiplicativity, is monotonicity in the arguments (and
extra technical conditions like monotone continuity and the transformer inequality). We note that we
also use these properties of the Kubo-Ando means in our proof, but do not impose them on the map
(Al, AQ) — C.

In Section VI, we extend some of our results to composite channel discrimination. We show an analogous
way to give single-copy bounds on the error probabilities in terms of a single completely positive map £
(taking the role of C' above), both for parallel and for adaptive discrimination strategies. We introduce
the notion of the weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means for completely positive maps, and show their
maximality for this approach in the 2-variable case, analogously to the case of state discrimination. Related
to this, we introduce the more general notion of superoperator perspective in Appendix C and work out
some of its fundamental properties, as it may be of independent interest. This is supported by Appendix
B, where we collect some relevant facts about the notion of operator perspective function.

General definitions and technical tools are collected in Section II.

II. PRELIMINARIES

For a Hilbert space H, let B(H) denote the set of all bounded linear operators on H, and let B(H)sa,
B(H)>0, and B(H)so denote the set of self-adjoint, positive semi-definite (PSD), and positive definite
operators, respectively. For an interval J C R, let B(H)s := {A € B(H)sa : spec(A4) C J}, i.e., the set of
self-adjoint operators on H with their spectrum in J. In particular,

B(H)[Oﬁl] = {T € B(H)sa : 0 S T S I}
is the set of tests on H (also called effects in quantum physics). For an operator X € B(H),

[ Xl := sup{l| X[ : & € H, || =1}

denotes the operator norm of X. The trace functional on the set of trace-class operators will be denoted by
Tr; the trace-norm is then || X ||, := Tr|X|, where X is any trace-class operator. The positive semi-definite
trace-class operators with unit trace are called density operators, or states, and S(H) denotes the set of
all density operators on a Hilbert space H.

For a positive semi-definite operator A € B(H)>o, we will use the notation

AD .= 1lim A*
N0

for the projection onto supp A := (ker A)=.



We will denote the inner product on a Hilbert space by (-, -) and follow the convention that it is linear in
its second and conjugate linear in its first variable. We will also use the Dirac notation: for any x,y € H,
ly) (x| € B(H) is defined by |y) (x| z := (x,2)y, z € H.

For a continuous function f : (0,+00) — R, the corresponding operator perspective function Py is
defined on pairs of positive definite operators A, B € B(H)so as

P(A, B) = BY/2f (B*l/QABfl/Q) B2, (IL.15)

and extended to A, B € B(H)>o as
Py(A.B) = lim Py(A + eI, B + 1), (IL.16)

whenever the limit exists [18, 19, 28]. The limit in (I1.16) always exists if f is a non-negative operator
monotone function. In particular, for any ¢ € [0, 1], the t-weighted Kubo-Ando geometric mean

t
B#A =Py (A, B) = lim(B +e)!/? ((B +el)V2(A+el)(B + 51)*1/2) (B +eD)'/?

eN0

is well-defined for any A, B € B(H)>o. It is easy to see that for the transpose function f(x) := zf(1/x),
x > 0, we have

Pr(A,B) = P(B, A), (I1.17)
whenever both sides are well-defined. In particular,
B#A = A4t _+B.
The t-weighted Kubo-Ando geometric mean satisfies the transformer identity [33]:
(XBX)#41(XAX) = X(B#:A)X (I1.18)

for any A, B € B(H)>o and positive definite X € B(H)>o

For a Hausdorff topological space Y, S()) will denote the set of probability measures on the Borel
o-algebra of V. We will always consider it equipped with the weak*-topology induced by the bounded
continuous functions on ), i.e., anet (v;);ez in S()) converges to some v € S()) if fy ) dv;(y) converges
to fy ) dv(y) for any bounded continuous function f : Y — R. When Y is finite, the Borel o-algebra is
just the full power set of ), S()) is naturally identified with the set of probability density functions on Y,
or equivalently, with the simplex spanned by the canonical basis vectors in RY, and the weak*-topology
coincides with the topology induced by any norm on RY. For an arbitrary non-empty set X, S () will
denote the set of finitely supported probability density functions on X.

By log we denote the natural logarithm with its natural extension to [0, +00] as

—o0, x =0,
logz := < logz, x € (0,400),
+00, T = -+00.

Correspondingly, we define e~ := 0, et>° := +o00. Throughout the paper we use the convention
0-(+o0):=0. (I1.19)

For a natural number d € N, [d] :={1,...,d}.
The following statement from [21, Theorem 5.2] is an extension of the minimax theorems due to Kneser
[32] and Fan [20] to the case where f can take the value +oo.

Lemma I1.1 Let X be a compact convex set in a topological vector space V andY be a convexr subset of
a vector space W. Let h: X xY — RU {+oo} be such that

(i) h(z,-) is concave on'Y for each x € X, and
(i1) h(-,y) is convex and lower semi-continuous on X for each y € Y.
Then

inf sup h(z,y) = sup inf h(z,y), (11.20)
reX yey yey rzeX

and the infima in (I1.20) can be replaced by minima.



The following simple observation will be useful in some applications of the above minimax theorem.

Lemma I1.2 Let A be a finite set, Y be a compact Hausdorff topological space, and h : AxY — [—00, +00)
be a function such that for every a € A, h(a,-) is Borel measurable. Assume that at least one of the
following two conditions hold:

(i) For every a € A, h(a,-) is finite-valued and continuous.
(i) Y is finite.
Then

S(A) x S() o (p,v) — Z u(a)/yh a,y)dv(y / Z (a,y)dv(y) =: F(p,v) (I1.21)

acA Yaca

is (jointly) upper semi-continuous in the product of the total variation norm topology on S(A) and the
weak* -topology induced by continuous functions on S(Y).

Proof Either of the conditions (i) or (ii) implies that for every a € A, h(a, -) is bounded from above, and
therefore the integrals in (I1.21) exist, and under condition (i), they are even finite. The equality in (H 21)
is trivial from the finite additivity of the integral.

Assume that condition (i) holds. Then for every a € A, S(Y) > v — fy a,y)dv(y) is continuous in
the weak*-topology by the very definition of the latter, and a simple triangle inequality argument shows
that F' is even jointly continuous.

Assume for the rest that ) is finite, and let (115, )nen be a sequence in S(.A) converging to some p € S(A),
and (vp)nen be a sequence in S(Y) converging to some v € S(V). Then

lim sup Z Z tn (@) (Y)h(a,y) (I1.22)

n—+too acAyey
= limsup > fin (@) (y)h(a,y) + > pin(@)vn (y)h(a,y) (I1.23)
"E | (a,): hlany)>—oo (a:y): h(a,y)=—oc
< > w(a)v(y)h(a,y) + limsup > fin(@)vn (y)(a,y). (I1.24)

n—-+oo

(a,y): h(a,y)>—o0 (a,y): h(a,y)=—o00

Now, if (p®@ v)({(a,y) : h(a,y) = —o0}) > 0 then (p, @ vn)({(a,y) : h(a,y) = —o0}) > 0 for every large
enough n, and therefore the limsup in (I1.24) is equal to —00 = 3", 1. 4(4.y)=—co H(@)V(y)R(a,y). On the
other hand, the limsup in (I1.24) is trivially upper bounded by 0, and 0 = 3=, y. 1(4.4)=— o0 H(@)V(y)R(a, y)
if (pev)({(a,y): h(a,y) = —oo0}) = 0. Thus, we finally obtain

limsup Y > pnl@)vn(hla,y) < Y plap@hle,y)+ Y plaw(y)hla,y)

n—too acAyey (z,y): h(a,y)>—o0 (z,y): h(a,y)=—00
(I1.25)
= Y waw)h(a,y), (11.26)
a€A,yey
proving the asserted upper semi-continuity. O

III. CLASSICAL CASE

In this section we consider the problems outlined in Section I in the setting where all involved operators
commute. In this case, the C*-algebra they generate in B(#) is isomorphic to the space of continuous
functions on a compact Hausdorff space, and therefore we will formulate our results for functions, replacing
the operator C' with a function f, and the operators (A,),cy with a collection of functions (g, )yey, on
some set X. In fact, we consider a slightly more general setting, where we do not assume anything about
X, whence, in particular, f and g, are not assumed to be continuous functions, either, in lack of a topology
to make sense of it.



For a function f: X — C, its n-th tensor power is defined as
@) =[] flay), zear
j=1

For a function g : X x Y — R, we will denote g,(z) := g(z,y), z € X, y € ), and by the above,

95"(z) = [[ o(zjoy), =zl yel.

Jj=1

Theorem II1.1 Let X, be non-empty sets, F be a o-algebra on' Y, and f: X — [0,4+00), g: X XY —
[0, +00) be functions such that for all x € X, g(x,-) is F-measurable. Consider the following statements:

(i) (Single-copy upper bound by a weighted geometric mean.) There exists a probability measure v on
F such that

VeeX: 3 / log g(z,y) dv(y) € [—o0, +00), (I11.27)
Y
and

f(z) <exp (/y log g(x,y) du(y)) , reX. (I11.28)

(i) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a sequence of weighted geometric means.) There exists a sequence of
probability measures (Vn)nen on F such that

VneN, Ve e X" : 3 / log g™ () dvm (y) € [—00, +00), (I11.29)
Y
and

%" (z) < exp (/ log g2 (z) dl/n(y)) , zeX", nelN (I11.30)
Y

(#i) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a weighted arithmetic mean.) There exists a probability measure p on
F such that for every n € N,

1o (@) < /y @) duly),  ze A (I111.31)

(iv) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a sequence of weighted arithmetic means.) There exists a sequence of
positive measures (fin)nen on F such that

1
lim sup — log i, (YY) <0, (I11.32)
n—+4oo N
and
o) < / 95" () dpn (y), ze X", nelN (I11.33)
Y

We have (i) <= (ii) = (iii) = (iv). If, moreover, at least one of the following conditions is satisfied
then also (iv) = (i) holds:

a) Y is a compact Hausdorff topological space, F is its Borel o-algebra, and for every x € X, g(x,-) is
strictly positive and continuous on ).

b) Y is finite.
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Proof Clearly, (i) implies (ii) with v, = v, n € N, and the converse implication is trivial. The implication
(i) = (iii) follows by the convexity of the exponent1al function, and the implication (iii) = (iv) is trivial.

Assume now that (iv) holds. Note that (II1.28) holds trivially when f(x) =0, and hence we only need
to prove it for every x € supp f := {z € X' : f(z) > 0}. Note also that (II1.33) is equivalent to

1< [ 37" @dunly). 2 Gup s neN, (ITL.34)
y

where g(z,y) := g(x,y)/f(x), x € supp f, y € J, and we need to prove

1 <exp (/ log §(z,y) du(y)) , x € supp f, (I11.35)
y
which is equivalent to (III.28).

Let x1,...,2y, € supp f, and 71, ...,7,, be strictly positive rational numbers summing to 1. We can
write r; = a;/a with some natural numbers a1, ..., a,, and a := 2211 a;. For any k € N, (I11.34) yields
that

k
/ Hgy 25)* dpga(y) < SUPHgy )" | ke (D)-
Jj=1

Taking the k-th root and then the limsup in £ yields

1 < sup Gy ()%,
yeyH y(7;)

according to (II1.32). By taking the log of both sides, we get

0 < sup Z rjlog g(xj,y). (I11.36)
yeY ;5

Assume now that a) or b) holds. Then (III1.36) can be rewritten as

0< sup [ 3" rjlogglas,)dvly) (11L37)

veS(Y) V=1

where the integral exists as a number in [—o00, +00). Moreover, condition (i) or condition (ii) in Lemma
I1.2 is satisfied with A := [m] and h(i,y) := logg(x;,y), and therefore S([m]) x S(V) > (r,v) —
Jy 2oi i rilog g(x,y) dv(y) is jointly upper semi-continuous, which in turn implies that S([m]) > r —
SUD,es(») fy >y rilogg(zj,y) dv(y) is upper semi-continuous (see, e.g., [39, Lemma 2.3]). Let r =
(r1,...,7m) be an arbitrary probability distribution on [m], and let (™ = (rgn) ,(,’J)), n € N, be
probability distributions with strictly positive rational weights converging to r. By (IH 36) and the just
established upper semi-continuity,

0 <limsup sup /Zr log §(xj,y) dv(y) < sup /erlogg zj,y) dv(y). (II1.38)

n—s+oo veS(Y) ves(y)
Since this is true for any m € N, any choice of x1,...,2, € supp f and (r1,...,r,) € S([m]), we get that
0< inf sup / x)log §(x,y) dv I11.39
pes o 1), P m;y g g(z,y) dv(y) (1I1.39)

= max inf / Z x)log g(z,y) dv(y). (I11.40)

veS(Y) neSy(supp f) Vicx

= max inf / Z x)log g(z,y) dv(y). (I11.41)

S €
veS(Y) z€supp f Voacx
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Here, the equality in (II1.41) is trivial, and the equality in (HI 40) follows by the application of Lemma, II.1
to X =8(V), Y = Sy(supp f), and h (v,p) == — fy sex H(x)log g(z,y) dv(y). Indeed, both Sy (supp f)
and () are convex, and S()) is compact in the weak*-topology induced by the continuous functions on ),
according to the Markov-Riesz-Kakutani representation theorem and the Banach-Alaoglu theorem. Addi-
tionally, h is affine in both of its variables, and by Lemma I1.2, S(¥) 5> v — fy > wex () log gz, y) dv(y)
is upper semi-continuous for every p € Sy(X). Hence, Lemma II.1 applies.

Thus, by (I11.41), there exists a v € S()) such that

0< / Z x)log g(z,y) dv(y), x € supp f, (I11.42)
Yzex
and exponentiating both sides gives (I11.35). O

Remark III.2 When Y is finite, (II1.28) can be written in the simpler form

2) < [[ou@"™, zex, (I11.43)
yey

where 0 := 0 for any t € [0, 4+00).

Remark II1.3 A few further remarks are in order related to Theorem III.1. First, it is clear that if a
measure v satisfies (I11.28) then u = v satisfies (I11.31). One may wonder whether the opposite implication
is true as well; however, it is easily seen to fail even in the simplest setting with |X| =1, |Y| = 2. Indeed,
choosing

X ={0}, Y={1,2}, a:=g(0):=1/100, b:=go(0):=10, f(0):=1,

with t = 1/2 we have 1 < 10"/2 < (1 — t)a™ + tb™ for any n € N, while a*/?b*/? =1/y/10 < 1.

Second, still in this simple setting, it is clear that if (111.31) holds for n = 1 then (II1.28) holds, and
one may choose v to be one of the two Dirac measures v = 61 or v = 0s; indeed, assuming without loss of
generality that g1(0) > g2(0), g1(0)1g2(0)° = g1(0) = max{g1(0), g2(0)} > u(1)1(0) + u(2)g2(0) > F(0),
where the last inequality is by assumption and the rest are trivial. Both of these implications fail in general
when |X| > 2.

Indeed, choosing X = {0,1}, ¢1(0) =
get that f(x) < g1(x)/2 + g2(2)/2, x =
7(0) < 910" ga(0)® yields v(1) <
that (111.28) does not hold with any v.

Regarding the other implication, with g1(0) = g2(1) = 1/10, g1(1) = g2(0) = 10, and f(0) = f(1) =1,
we get that (111.28) holds with the unique measure v(1) = v(2) = 1/2 (and obuviously (I11.31) holds also
for every n € N with p =v), i.e., even if (I11.28) holds, it may not hold with v being a Dirac measure.

g2(1) = 1/100, g1(1) = ¢2(0) = 10, and f(0) = f(1) = 1, we
0,1, i.e., (II1.31) holds for n = 1 with u(l) = u(2) = 1/2, but
/3 whzle f(1) < g1 (1) gy (0P yields v(1) > 2/3, showing

Remark II1.4 It would be desirable to remove the strict positivity of g(x,-) in Theorem III.1 when Y
is not finite. Note that in (iv), we may assume without loss of generality that the sequence of measures
(in)nen is monotone increasing. Assume then that (iv) in Theorem III.1 holds. Then for every e > 0,

(f+e)®"@) =" (@) + Y SN (@)ien)e"

HC[m]

eV [ GBI () ) dpag
)y /y (@i diayan ()

n—|H|/ 92 (@) ie ) dpn(y)

*“M *DM
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Thus, by Theorem II1.1, there exists a v, € S(Y) such that

f(z) +e<exp (/y log(g(z,y) + ¢€) dus(y)) , reX. (T11.44)

To simplify the situation, we may assume that YV is a complete separable metric space, whence S())
with the weak® topology is compact and metrizable. Applying the above to €, = 1/n, we get that there
erists sequence ny < nz < ... such that vy,,, converges to some v € S(Y). It is not clear, however, that
this would imply

lim exp (/ylog(g(w,y) + 1/nk) dvyn, (y)) = exp (/ylogg(w,y) dV(y))

k—+oo

Let us now consider the type of bounds sought for in (I.4) in the context of hypothesis testing. For
simplicity, we work in the finite-dimensional setting for the rest of the section. In this case, g, would be
probability density functions on some finite set X, and n-copy tests represented by functions 7 : X" —
[0,1]. The type of bound we are looking for in this setting is

> Em@)r(z) < sup > g re[0,1)*". (I11.45)
xeX " zGX"

We have the following:

Proposition ITL.5 Let X' be a finite set and Y be a compact Hausdorff topological space. Let f : X —

[0,400), g: X XY — [0,+00) be functions such that for all x € X, g(x,-) is continuous. Then (II1.45)
holds for some n € N if and only if there exists a probability measure pu, € S(Y) such that

o) < /y BN (@) dunly),  z € X (ITL46)

Proof If (IT1.46) holds then for any 7 € [0,1]%",

S @) < Y () /y 2) dunly / S ()68 (@) dun(y) < sup 3 7(2)0E" (@),

TEX™ xeEX™ meX” yeygeX"

proving (IT1.45).
Assume now (II1.45). Note that this trivially implies that the inequality in (II1.45) holds for any non-
negative function 7 on X™. In particular, for any probability density function  on (supp f)", the choice

7(2) == r(@)/ " (2)L(supp f)» (x) yields

on (g T
=Y sy Y B [ B

Rn ®n
zeEX™ yeyge(suppf)" ren(z) ves) Y ze(supp )" ! (x)

Since this holds for every such r, we get

1< inf sup / Z i‘énézr(i) dv(y)
(

re€S((supp £)™) ves(Y)
g
= max inf Y r(z)dv
veS(Y) reS((supp f)™ )/m uz: fen(z) (z) dv(y)

95" (z)
= max inf Z r(z) E W)
veS(Y) reS((supp £)™) zE(supp f)™ B

where the second equality follows from Lemma I1.1 due to the fact that S((supp f)") x S(¥) 2 (r,v) —

©n
fy z€ (supp )" j®"Ez; (z) dv(y) is affine in both variables and continuous in v on the compact convex set

S(Y) (using, as always, the weak*-topology on S())). Thus, there exists a probability measure v, € S())
such that

, 95" (@) B . 95" ()
1§res<<i5§pf>n> 2 ) / fen(z) W (y)_xeéffé?f / Fon(z) dvn(y),

z€&(supp f)"

from which (I11.46) follows for z € (supp f)"™ by multiplying both sides by f®"(z), while for z € X™ \
(supp f)™, (II1.46) holds trivially. O
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Theorem III.1 and Proposition III.5 yield immediately the following:

Theorem II1.6 Let X be a finite set and Y be a compact Hausdorff topological space, and let f : X —
[0,40), g : X x Y — [0,400) be functions. Assume that Y is finite or that for all x € X, g(x,-) is
strictly positive and continuous. Then (II1.45) holds for every n € N if and only if any of the statements
(i)—(iv) in Theorem III.1 hold. In particular,

ST @) <sup Y g8n(@)r(e),  Tel0,1]¥, neN,

zEX™ yengX"

if and only if there exists a probability measure v on F such that
f@) <ow ([ ggen i), e
Y

Remark II1.7 Recall the method outlined in Section I A to obtain single-copy bounds on the error expo-
nents of composite state discrimination. Theorem II1.6 tells that if the Hilbert space is finite-dimensional,
N (resp. A) is commutative, and either it is a finite set, or all of its elements are positive definite, then for
the purposes of this approach, it is sufficient to consider operators C (resp. C) that are weighted geometric
means of the density operators in N (resp. A). As it was shown in [13], this is in fact sufficient even to
get the exact strong converse exponent; see (1.7).

IV. EQUIVALENCE OF WEAK BOUNDS

In this section, we discuss the relation between various weak bounds of the types considered, e.g., in
(I.4) and (1.9).

For the rest of this section, let Y be a compact Hausdorff topological space, A : Y — B(H)>o be a
function, and C' € B(H)>¢. For every n € N, we fix a subset X,, C B(H®")>¢ such that for every y € J and
X € X, AP"X is trace-class, and so is C®" X as well (this is always true when # is finite-dimensional).
Moreover, we will assume that X, @ X, . = {X1 @ Xa: Xj € &X,,, X2 € X} C Xy, for any n,m € N.
We will also assume that for every n € N and every X € &, y — Tr A?"X is continuous and hence, in
particular, it is bounded. Note that this boundedness implies that for any v € S(Y),

3 / log Tr AZ" X dv(y) € [—o0, +00), XeX, neN. (Iv.47)
v :

Some examples of natural choices of the sets X, are as follows, using the same choice for all n:
e The set of all rank 1 projections on H®™.
e The set of all rank 1 PSD operators on H®™.

e The set of all non-zero finite rank PSD operators on H®™, optionally with the additional constraint
that their operator norm is at most 1.

e The set of all non-zero compact PSD operators on H®", optionally with the additional constraint
that their operator norm is at most 1.

e The set of all density operators on H®™.
e The set of all density operators g on H®" such that ker(p) = {0}.

o The set of all non-zero tests, i.e., X,, = B(H®")(o,1]\{0}; this can be a valid choice if A, is trace-class
for all y € V.

e The set of all strictly positive tests, i.e., &, = B(’H®”)(071]; this can be a valid choice if A, is
trace-class for all y € V.

The main application that we have in mind is where ) is a subset of B(H)>0, and Y 3y — A, ==y
is just the identity. This map is obviously continuous in the operator norm, and Y 3 y — TrA?"X is
continuous for every X € AX,,, provided that &, is a subset of the set of PSD trace-class operators and )
is equipped with the operator norm topology. Alternatively, for state discrimination, ) would be a subset



14

of S(H) equipped with the trace-norm topology, and Y 3 y — TrA?"X is continuous for every X € X,
in this topology for any of the above listed choices of X,,.

Note that any of the above choices for (X),),en characterizes the PSD order in the sense that for any
A Be€ B(H®n)20,

A<B <= TrAX <TrBX, XE€cAX,, (IV.48)

assuming that A, B are such that AX and BX are trace-class for all X € A,.

Proposition IV.1 In the above setting, consider the following statements:

(i) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a weighted geometric mean.) There ezxists a probability measure v €
S(Y) such that

TrC®" X < exp ( /y log Tr AS" X du(y)) , XeX, neN. (IV.49)

(#) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a sequence of weighted geometric means.) For every n € N, there
exists a probability measure v, € S()) such that

TrC®"X < exp (/y log Tr AZ" X dun(y)) , X e X,. (IV.50)

(#i) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a weighted arithmetic mean.) There exists a probability measure
w € S(Y) such that for every n € N,

TrC®"X < /yTr AS" X dp(y), X ex,. (IV.51)

(iv) (Multi-copy upper bounds by a sequence of weighted arithmetic means.) There exists a sequence of
positive measures (fin)nen on the Borel o-algbera F of Y such that

1
lim sup — log p, (Y) <0, (IV.52)
n—+oo M
and
TrC®"X < /yTrAff”X dpin(y), XeXx, nel. (IV.53)

(v) (Upper bound by the supremum.) For every n € N,

TrC®"X < sup’I‘rA?"X7 X eAX,.
yey

Then we have (i) = (iii) = (iv) = (v) and (i) = (ii)) = (w), and if Y is finite or Tr AS"X >0
for everyy €Y, n €N, and X € X,,, then also (iv) = (i) = (i) hold.

Proof The implications (i) = (iii) = (iv) and (i) = (ii) = (iv) are obvious. To see (iv) = (v),
note that (iv) implies that for all n,k € N and X € &,

Tr C®mk X @k < / Tr A" XEF dppi(y) < (SUP Tr A?"’“Xm) fink ()
Yy yey
Taking then the k-th root and then the limit k — 400 yields

TrC®"X < (hmsup,unk(y)l/"k> supTrA?"X < supTrAf"X, X e,
k——+o00 yeYy yey

proving (v).
For the rest, we assume that ) is finite or Tr A;/@"X >0 foreveryy € Y, n €N, and X € X, and prove
(iv) = (ii) = (i) under this assumption.
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Assume first that (ii) holds, and let S,, be the set of probability measures v for which Tr C®"X <
exp (fy log Tr A$™ X du(y)) for every X € X,,. Let (14)iez be a net in S,, converging to some v € S(Y)

in the weak*-topology on S(Y). By Lemma I1.2, for every X € X,, S(J) 2 v — fy logTrA;?"X dv(y) is
upper semi-continuous, and therefore,

Tr C®"X < limsup exp (/ logTrA;?"X dui(y)> < exp (/ logTrA;?"X du(y)) ,
i y y

ie.,, v €S,. Thus, S, is closed. Now observe that if v € S,,;,, then for any X € A,

(TrC®"X)™ = Tr C¥"™m X O™ < exp </ log Tr AZ™™ X ™ du(y)) = <exp </ log Tr AZ" X dy(y)>> :
Y l y l

whence v € S,,. Thus, for any n1,...,n €N, S, N...N Sy, 2 Spy.....n, # 0. Hence, by the compactness
of S(I), NpenSn # 0, and (IV.49) holds with any v € N,enSy, proving (i).
Next, assume (iv). For a fixed n € N, let

f(X):=TrC®"X, 9(X,y) :=’I‘1VA§’"X7 X e X,.
Then g satisfies condition a) or b) in Theorem III.1, and for every k € N and X3,..., X} € X,

k
X)) =[[TrC® X = Tr C¥"™ (X1 @... @ Xy)

i=1
< / Tr A" (X1 ® ... ® Xy) dpnk = / Tr g5 (X) dptnk,
y y
where the inequality is due to (iv), which also implies that

1
limsup - log fin1(Y) < 0.

k—+oo

Thus, by Theorem III.1, there exists a v, € S()’) such that

TrC®"X = f(X) < exp </ log g, (X) dun(y)> = exp (/ logTrA?"X dun(y)) ; X e Xy,
Y y

proving (ii). O

Note that if Y 3 y — ||Ay|| is continuous, where the norm may stand for the operator norm or the trace
norm, depending on the setting, then for any finite measure u on the Borel o-algebra of ), fy A?" du(y)

is a well-defined operator in the respective space, and for any of the above listed choices of X, (IV.48)
implies that the weak inequality (IV.51) can be equivalently written in the strong form

C®”§/))A§" du(y). (IV.54)

The inequalities in (IV.49) and (IV.50) do not have obvious strong versions (see, however, Section V),
and neither do the type of bounds in (I.4), since a set of PSD operators does not have a supremum in the
PSD order except for very special cases. On the other hand, a weak inequality as in (I1.4) turns out to be
equivalent to the strong inequality in (IV.54) when the integral in (IV.54) exists.

Proposition IV.2 Assume that Y > y — A, is continuous in the operator norm and let C' € B(H)>q.

Let X C S(H) be a convex set such that for any Z € B(H)>o, inf 3 TroZ = infspec(Z), and assume
that for some 6 > 0,

{(C+el)V2(C+el)™V?: pe X, e €(0,6)} CX CSH).
Then

TrCX <supTrA4,X, X e X, (IV.55)
yeY

if and only if there exists a probability measure p € S(Y) such that

C < /y A, du(y). (IV.56)
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Proof The “if” part is obvious, and therefore we prove the “only if” part. Note that (IV.55) implies that

Tr(C +el)X < sup Tr(A, +el)X, XeX. (IV.57)
yey

For an arbitrary ¢ € X and € € (0,6), let X := (C' +&l)~1/29(C +eI)~"/2 € X. Then
1="Tro=Tr(C+el)(C+el)™2p(C +el)~1/?
< sup Tr(Ay +eI)(C 4 eI)~V2p(C +eI)~1/?
yey
= sup / Tr(A, + eI)(C 4 eI)"Y20(C 4 eI) ™2 duy),
nes) Jy
where the inequality follows from (IV.57). Since this holds for every o € X, we get

1< inf sup /Tr(Ay—I—EI)(C+5I)71/29(C+5I)71/2du(y)
0EX ueS(YV) JYy

= max inf [ Tr(A, +el)(C+el)~V20(C + D)~V du(y),
neS(Y) pex Jy
where the equality follows from Lemma IL.1 due to the facts that X and S()) are convex, X x S()) 3
(o, pt) — fy Tr(A, + el)(C + el)~Y/20(C + I)~/? du(y) is affine in both variables and continuous in s
with respect to the weak*-topology in S(Y), with respect to which S()) is compact. Thus, there exists a
1 € S(V) such that for every p € X,

1< / Tr(Ay +eI)(C +el) ™ 2p(C + eI) ™Y du(y) (IV.58)
y
= / Tro(C +el)"YV2(Ay + eI)(C + D)™V du(y) (IV.59)
y
ZTL“Q/(C+EI)_1/2(Ay+EI)(C+€I)_1/2 du(y), 0EX, (IV.60)
y

where the second equality follows from the fact that ¥ > y + (C + el)™Y2(A, + eI)(C + eI)~V/? is
continuous in the operator norm. Thus, by the assumption on X,

1 < inf spec </ (C+el)"V2(A, +el)(C +el)~H/? du(y)) ,
Y
or equivalently,

I< /y(c+af)-1/2(,4y+51)(C+51)—1/2 du(y) = (C +eI) 172 (/y(AersI)du(y)) (C +eD) 12

which in turn yields

(C+s])§/

(A, +eDduty) = [ Ay du(y) + <.
Yy N

Since this holds for every ¢ € (0, ), we finally get

CS/Aydu(y)-
y
O

Proposition IV.2 allows to complete Proposition IV.1 by proving (v) = (i) in the latter under some
additional technical conditions.

Theorem IV.3 Assume that)Y >y — A, is continuous in operator norm and let C € B(H)>o. For every
n €N, let X, C S(H®") be a convex set such that for any Z € B(H®")o, inf . 5 TroZ = infspec(Z),
and let (Xn)nen be any sequence of sets as specified in the beginning of this section, with the additional
requirement that for every n € N, (IV.48) holds. Assume that ) is finite, or that TrA?"X > 0 for every
ye Y, neN, and X € X,,. Then, the following are equivalent:
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(i) For every n € N,

Tr X'2CEn X2 <sup Tr X'2AZ"X2 X € B(H®")»0. (IV.61)
yey

(it) There exist 6, € (0,400), n € N, such that

TrC®"X < 81611; Tr AS" X (IV.62)
y

for every X € {(C®™ +I)=1/2p(C®" +cI)~1/2: p€ X, e €(0,6,)} and n € N.

(iii) For every n € N, there exists a probability measure i, € S(Y) such that
con < / A" dpin(y).
Yy
(iv) There exists a probability measure p € S(Y) such that

com < / A?" du(y), ncN.
Y

(v) There exists a probability measure v € S(Y) such that

TrC®"X < exp (/ log Tr AS" X du(y)) ) XeA, neN. (IV.63)
Y

Proof The implication (i) = (ii) is trivial from the fact that if X is trace-class then Tr X/2C®n X1/2 =
TrC®"X and Tr X'/2AP"X1/2 = Tr A" X. The implication (ii) = (iii) follows from Proposition IV.2,
and the implication (ili) = (i) is trivial. The equivalences (iii) <= (iv) <= (v) follow from Proposition
IV.1 due to the assumption that X,, characterizes the PSD order on B(H®") as in (IV.48). O

Remark IV.4 In the intended application for state discrimination, ) is a subset of S(H) that is closed
in trace norm, Y 3y — A, =1y is just the identity, which is trivially continuous in operator norm (even
in trace norm), and the assumption is that for every n € N,

Tr C®"T < sug)} Tr A?"T, T € B(H)0,1)-
ye

This obviously implies the same inequality for every T € B(H)>o 2 (C®" +eI)"V/2S(HE)(C®" +-1)~1/2,
e € (0,400). Thus, by Theorem IV.3, there exists a probability measure v € S()) such that

TrC®"X < exp (/y logTrA;?"X du(y)) , XexXxX, neN, (IV.64)

where X, == B(H®")>0 when Y is finite, and otherwise X, := {X € B(H®")>o : TrAY"X >0,y € V}.
Note that with this latter definition, if all A, are positive definite then X,, = B(H®")>0, and in general,
X, 2 B(H®™)<0, i.e., it contains all positive definite operators on H®™.

V. MAXIMALITY OF THE KUBO-ANDO WEIGHTED GEOMETRIC MEANS FOR TWO
VARIABLES

In this section, we give a complete characterization of all the operators C' satisfying any (and hence
all) of the inequalities given in Proposition IV.1 when ) is a 2-point set and the Hilbert space H is
finite-dimensional.

For this, we will need some additional preparation regarding permutation-invariant operators on tensor
product Hilbert spaces. Recall that by the Schur-Weyl duality (see, e.g., [24, Chapter 9]), for every n € N,
H®™ decomposes as

H®n = @ Hn)\ ®K:n,)\7

AEY a4
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where Y, 4 is the set of the Young diagrams up to depth d := dim H, defined as
d
Y,a:= {)\— (A, A2, ) s eNde[d, i > > > XA >0, Z)\z‘—n}7

the dimensions of all #,, » are polynomially bounded in n as

d(d—1)

m)z}x{dimﬂn)\} <(n+1)~ =z , (V.65)
and every permutation-invariant operator X on H®" is of the form

X= P Xun®Ix,,.
AEY a4

Here, permutation-invariant means that X can be written as X = 22:1 Xip®...0 X, with X, €
B(M), i € [k], such that for any permutation o of [n], X = Y/ | Xo-1(1) s @ ... @ Xp1(n) . We will
denote the projection from H®" onto H,, \ ®@ K, x by P.

For a fixed n € N, let T,([d]) denote all the probability density functions on [d] that have rational

weights with denominator n (so-called n-types). For a given orthonormal basis (e;)%; and a Q € 7,,([d]),
let II7y be the projection onto

iy i span {3 = @i, = (ks i =} = QU € [d)}.
It is clear that II7) is permutation-invariant, and therefore
ng)\ = P)\Hg, AE Yn,d-

Moreover, if A € B(H)> is a positive definite operator that is diagonal in the given basis and therefore
. d .
can be written as A = "7, a(i)|e;)(e;|, we have

MRA®" = AP = Y [A%7e;) (eg] = e Xim QD lozaliy, (V.66)
eiE’H%

Theorem V.1 Let A1, As € B(H)>o be positive semi-definite operators on a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space H, and let C € B(H)>o. For at € [0,1], the following holds:

TrO®"X < (Tr AP X)!(Tr AS" X)) X € B(H®*™)s, ne€N, (V.67)
if and only if
C < Ag# Ay (V.68)

Proof The implication (V.68) = (V.67) follows easily, as (V.68) implies C®" < (Ax#,A1)%" =
A", AD™ | whence

Tr CO"X < Te(AF"# AT")X < (Tr AF"X)#4(Tr AP"X) = (Tr AP X)"(Tr AT X)',
where the second inequality follows from (B.7) due to the fact that the map £(-) := Tr(-)X is positive.

To see the converse direction (V.67) = (V.68), assume first that A; and A are invertible. Let
G := As#, Ay, and for any n € N and any X € B(H®")>o, let

X = QP x(a, 7en,
By definition,

I=G Y2 (At Ay) G Y2 = (G;W Ay G;1/2) #, (G;1/2A1 G;W) — Aot Ay,
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where the second equality is due to the transformer identity (I1.18). Comparlng the leftmost and the

rlghtmost terms above shows by a straightforward computation that Ay = A; = . in particular, A; and
Ay commute, and therefore they can be jointly diagonalized in some orthonormal bas1s (e))d, as

d
fllzz i) |ei){eql, Zag ) leq) (eq] -

Moreover,
I=Ag# Ay = ALAY! Zal Ptle e = a1(i)lax(i)t =1, iel[d. (V.69)

Note that (V.67) implies that for every n € N,

TrC®"X = TrC®" X < (Tr AP" X )} (Tr A" X))t = (Tr AP X){(Tr AS" X)X € B(H®") 0.
(V.70)

Let Py and IIfy be defined as above, with II¢ corresponding to an orthonormal basis (ei)le that jointly
diagonalizes fll and /12. Then, we have

~ 1 ~
no_ ®n — ®n < ®n
1CII% = |IC®™ oo = )\IélaX [CZ" Py ||l < Arél%@xd TmK R Tr C“" Py, (V.71)
1 .
_ RnyIn
= o e Y TOPI Py (V.72)
7 QePH(d])
< L T AP R (T Agrgpy) V.73
= ey, dim G ( e k) ( 2 HQ k) (V.73)
7 QEPH([d])
1 X X t . . 1—t
_ n Y, Qi) logai (i) n n Y, Qi) log az(4) n
e 3 (R ebommn) (¢S enkeonma) o
7 QEPH([d])
1 . NP
= - n 3>, Qi) log(a1 (4) a2 (i) %) n
/\rélii),(d dmks E e Tr 11§, Py (V.75)
7 REPH([d])
7 QePH(d])
1 . d(d—
o _ < (d—1)/2 '
/\rélii),(d dm o Tr Py, /\rélii),(d dimH, < (n+1) ) (V.77)

where the first line is obvious, (V.72) follows form the fact that IIf) commutes with Py and e p. (ap 1o =

I, (V.73) follows form (V.70), (V.74) is due to (V.66), (V.75) is obvious, (V.76) is due to (V.69), the
equalities in (V.77) are again obvious, and the inequality follows from (V.65).

Thus, ||C]|ec < ¥/(n+ 1)4@=1D/2, and letting n — oo gives ||C|ls < 1. This shows that C' < I, which
is equivalent to (V.68).

In the general case, note that (V.67) implies that for every € > 0,

TrC®" X < (Tr(A; +eD)®" X)) (Tr(Ay +eD)®"X) 1, X € B(H®")>0, mn€N.
By the above,
C < (As+eD)#:(A1 +€l), e >0,

and taking € \, 0 gives (V.68). O

Theorems V.1 and IV.3 yield immediately the following;:

Theorem V.2 Let A1, As € B(H)>o be positive semi-definite operators on a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space H, and let C € B(H)>o. The following are equivalent:
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(i) For every n € N,

TrC®" X < max{Tr AY" X, Tr A" X}, X € B(H®™)>o. (V.78)

(i1) There exists a p € [0,1] such that

C®™ < pAP™ + (1 — p)AS™, neN. (V.79)

(i1i) There exists at € [0,1] such that

TrC®"X < (Tr AP X)) (Tr AS" X)), X € B(H®*™) s, n €N, (V.80)

(iv) There exists a t € [0,1] such that

C < Ao Ay (V.81)

Remark V.3 By Theorem V.1, at € [0,1] satisfies (V.81) if and only if it satisfies (V.80), and for any
such t, (V.79) holds with p = t. However, for a p € [0,1] that satisfies (V.79), (V.80) (equivalently,
(V.81)) might not hold with t = p.

Theorem V.2 yields the following characterizations of the weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means an-
nounced at the end of Section I1B. For simplicity, we will write 2-variable operator function instead of
{1, 2}-variable operator function.

Theorem V.4 Let G be a 2-variable operator function that is tensor supermultiplicative, block superad-
ditive, and indiwvidually AM bounded. Then there exists a t € [0,1] such that G < Ggﬁft), i.e.,

G(A1, Ag) < G{A_) (A1, A2) (= Aot Av), (A1, A2) € D(G).

If, moreover, G = G, is a v-weighted operator geometric mean, then the above t is unique as t = v(1); in
particular, G, < Gl},{A.

Proof By assumption, for any A;, As € D(G) and for any n € N, there exists a probability measure p,
on {1,2} such that

G(Ar, A2)®" < G(AT™, AF") < pn(1)AT™ + p1n (2) AT

Thus, by Theorems IV.3 and V.2, there exists a t € [0, 1] such that G(Aq, Ag) < Ao, Ay = Géﬁ_t) (A1, Ag).
Hence, T'(A1, Az) := {t € [0,1] : G(A1,A2) < As#, A1} is non-empty, and it is easily seen to be closed.
Now, for any (Ai,la Ai72) S D(G), xS [’I”], and any t € T (@iAi,h @iALQ), we have

D1 G(Ai1, Ai2) SG(@_1Ai1, D1 Ai2) < (@_1Ai2) #1 (D_1Ai1) = Di_1 (Ao Bi_1 Ain).

Thus, G (A;,1, Ai2) < A;2#1A; 1 for every i € [r], whence t € NI_,T(A; 1, A;2). This shows for any finite
collection of (A4;1,4;2) € D(G), i € [r], NI_T(A;1,Ai2) # 0, and thus, by the compactness of [0, 1], we
get that

ﬂ T(A1, A) # 0,

(A1,A2)€D(Q)
and by definition, for any ¢ in the above set,
G(Ay, A2) < Aot A, (A1, A2) € D(G).

If G = G, for some probability distribution v on {1,2} then G,(A;,A2) = GKA(A;, Ay) for any
pair of commuting positive definite Ay, A3, and the assertion follows from the fact that the classical 2-
variable geometric means are incomparable. Indeed, if A1 = (p,1 — p) and As = (¢,1 — q) are probability
distributions with 0 < p < ¢ < 1then [0,1] 3 > p'q' ! is strictly decreasing, while [0,1] > ¢ > (1—p)’(1—
q)' " is strictly increasing, whence for any 0 < s <t <1, AJAy * £ ALAY " and AAy* # AL AL O

As an application of the above result, we show the following.
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Proposition V.5 The following operator geometric means, defined in (1.11)—(1.14), do not satisfy the
AM-GM inequality; in fact, they are not even individually AM bounded:

(i) Gy, t € (0,1), z € (0,4+00);
(it) Gy, t € (0,1), z € (0, +00);
(iii) Gy, t € (0,1), z € (1,+00].

Proof It is clear from their definitions that all the above operator geometric means are block additive
and tensor multiplicative. Hence, by Theorem V.4, it is sufficient to show that for any fixed t € (0,1),
none of them is upper bounded by Ggﬁft), which we show in Lemma V.6 below. O

Lemma V.6 For a fived t € (0,1), let G} be any of the operator geometric means in Proposition V.5.
Then there exist positive definite operators Ay, As € B(C?)sq such that

Gi(Ar, A2) £ Ao A, (V.82)

Proof First, note that G;(A1, A2) = limo 0 G} (A1 + eI, Ay + €I) and similarly, Ao#¢ A1 = lime (A2 +
el)#(A1+¢el), whence it is sufficient to find A, Ay € B(C?)>¢ PSD (not necessarily invertible) operators
such that (V.82) holds.

It is well-known that (Aa#:A41)° = A A AY [33, Proposition 3.7]. Thus, in particular, if A; = ) (2],
As = |@){(¢| are rank 1 projections, then for any ¢t € (0,1), As#:A; = 0, while it is easy to see that
Gt,.(A1,Az) # 0, étyz(Al,Ag) #0, z € (0,400), proving the assertion for these two families.

Next, let

Ay = [9) (] with ¢ = \/% H Ay = [g 2} with 0 <a<b,

and let p := 1/z. Then a straightforward computation yields

~ P _p _p\t % _p 2“;1) aP4+bpP %
@A&Aﬁ=@s@fwwm%ﬂAﬁ = |4z %4 www{—jr—) [}l
Thus, by the strict convexity of idf0 too)r WO have

N - —p\ 5 1 -1y t1 R
Guo(rn) = (52) T w1z () = Gua (A, n) = A

proving the assertion for z € (0,4+00). The case z = 400 follows by taking the limit p \, 0 in the above,
which yields Gy 4o0(A1, A2) = Vab  [¥){¢] > At A, O

We can actually get an even stronger characterization of the Kubo-Ando means, under some mild
additional conditions. For the following, we introduce the notation

D(G)>0 = {(Al,AQ) S D(G) : A1 > O, AQ > 0} .

We will say that an operator function G is regular, if for any (A;, A2) € D(G), there exists a 6 > 0 such
that for every ¢ € (0,9), (A1 +el, A2 +¢el) € D(G), and

G(A1, Ay) = Eh{(% G(Ay +¢el, Ay +€l).
For a positive definite A € B(C%)~, let us introduce the shorthand notation
AT = (ATHT = (AT,
where the transposition is taken in the canonical orthonormal basis of C?.
Lemma V.7 Let G be a 2-variable operator function that is tensor supermultiplicative, block superadditive,

and individually AM bounded. Assume, moreover, that for any positive definite (A1, A2) € D(G)so,
G(A1, Az) is also positive definite, and one of the following hold:
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(i) (AT', A1) € D(G), and

G(Afla Agl) = G(Ala AQ)il'

(i) (A7, A7) € D(Q), and
G(A1_T7A2_T) = G(AlvAQ)iT'

Then there exists a t € [0,1] such that for any two positive definite (A1, A2) € D(G)so,
G(A1, Ao) = Ao, Ay (V.83)
If, moreover, G is regular, then (V.83) holds for every (A1, As) € D(G).

Proof By Theorem V.4, there exists a ¢t € [0, 1] such that for any (A1, A2) € D(G), G(A1, Az) < Ao A;.
Now, if (A1, A2) € D(G)so and (ii) holds then we also have

G(A1, As) = GATT, A5 T) T > (A;T#,ATT) T = Ao Ay,

completing the proof of (V.83). The proof under condition (i) goes the same way. The assertion about a
regular G then follows immediately. O

Let A*C? denote the k-th antisymmetric tensor power of C¢, and for any A € B(CY), let A"* denote
the restriction of A®* onto A*CY. Recall that dim AC? = 1 and there exists a unitary V : C — A?C?
such that

V*ANY = det(A), (V.84)
and dim Al?~DC? = d, and there exists a unitary U : C¢ — A4=1DC? such that for any A € B(C?)y,
U* AN=DT = (det(A)) AT, (V.85)

(Both (V.84) and (V.85) can be verified in a straightforward way by writing out the matrix elements of
AN (vesp. AM4=D) in the canonical orthonormal basis of AYC? (resp. A1 C?).)
We introduce two further technical properties of an operator function G that will be used in the following.

e Reduction property: (A1, A2) € D(G) implies that for any non-zero projection P, (PA; P, PAsP) €
D(G).

e Scalar tensor multiplicativity: (0,+00) x (0,4+00) C D(G), G(a1,az) > 0 for every ay, az € (0,+00),
and for any a1, as € (0,+00) and (A1, Az) € D(G)>o,

G(alAl, GQAQ) = G(al, ag) G(Al, Az)
Note that scalar tensor multiplicativity is a simple version of strong tensor multiplicativity, which would

mean that (A;, As), (B1, B2) € D(G) implies (A1 ® By, A2 ® Bs), and G(4; ® By, A2 ® Ba) = G(A1, A2)®
G(Bj1, B2). However, we will not need this stronger property.

Lemma V.8 Let G be a 2-variable operator function that is tensor multiplicative, scalar tensor multi-
plicative, block additive, and has the reduction property. Then for any (A1, As) € D(G)so, (A7 T, A5 ") €
D(G)so, G(A1, A2) is also positive definite, and

GATT, AT =G(A, Ay) T (V.86)
Proof Let (A1, A2) € D(G)so, A1, A2 € B(C?). We may write H®? = AIC? & K, and

V det G(A1, A2)V* @ G(A1, A2)®|, = G(A1, 42)®4 = G(A]?, AF)
=G (Vdet(A)V* & AP,V det(As)V* @ AFY] )
=V G (det(A1),det(A2)) V* @ G (AP, A9 ),
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where the first and the third equalities are due to (V.84), the second equality is due to tensor multiplica-
tivity, and the last equality is due to the reduction property, block additivity, and unitary covariance.
Thus,

det(G(Al, AQ)) =G (det(Al), det(Ag)) . (V87)

By assumption, det(A4;)det(Az) > 0 and thus 0 < G (det(A;),det(Az2)) = det(G(A1, A2)), showing that
G(Al,Ag) > 0. _
Likewise, C®(@=1) = Ad=1C% g £, and

det(G(A1, A2)) U G(Ay1, A2)"TU* @ G(Ay, Ay)®d—Y |I€
= G(Al,A2)®(d*1) _ G(A?(dfl),A;a(d—l))
= G (det(A) UATTU @ AP det(A2) UA; U & A7)
= G () UAT 0 e 4) U5 07) G (47 45 ).

=G(det(A1),det(A2)) U G(ATT,4; T)U~

where the first and the third equalities are due to (V.85), the second equality is due to tensor multi-
plicativity, and in the last line we used the reduction property, block additivity, and unitary covariance.
Combining with (V.87), we get (V.86). O

Lemmas V.7 and V.8 yield immediately the following:

Theorem V.9 Let G be a 2-variable operator function that is tensor multiplicative, scalar tensor mul-
tiplicative, individually AM bounded, block additive, and has the reduction property. Then there exists a
t € [0, 1] such that for any two positive definite (A1, As) € D(G)so,

G(A1, Ag) = At Ay (V.88)

If, moreover, G is regular, then (V.83) holds for every (A1, As) € D(G).

Corollary V.10 Let G, be a 2-variable v-weighted operator geometric mean that is tensor multiplicative,
scalar tensor multiplicative, individually AM bounded, block additive, and has the reduction property. Then
G, (A1, Ag) = GEA (AL, Ag) for every (A1, Az) € D(G,)s0, and also for every (Ay, Ag) € D(G,), if G, is
regular.

Proof Follows immediately from Theorem V.9 in the same way as the analogous statement in the proof
of Theorem V .4. 0

Note that Corollary V.10 gives a slightly different proof of Proposition V.5, as it is very easy to show
that for a fixed ¢, none of the operator geometric means G ., Gt 2 Gt », are equal to G(t 1-1)s with the

exception of Gt,l- In particular, we can complete Proposition V.5 as follows:

Proposition V.11 For anyt € (0,1) and z € (0,1), @t,z does not satisfy the AM-GM inequality.

Proof Using the same construction as in the proof of Lemma V.6, we can now appeal to the strict

concavity of 1d( 0,400) to obtain that Gt (A1, Ag) # Gt 1(A1, As), and the conclusion then follows by
Corollary V.10. 0

VI. APPLICATION TO QUANTUM CHANNEL DISCRIMINATION

In this section, we show how the results of the previous sections can be applied to composite channel
discrimination. For terminology and notation regarding completely positive maps, we refer to Appendix
C.

In the problem of composite i.i.d. channel discrimination, an experimenter has to decide whether a
given black box implements a quantum operation (or quantum channel, i.e., a completely positive trace-
preserving map) belonging to a given set of quantum operations Cy, or one belonging to another set C;.
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[.i.d. means that if the quantum operation that the channel implements is £, then n applications of the
black box implements £,

An n-copy parallel discrimination strategy is described by a quantum state ¢ pan on Hpan := Hpg ®’H§n
(where R labels some reference system, and A labels the input system of the channel, and RA™ denotes
the joint system of the reference and n copies of the input system), and a binary measurement with
measurement operators Ty = T' € B(Hgpn)jo,1) and Ty = I — T, where B labels the output system of
the channel. The type I error probability of erroneously deciding that the channel belongs to C; is then
given by o, (¢, T) = suppree, Tr(I —T)(idr QN®")pgan, and the type II error probability of erroneously
deciding that the channel belongs to Co is (¢, T) = sup e, TrT(idgr @ME™)pRran.

A more general n-copy adaptive strategy is specified by an input state ¢gr, 4,, a sequence of channels
A= (AR, > A; 1 Rivs )i, and a binary measurement with measurement operators To = T' € B(Hp, i, )
and Ty = I —T, where A; denotes the input system of the i-th application of the channel and B; its output
system. The error probabilities are then given by

(o, A, T) := sup Tr(I —T) S A N®™) @R, A, , Bn(p, A, T) := sup Tr TS z(M®™ )R, a,,
NeCo MeCy

where S ; is a completely positive supermap acting on a tensor power channel & 8" as

S z(E%™) := (1dB(ap, ) ©EAL Ry B RA) © ABy 1 Ru 15 AR, © (idB(HR%I) ®5An71Rn71—>Bn71Rn71) o...
.0 AB R, 5 AsR, © (idB(’HRl) ®8A1R1%B1R1) :

It is easy to see that any parallel strategy can be written as an adaptive strategy, and therefore adaptive
strategies are at least as powerful as parallel ones.

The direct exponent d}.(Cy||C1) and the strong converse exponent sci(Co||C1) can be defined analogously
to (I.1)—(1.2), where the asymptotics of the error probabilities are optimized over all parallel strategies
when s = par, and over all adaptive strategies when s = ad. Just as in the case of state discrimination,
we have the trivial bounds

G Glicy) < | inf  GANHIIMY), ser(CollC) = sup se ({AVH[{M).

05 NGCO,MGCl

Improved bounds of the form

A2 (CollCr) < LHEYIHED,  seh(CollCy) > sup se; ({NVHHED)

can be obtained if one finds CP maps &, € such that
sup Tr(I — T)(idg @N®")ppan > Tr(I — T)(idg RE®™) o ran,
NE€eCy
sup TrT(idr @N®™")ppran > Tr T(idg @E®™)prAn,
MeCy

for any n € N and any n-copy parallel strategy (¢,7) in the case s = par, and
Sup Te(I = T)S z(N®™)or, a, = Tr(I — T)S 2(E¥™ )R, A, ,
€Co

sup TrTSX(M(@")sDRlAl > TrTSA'(g(gn)leAl
MeC,

for any n € N and any n-copy adaptive strategy (¢, A’, T) in the case s = ad.

This leads to an analogous mathematical problem as in the case of state discrimination, and the results
related to state discrimination can be directly applied here. For simplicity, below we restrict to a setting
corresponding to the case where finite sets of channels are to be distinguished.

Theorem VI.1 Let Y be a finite set and N, € CP(Ha, Hp), y €Y, and & € CP(Ha, Hp) be completely

positive maps. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) For every n € N, and every n-copy adaptive strategy (o, fr, T),

TFTSX(g®n)@RlA1 S ?GagTrTSX(Nl?n)leAl'
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(i) For every n € N, and every n-copy parallel strategy (p,T),

Tr T(idg ®E®™)ppan < may Tr T(idr ®NZ™)pRran.
Y

(111) There exists a probability measure u € S(Y) such that for every n € N,

EF™ <op Y py)NS™ (VL.89)
yey

If, moreover, Y is a 2-element set (w.l.o.g. Y = {1,2}), then the above are further equivalent to the
following:

(iv) There exists a t € [0,1] such that

& <cp No#N1. (VI.90)

Proof The implication (i) = (ii) is trivial, as any parallel strategy is also adaptive, and the implication
(iii) == (i) is trivial from the monotonicity of S ;.

To see (ii) = (iii), let ¥ = Zfﬁl € ®e; € Hz®Ha be a Choi vector, where (e;), is an orthonormal
basis in H 4 and (éi)fél is an orthonormal basis in # ;, and consider n-copy parallel strategies of the type
R=A" ppan = U®" and T € B(H jngn)o,1) arbitrary. Then (ii) implies that

TrT Cy(£)®™ < mealz;(TrTC\y(/\/‘y)‘@", T € B(Hjngn)pa, neN.
Y

By Theorem IV.3, this implies the existence of a probability measure v € S()) such that

TrT Cy(E)®™ < exp Z v(y)log Tr T Cy (N)®"

yey
<Y vy) T Cy(N)®", T € B(Hgupa)py, neN (VL.91)
yey
Thus,
Cy(E)®" <> w(y) CuN,)®" =Cu [ D vNZ™ |, neN,
yey yeYy

which in turn implies (VI.89).

Finally, assume that ) = {1,2}. As we have seen above, (i)—(iii) are equivalent to (VI.91), which in
turn is equivalent to Cy (€) < Cy(N2)#,1) Cw(N1), according to Theorem V.1, and this latter inequality
is equivalent to (VI.90) with ¢ = v(1) by definition. O

VII. CONCLUSION

We have developed further an approach first put forward in [42] to obtaining tighter than previously
known single-copy bounds on the error exponents of binary composite i.i.d. state discrimination by com-
paring not only individual states from the two sets representing the two hypotheses, but also various
subnormalized PSD operators associated to each set. We have shown a number of equivalent characteri-
zations of such operators to be useful for this approach; in particular, we have shown that weak sup-type,
arithmetic mean-type, and weak geometric mean-type inequalities all become equivalent when required
to hold for arbitrary number of copies. Most importantly, we have obtained a full characterization of the
maximal such operators in two important special cases: when the set representing a hypothesis contains
only commuting density operators, and when it contains two density operators on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space. In the first case, the maximal operators are exactly the weighted geometric means of the
states, which are uniquely defined for any probability measure on the (Borel o-algebra of the) set of states.
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In the second case, the maximal operators are exactly the ¢-weighted Kubo-Ando geometric means for
every t € [0,1]. The resulting error bounds in the second case are

d-({o1, 02}||[{o1,02}) < inf  sup [r — Do(02#s01]|02#:01)] (VIL92)
s,t€0,1] oe(0,1) @
a—1
scr({o1,00}||{o1,02}) > max sup sup [r — Dg (oilloa#01)] - (VIL93)

i=1,2¢c0,1] a>1 &

It was shown in [13] that (VII.93) holds as an equality when the o operators commute, and probably the
most important open question related to our results is whether equality holds in (VIL.93) or (VII1.92) also
in the general non-commutative case.

For more than two operators, there are many different notions of weighted geometric mean for any given
non-degenerate probability measure on the set of density operators (more generally, PSD operators), that
all satisfy the desirable properties of tensor mutiplicativity and the AM-GM inequality, and therefore
provide valid error bounds in the above approach. This also means that any possible characterization
extending the 2-variable case above would need to take this ambiguity into account. Here we make the
(admittedly bold) proposal to define multi-variate matrix geometric means as the maximal operators
satisfying the equivalent conditions e.g., in Theorem IV.3. Whether a complete description of these
maximal elements is possible in a more or less explicit form is an open question already for three operators.
The natural question to ask then from the point of view of state discrimination, is whether these maximal
elements give an exact single-copy expression for the error exponents, as was shown to be the case for the
strong converse exponent for a commutative alternative hypothesis in [13].

Appendix A: Examples for (non-)improvement via geometric bounds

For the rest of this section, let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, and N, A C S(H) be the null-
and the alternative hypothesis, respectively, of a composite i.i.d. state discrimination problem.
For any R C S(H), let

C(R) := {C €B(H)>o: TrC®"T < SE%TFOJ(gnT, T e B(’H®")[0_’1]} :

Obviously,
R CC(R), (A1)

and by Proposition IV.2, for any C' € C(R), there exists a probability measure uc € S(R) such that

C< /RWdHC(W) =A,.(R). (A.2)

It is easy to see that the Petz-type Rényi a-divergences are anti-monotone in both of their arguments for
a € (0,1), and the sandwiched Rényi a-divergences are anti-monotone in their second argument for o > 1,
i.e., for any o1 < 02 and o1 < 09,

Da(o1]|01) = Da(gzlloz), o€ (0,1), Di(oillor) = Da(eilloz), o> 1. (A.3)
(See, e.g., [40, 43] for details.) For a set R C S(H), let co(R) denote its convex hull. Then, we have

-1 -1
inf inf sup [r — Do(o|lo)] > _inf  inf  sup a
0EN oA ac(0,1) © Cec(N)CeC(A) ae(0,1) ©

] i a—1
> inf inf sup
RES(N) neS(A) qe(0,1) &

. . -1
inf inf  sup
p€co(N) o€co(A) ag(0,1) @

[r — Da(C[|C)]

[r = Da(Aa(N)[ Au(A))]

[r — Dalollo)],

where the first inequality follows from (A.1), the second inequality from (A.2) and (A.3), and the equality
is trivial. In particular, if A" and A are both convex, then all the inequalities above are equalities, and
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therefore the bound in (I.5) does not give an improvement over the trivial bound in (I.3). Similarly,

a—1 " a—1
Sup sup sup [r — DX (ollo)] < sup sup sup
0EN oceEAa>1 & 0EN CeC(A)a>1 &

a—1

[r = D5(ellC)]

< sup sup sup [r — Dg (ol Au(A))]

0EN peS(A)a>1 &
a—1

<sup sup sup [r = D(ello)]-

0EN gEco(A) a>1 &

In particular, if 4 is convex, all the above expressions are equal, and the bound in (I.6) does not give an
improvement over the trivial bound in (I.3).

Examples with a simple null hypothesis /' = {0} and a composite alternative hypothesis A = {01,092}
where the geometric bound (I.5) gives a strict improvement over the trivial bound in (I.3) were given in
[42] (for this, the states o1 and o9 necessarily have to be non-commuting; see [42, Section ITI.A].) Below
we show an example with A" = {o} and A = {01, 02} such that g, 0,02 are commuting, and

a—1 N a—1 "
sSup sup sup [r — D (ollo)] < sup sup sup [r — D (ol|C)] (A.4)
0EN seEAa>1 & 0EN CeC(A)a>1 &
a—1 N
= sup sup sup [r — D% (o]l Gu(A)] (A.5)

0EN VvES(A) a>1

= s, (M|4) (4.6)
¢~ L~ Di(allo)) (A7)

< sup sup sup
0EN o€co(A) a>1 &

(The first equality follows from Theorem V.2 and (A.3), and the second one from [11, 13].) That is,
the geometric bound (I.6) gives a strict improvement over the trivial bound (I.3), while extending the
optimization to the convex hull of A overshoots the strong converse exponent.

To demonstrate such an example, we will need some simple facts about Rényi divergences and the
Hoeffding anti-divergences for commuting operators, which we will always naturally identify with functions
on a finite set. For such operators, the Petz-type and the sandwiched Rényi divergences coincide, and we
will denote both by D,,. For a finite set X and for non-zero non-negative functions o, o € [0, +00)¥ such
that supp ¢ C suppo, let

Do (0llo) := log max gg% (A.8)

be their maz-relative entropy [16, 48], and

X = {x € X : log olz) = DOO(Q”U)} , Too := — log Z o(z). (A.9)

U(.I) TEX
Lemma A.1 In the above setting, assume that there exists no k € (0,400) such that o(x) = ko(z),
x € suppo. Then the following hold:

(i) (0,+00) > a — P(a) := log Tr p*a'=* is strictly conver, and (0,4+00) > a + Dy (ol|o) is strictly
increasing, with

D(oll7) = Dy(ell0) = lim Da(ello) < Dalello) < Doclollo) = lim_Dafollo), @ € (0,+0).

(i) For any r € (D(g|lo),+00),

r = Doolello) < Hi(ello) = sup 2= [r - Da(ello)] < r — D(el0), (A.10)

a>1

and the first inequality is also strict whenever r < ro.
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Proof The claims in (i) follow by straightforward computations; see, e.g., [42, Section II.B]. The first
inequality in (A.10) is obvious from limg—s 400 2= [r— Da(0l|o)] = r— Do (el|0), and the second inequality
n (A.10) follows as

a—1 l(T‘—D(QHU)), 046(1,2],
o 7 Delelrls {—[ ~ Da(ello)] <~ Diello), a>2.
Note that
Hy(ollo) = sup [ur—d(u)|,  where (u) = (1 - u)o(1/(1 - u)), (A.11)

ue(0,1)

It is easy to see that 4 is also strictly convex, ¢'(0) = D(g||o), lim, 1 ¢/ (u) = 7o, whence for any
r € (D(0]|0),re), the supremum in (A.11) is uniquely attained at some u, € (0,1), whereby H(p||o) >
limy, 1 [ur — ¥ (u)] = 7 — Doo(0]|0), showing the strictness of the first inequality in (A.10). O

Proposition A.2 Let o = (1/2,1/2), o1 = (1/4,3/4), o2 = (3/4,1/4) be probability density functions on
{0,1} (identified with commuting states on a 2-dimensional Hilbert space). Then for any k € N, and any
r> D(Q®k||oj®k) = klog(2/V/3),

max sup — ! [r— Da(g®k||aj®k)] (A.12)
J=1,24>1
<r—D(o®¥|c¥*) = r — klog(2/V3) (A.13)
a—1 _
= sup sup == [r = Do (6™ 0P (051 )] =ser e (o 08™ ) (A1)
€0,1j >

—1
< sup sup ——[r — Do (%% te®* + (1 — t)o¥F)], (A.15)
tef0,1]a>1 &

and the last inequality is strict whenever k is odd, or k is even and r < klog % — log (k%)

Proof Let k € N be fixed. The equality D(g®k||0?k) = klog(2/V/3), j = 1,2, follows by a straightforward

computation. Assume for the rest that r > klog(2/v/3). Then, the inequality in (A.13) follows immediately
from Lemma A.1.

The second equality in (A.14) is due to [11, 13], and the first equality can be seen as follows. The function
[0,1] 5 ¢ = Dq (0®F[(a5%)t(05) ) is symmetric under ¢ <+ 1 —¢, and a simple Hélder inequality shows
that it is convex in ¢, whence its minimum is attained at ¢ = 1/2. A straightforward computation shows
that

] 1\ \/g k(l—a) 9
®k||(,@k\1/2( @k 1/2) _ 1 Vo _ £
D, (Q H(ol )2 (05) ) a_llog Z (2k) ( 1 ) klog\/g.

ze{0,1}*

Since this is independent of «, the supremum over « in (A.14) is attained at @ = +o0, proving the first
equality in (A.14).
Finally, consider the expression in (A.15), and let

Qa(t) :=exp ((04 —1)Da(eo ®k||1ﬁ0' + (1= t)oz™))
z€f{0, 1}’c

: l m@ @km@ ool >m<£> G)km@]
") <4> Z@ (1= 035 377

m=0

where m(z) is the number of Os in the sequence z. This is again a convex function of ¢ that is symmetmc
under ¢ +» 1 —t, whence the supremum over ¢ in (A.15) is attained at t = 1/2. Replace o with (%) := o®
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and ¢ with 6% := (6P% + 6¥%)/2 in (A.8)—(A.9); then

1

Deo (660 = log max ———— e =
(4) (1)

{klog %, k even,
mix mix J— l
1 (%) (z )( )k (@) (k—1)log 750 kodd,

+3

o T 08 2 \4 2 \4 1
zeXk: ko 1<m(;ﬂ)
B {klog 7 log (k/2), k even,
= k
(k—=1) 1og% —log ((k—l)/2)’ k odd.

By Lemma A1, H (6®||6®) > r — Doo(6®]6™®). When k is odd, 7 — Do (0¥ |60) = r — (k —

1) log -2 B> klog \2[, proving the strict inequality in (A.15). When k is even, r — Dy (6®||6(F) =
r—klog -2 f’ proving the mequahty in (A.15). If, moreover, r < ro,, Lemma A.1 gives the strict inequality
H (6™ )6®) > r — klog 2 5 showing that also the inequality in (A.15) is strict. O

Remark A.3 The k =1 case in the above proposition is special in the sense that o € co({o1,02}), while
for every k > 1, 0®% ¢ co({o%*, a5*}).

Remark A.4 A typical scenario for composite state discrimination with a finite null- or alternative hy-
pothesis is when instead of exactly identifying one out of r > 2 possible messages encoded into multiple
copies of some quantum states g1,...,0r, the receiver only wants to know whether a specific message k
was sent or not, resulting in N = {or}, A = {0i : i € [r]\ {k}}. In a more realistic model, a small
neighbourhood B; of states centered around p; may be assigned to each message, accounting for prepara-
tion errors on the side of the sender, yielding N' = By, A = User\{k} Bi- Note that even in this case,
the alternative hypothesis will typically not be a convex set, and therefore the geometric bounds (1.5)—~(1.6)
might provide an improvement over the trivial bounds (1.3).

Appendix B: More on the operator perspective

For the rest of this section, f : (0,+00) — R will denote an operator convex function, f(z) := zf(1/x),
€ (0,400), denotes its transpose function, and we will use the notations

JO) = tim (&), FOF) = lim fz) = tm L)

N0 N0 r—>+o0o I

Recall the definition of the operator perspective function Py corresponding to f given in (I1I.15)—(IL.16):
for any A, B € B(H)>0, where H is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space,

Py(A.B) = lin (B +<D)'/2f ((B +el) YA+ el)(B+ 51)—1/2) (B +el)V/2,

whenever the limit exists.
The following properties are straightforward to verify from the definition:

e Positive scalar homogeneity: If Ps(A, B) is defined then so is Py(AA, AB) for any A € (0, 4+00), and
Pr(AA,AB) = AP (A, B). (B.1)

o Direct sum property: If for every i € [r], A;, B; € B(#H;)>0 are such that Ps(A;, B;) is defined then
also Py (®;4;,®;B;) is defined, and

Py (@i Ai, @1 Bi) = ®;_1 Py (Ai, Bi) . (B.2)

Equivalently, if for every i € [r], A;, B; € B(H)>o are such that Ps(A;, B;) is defined, and A? v
BY Liz; A}V BY then P(3°; Ai, 32, Bi) is defined, and

<

T

Py ( Ai,ZBl) = erpf (A, B). (B.3)
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o Tensor homogeneity with a projection: If A, B € B(H)>o is such that P(A, B) is defined then for
any projection P on some other finite-dimensional Hilbert space KC, Pf(A® P, B® P) is defined, and

Pf(A@P,B@P)ZPf(A,B)@P. (B.4)

o Tensor homogeneity: If A, B € B(H)>o is such that P;(A, B) is defined then for any PSD operator
C € B(K)>¢ on some other finite-dimensional Hilbert space K, P;(A ® C, B ® C) is defined, and

Pf(A RC,BC)= Pf(A, B)® C. (B.5)

This follows immediately using any eigen-decomposition C' = . ¢; |e;)(e;|, the direct sum prop-
erty (B.3), positive scalar homogeneity (B.1), and tensor homogeneity with a projection (B.4).

The following was given in [28, Proposition 3.30] (see also [29, Proposition 2.5] and [37, Lemma 3]). We
include the short proof for completeness.

Lemma B.1 Let A, B € B(H)so be positive definite, and € : B(H) — B(K) be positive. Then
Pr(E(A),E(B)) < E(Ps(A, B)). (B.6)

Proof The map Ep(-) := E(B)~Y/2€ (£(B)Y2(-)€(B)~Y/2) £(B)~/2 is positive, whence, by [17] and [15,
Theorem 2.1], f (Ep (B~Y2AB~1/?)) < &g (f (B~Y/2AB~1/?)), from which (B.6) follows by a trivial

rearrangement. O

The above can be extended to more general pairs of PSD operators as follows. For a proof, see Propo-
sitions 3.25, 3.26, 3.30 in [28].

Lemma B.2 Let f: (0,+00) = R be operator convex and A, B € B(H)>o be such that at least one of the
following conditions hold:

(S1) A° = B°.

(82) f(07) < 400 and f(0) < +o0.
(83) f(0T) < +o0 and A° < B°.
(84) f(0) < 400 and A° > BO.

Then for any sequence Cy, € B(H)>o such that A+ Cyp, B+ Cp, € B(H)s0, n € N, and lim,,_, 1o C,, =0,
we have

Pf(A,B)Z lim 'Pf(A—l—Cn,B—l—Cn).

n—-+o0o

Moreover, for any positive linear map € : B(H) — B(K), the monotonicity inequality (B.6) holds.

Remark B.3 Note that if f : (0,4+00) — R is a non-negative operator monotone function (e.g., [ =
id’zoﬁoo) with some t € [0,1]) then —f satisfies (S2) above. In particular, the conclusions of Lemma B.2

hold for any A, B € B(H)>o and —f in place of f. For the Kubo-Ando weighted geometric means this gives
the well-known fact that for any t € [0,1], any A, B € B(H)>0, and any positive map € : B(H) — B(K),

E(B)#:E(A) = E(BH#1A). (B.7)

Corollary B.4 (Generalized convexity with positive superoperators) Let f and A;, B; € B(H;), i € [r],
be such that for some k € [4], (Sk) in Lemma B.2 is satisfied for all i € [r]. For all i € [r], let
&+ B(H;) = B(K) be positive and X; € (0,+00). Then Py (>, Ni&i(Ai), >, Ni&i(B;)) is defined, and

i=1 =1

i=1
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Proof Let K := K ® C", A == 32 M&i(A) @ lei)eil, B == 3, Mi&i(By) @ ei) (ei], where (e;)%; is an
orthonormal basis in C%, and let Try : B(K) — B(K), Try : X ® Y — X TrY be the partial trace. Then

Py (Z NEi(Ay), Z )\i&-(Bl-)> =P (Tr2 A, Try B) < Tra Py (A, B)
=1 =1

_TrQZPf By)) @ \; |es) ezl—Z/\c‘: (P (Ai, Bi)),

=1

where the inequality is due to Lemma B.2, and the second equality follows from the tensor homogeneity
(B.4). O

Corollary B.4 has a number of special cases that are worth spelling out in detail.

Corollary B.5 (Generalized convexity with operator weights) Let f and A;, B; € B(H;), i € [r], be such
that for some k € [4], (Sk) in Lemma B.2 is satisfied for all i € [r], and let K; € B(H;,K), i € [r], for
some finite-dimensional Hilbert space K. Then Py (>, K; A K[, >, K;B;K)) is defined, and

Py <Z KiAiK;‘,zT:KZ—BZ—K;‘> < ZT:KJD,» (A, B)) K7 (B.9)
=1 =1 =1

Proof Follows from Lemma B.4 by taking \; =1, &(-) := K;(-) K}, i € [r]. O

Corollary B.6 (Transformer inequality for the operator perspective) Assume that f and A, B € B(H)>o
are related such that (Sk) holds for some k € [4] in Lemma B.2. Then for any X € B(H,K), [ and
XAX* XBX* satisfy the same (Sk), and

Pr(XAX*, XBX™*) < XP;(A, B)X". (B.10)
In particular, if X is invertible then we have the following operator homogeneity relation:

PrXAX*, XBX*) = XPs(A, B)X

Proof Follows from Corollary B.5 by taking r = 1. 0
Corollary B.7 (Generalized convexity of the operator perspective) If Az, B; € B(’H), € [r], are such
that Py(A;, B;) is defined for every i € [r], then for any \; € (0,+00), i € [r], Py (D, Nidi, Y ; NiB;) is
defined, and

Py (Z AiAi,zT:AiBi> < imvf (Ai, By). (B.11)
1=1 =1

i=1

Proof For positive definite A;, B;, the assertion follows from Lemma B.1 using the proof of Corollary B.4,
and the extension to general PSD arguments is trivial. O

Remark B.8 The generalized joint convexity (B.11) of the operator perspective function was first shown
for positive definite arguments in [18, 19] by a different method.

Appendix C: Superoperator perspective and geometric mean for CP maps

For two finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H, K, let CP(#, K) denote the set of all completely positive
linear maps from B(H) to B(K), and CPTP(H, K) the set of completely positive trace-preserving linear
maps from B(H) to B(K). We will often use the terminology in which elements of B(B(H),B(K)) are
called superoperators.

Let H be a finite-dimensional vector space. Any vector of the form ¥ € HQH, U = Z'j 1 € ®e;, where
dimH = dimH, (e;)?, is an ONB in # and (¢;){_, is an ONB in #, is called a Choi vector on H. For
any finite-dimensional Hilbert space KC, ¥ defines an isomorphism

Cy : B(B(H),B(K)) — B(H) ® B(K),
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called the Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism, as
d
Cu 1 N = (i) ON) )W) = D el @ N(&)(El), N e BB(H),B(K)).
i,j=1

Note that if & = Zle fi ® fi € 7 ® H is another Choi vector then there exists a unitary U : H—H
such that ® = (U ® I)¥, whence

Co = AdygroCy, ie., CoN)=URI)CyN)U*RI), N € B(B(H),B(K)). (C.1)
For the completely depolarizing channel Zy_,x(-) := g% Ix Try(+), we have
ColTrk) = —— I, 01
V\LH-K) = dm K H K-

For N, M € CP(H,K), we will write
N<ep M, it M-NeCPH,K) iff Cy(N)< Cy(M).

where the last inequality is for any (equivalently, all) Choi vector, and the inequality is in the PSD order.
The notion of the operator perspective can be extended to define the superoperator perspective function
of a continuous function f : (0,+00) — R on a pair of completely positive maps N/, M € CP(H, K) as

PN, M) := Oy (P (Ca(N), Cu(M))), (C.2)
whenever Py (Cy(N), Cy(M)) is well-defined. According to (I1.16), we have

PN, M) = li\f‘%tl)f(./\/‘f‘ €L, M +¢€T), (C.3)

whenever this limit exists; in particular, this is the case when f is a non-negative operator monotone
function and N, M € CP(H,K) are arbitrary, and hence the ¢-weighted Kubo-Ando geometric mean
M#,N is well-defined for any pair of N, M € CP(H, K).

According to the following lemma, Ps(N, M) is independent of the Choi vector ¥ in the definitions
(C.2)-(C.3), and only depends on the pair of CPTP maps (N, M).

Lemma C.1 For any Choi vectors V € H® H and ® € H @ H, and any N, M € CP(H,K),
Cy* (P (Cy(N), Cy(M))) = Cg™* (Ps (Ca(N),Ca(M))).
Proof Immediate from (C.1). O

It is easy to see that the notion of the superoperator perspective is a natural extension of the corre-
sponding notion of the operator perspective, in the following sense:

Lemma C.2 Let A,B € B(K)>o be such that Pr(A, B) is defined, and let A(-) := ATry(-), B(-) =
BTry(-). Then Ps(A,B) is defined, and

Pi(AB) = Ps(A, B) Tr(:).
Proof Easy to verify from the fact that Cy(A) = I;; ® A and Cy(B) = I; ® B using (B.4). O

The following properties of the superoperator perspective follow immediately from the corresponding
properties of the operator perspective (see Appendix B).

e Generalized convezity: If f and N;, M; € CP(H,K), i € [r] are such that Pf(N;, M;) are defined
for every i € [r], then Py (>, AiNi, >, \iM;) is defined for any \; € (0,+00), i € [r], and

Py <Z i, Z )\iMi> <cp Z NiPg(NG, M;). (C.4)
i=1 i=1

=1
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e Tensor homogeneity/stability: If f and N, M € CP(Hq,K;) are such that Ps(N, M) is defined,
then for any & € CP(Ha, K2), Pr(N @ E, M @ €) is defined, and

Pj'(N@g,M ®5)Z'Pf(./\/,M)®5. (C.5)

This follows from the tensor homogeneity (B.5) of the operator perspective by taking into account
that if 7 € H1 ® H1 and ¥y € Hy ® Ho are Choi vectors then ¥y ® Wy is a Choi vector, and
Cu, 0w, (F1 ® F2) = Cy, (F1) ® Cy, (F2) for any F; € CP(H;,K;), i = 1,2.

Proposition C.3 (Monotonicity under post-processing) Assume that f is operator convez, and Ny M €
CP(H,K) are such that at least one of (51)-(S4) in Lemma B.2 holds with A := Cy(N) and B := Cg(M)
for some (equivalently, any) Choi vector V. Then

Pi(FoN,FoM)<cp FoPtN,M) (C.6)

for any F € CP(K, L). If, moreover, F has a completely positive inverse (in particular, if F is a unitary
channel) then equality holds in (C.6).

Proof Note that Cg(FoN) = (id @ F) Cy (N), and similarly for M. In particular, one of (S1)-(S4) holds
also with A := Cg(F o N) and B := Cy(F o M). Hence,

Cy (Pf(FoN,FoM))=Pr(idaF)Cg(N),(1id@F) Cy(M))
< ([d®@F)Ps(Cy(N),Cy(M))
= (Id®F) Cy(Ps(N, M))
= Cy (Fo (Ps(N, M))),

where the equalities follow from the respective definitions, and the inequality is due to the monotonicity
of the operator perspective function stated in Lemma B.2. 0

Proposition C.4 (Monotonicity under pre-processing) Assume that f is operator convex, and N, M €
CP(H,K) are such that at least one of (51)-(S4) in Lemma B.2 holds with A := Cy(N) and B := Cg(M)
for some (equivalently, any) Choi vector ¥. Then

Pj’(NOg,Mog) <cp Pf(]\/,./\/l)og. (0.7)
Proof Note that, according to the standard transpose trick, if £(-) = >__, K;(-)K; is a Kraus decompo-
sition of £ then

Co(&) =) (IK) W)W I ®K)=) (K o) W)¥| (LK) @),
i=1 i=1

where KT := iff’;l (er, Kiey) |€1)(€k|. Thus,

Cy(N 0 &) = (id®N)(id ®€) |T)(T|

- i(id QN)(KG @ 1) [ U] (K1) & 1)
i=1

= ZT:(KZ-T @ 1) (id @N) [W) (W|(K1)" @ T),
N—— —_—

=t =Cyg(N)
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and similarly for Cy (M o ). Thus,
Cu (Pr(No& Mo&)) =Pr(Cy(No&),Cy(Mof))

=Py (i(K;f @ I) Cy(N)(( Z (K@ I)Cy(M)((K)* ®1)>

i=1

< SO(KT @ )Py (Ca (M), Ca (M) (KT)* & 1)

=1

= SOKT 1) Cy (P OV, M) (KT) @ 1)

i=1

=Y (Kf @ 1) ([dePs (N, M) [0)(¥| (K])" © 1)
i=1

= (d@Ps (N, M)) (id @) |¥)(¥|

:C\I/ (Pf(N7M)Og)7

where the inequality is due to Corollary B.5, and the rest of the steps are straightforward. 0

Quantum supermaps are linear transformations mapping superoperators to superoperators; they are
called completely positive (CP) if whenever they are acting on half of a bipartite completely positive
superoperator, the resulting superoperator is again completely positive. This implies as a special case
that CP supermaps map CP superoperators to CP superoperators. According to [14], any supermap
S @ B(B(H1),B(K1)) — B(B(H2),B(K2)) can be written as a composition of three supermaps: first
tensoring the input with a fixed CP map, and then applying pre- and postprocessing. Thus, (C.5) and
Propositions C.3 and C.4 yield immediately the following:

Proposition C.5 (Monotonicity under supermaps) Assume that f is operator convex, and N, M €
CP(H1,K1) are such that at least one of (S1)-(S4) in Lemma B.2 holds with A := Cg(N) and B :=
Cg (M) for some (equivalently, any) Choi vector . Then, for any supermap S : B(B(H1),B(K1)) —
B(B(H2),B(Kz2)), Pr(S(N),S(M)) is defined, and
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