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The discrimination of quantum processes, including quantum states, channels, and superchannels, is a funda-
mental topic in quantum information theory. It is often of interest to analyze the optimal performance that can
be achieved when discrimination strategies are restricted to a given subset of all strategies allowed by quantum
mechanics. In this paper, we present a general formulation of the task of finding the maximum success prob-
ability for discriminating quantum processes as a convex optimization problem whose Lagrange dual problem
exhibits zero duality gap. The proposed formulation can be applied to any restricted strategy. We also derive
necessary and sufficient conditions for an optimal restricted strategy to be optimal within the set of all strategies.
We provide a simple example in which the dual problem given by our formulation can be much easier to solve
than the original problem. We also show that the optimal performance of each restricted process discrimination
problem can be written in terms of a certain robustness measure. This finding has the potential to provide a
deeper insight into the discrimination performance of various restricted strategies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum processes are fundamental building blocks of
quantum information theory. The tasks of discriminating be-
tween quantum processes are of crucial importance in quan-
tum communication, quantum metrology, quantum cryptog-
raphy, etc. In many situations, it is reasonable to assume that
the available discrimination strategies (also known as quan-
tum testers) are restricted to a certain subset of all possible
testers in quantum mechanics. For example, in practical sit-
uations, we are usually concerned only with discrimination
strategies that are readily implementable with current tech-
nology. Another example is a setting where discrimination
is performed by two or more parties whose communication
is limited. In such settings, one may naturally ask how the
performance of an optimal restricted tester can be evaluated.
To answer this question, different individual problems of dis-
tinguishing quantum states [1-5], measurements [6-9], and
channels [10-19] have been investigated.

It is known that if all quantum testers are allowed, then the
problem of finding the maximum success probability of guess-
ing which process was applied can be formalized as a semidef-
inite programming problem, and its Lagrange dual problem
has zero duality gap [20]. Many discrimination problems of
quantum states, measurements, and channels have been ad-
dressed through the analysis of their dual problems [7, 16, 19—
31]. However, in a general case where the allowed testers are
restricted, the problem cannot be formalized as a semidefinite
programming problem.

In this paper, we provide a general method to analyze quan-
tum process discrimination problems in which discrimination
testers are restricted to given types of testers. We show that the
task of finding the maximum success probability for discrim-
inating any quantum processes can be formulated as a convex
optimization problem even if the allowed testers are restricted
to any subset of all testers and that its Lagrange dual prob-
lem has zero duality gap. It should be mentioned that, to
our knowledge, a convex programming formulation applica-
ble to any restricted strategy has not yet been reported even
in quantum state discrimination problems. In some scenarios,

the dual problem can be much easier to solve analytically or
numerically than the original problem, as we will demonstrate
through a simple example. Our approach can deal with pro-
cess discrimination problems in both cases with and without
the restriction of testers within a common framework, which
makes it easy to compare their optimal values. Note that we
use the quantum mechanical notation for convenience, but
since our method essentially relies only on convex analysis,
our techniques are applicable to a general operational proba-
bilistic theory (including a theory that does not obey the no-
restriction hypothesis [32]).

The robustness of a resource, which is a topic closely re-
lated to discrimination problems, has been recently exten-
sively investigated. It is known that the robustness of a process
can be seen as a measure of its advantage over all resource-
free processes in some discrimination task [33-40]. Con-
versely, we show that the optimal performance of any re-
stricted process discrimination problem is characterized by a
certain robustness measure.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Notation

Let Ny be the dimension of a system V. 0 stands for a zero
matrix. Let C and R, be, respectively, the sets of all complex
and nonnegative real numbers. Also, let Hery, Posy, Deny,
Den‘F;, and Measy be, respectively, the sets of all Hermitian
matrices, positive semidefinite matrices, states (i.e., density
matrices), pure states, and measurements of a system V. Let
Iy and 1y be, respectively, the identity matrix on V and the
identity map on Hery. We call a quantum operation, which
corresponds to a completely positive map, a single-step pro-
cess. Let Pos(V, W) and Chn(V, W) denote, respectively, the
sets of all single-step processes and channels (i.e., completely
positive trace-preserving maps) from a system V to a system
W. In this paper, a one-dimensional system is identified with
C. Also, Pos(C, V) and Pos(C,C) are identified with Posy
and R, respectively. H; > H, with Hermitian matrices H,



and H, denotes that H| — H, is positive semidefinite. Given a
set X in a real Hilbert space, we denote its interior by int(X),
its closure by )_(, its convex hull by co X, its (convex) coni-
cal hull by coni X, and its dual cone by X*. co X and coni X
are, respectively, denoted by ¢0 X and coni X. x" denotes the
transpose of a matrix x. Uniy denotes the set of all unitary
matrices on a system V. For a unitary matrix U € Uniy,
let Ady be the unitary channel defined as Ady(p) = UpUT
(o€ Posy). Let V:i=W; @ Vr ®---@ W, ® Vi, where T is
some positive integer.

B. Processes, combs, and testers

In this paper, we often use diagrammatic representations
to provide an intuitive understanding. A single-step process
f € Pos(V, W) is depicted by

VW. 0

The system C is represented by ‘no wire’. For example, p €
Posy and ¢ € Pos(V, C) are diagrammatically represented as

-, 9. o

Single-step processes can be linked sequentially or in parallel.
The sequential concatenation of f; € Pos(V;,V,) and f> €
Pos(V,, V3) is a single-step process in Pos(V, Vi), denoted as
fz o ﬁ Also, the parallel concatenation of g; € Pos(Vy, W)
and g, € Pos(V,, W) is a single-step process in Pos(V; ®
Vo, W1 ®@ W>), denoted as ¢ ® 2,. In diagrammatic terms, they

are depicted as
& .
3)

We refer to a concatenation of one or more single-step pro-
cesses as a quantum process. A process represented by a con-
catenation of T channels is referred to as a quantum comb with
T time steps [41]. States, channels, and superchannels, which
are processes that transform quantum channels to quantum
channels, are special cases of quantum combs. The concate-
nation of two single-step processes f; € Pos(V}, Wi ®W;)and
H e Pos(W| ® V,, W), denoted by the process F=fieh
(where ® denotes the concatenation), is often depicted as

“4)

W m

®)
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with A® € Pos(W/_| ® V,, W, ® W), W := C, and W} = C,
its Choi-Jamiotkowski representation, which we denote by the
same letter without the hat symbol, is defined as

& = (€& 1y)(IIy){Iyl) € Posy, (6)

where |Iy) = Y,ln)ln) € Vo V. A process & is
uniquely specified by its Choi-Jamiotkowski representation &.
Combw, v,.._.w,.v, denotes the set of all 7 € Posy, gv,e--ew oV,
such that there exists {t”) € Posy,gv,e-ewev, ), satisfying

Trw, 70 = Iy, 7"V, VI<t<T, (7
where 7@ = 1 and 7™ := 1. Each element of
Combyw, v,...w,v, corresponds to a comb expressed in the

N

form of Eq. (5) with A” € Chn(W/_, ® V;, W, @ W), Wy =
C, and W} = C. For simplicity, we often refer to ele-
ments of Combw, v, w, v, as combs. Note that the Choi-
Jamiotkowski representation, p, of a state p is equal to p itself.
which is the set of all T € Posy,gv,e--ew,ev, such that there
exist " € Deny, and {t' € Posy,ew, s, 0w eV, |-, Satis-
fying

7=y, o1,

Try, 7 = Iy, ® 7"V, V2<t<T. (8)

.....
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where &, ..., are channels (in particular, & is a state) and
“4I” denotes the trace. An ensemble of processes {dAD,,,},",:":1 is
referred to as a tester if 2 ®,, is expressed in the form of
Eq. (9). For each tester element (i)m, ®,, denotes the Choi-
Jamiotkowski representation of the process Ci>,+n (where T is the

adjoint operator), i.e.,

€)

@, = (&), ® 1p)(UIy)(Iy)) € Posy. (10)

{®,}™_ is a tester if {®,,}_ € Cg and $¥_, ®,, € Sg hold

and vice versa. We also refer to {(Dm}f:f:l as a tester. Let
(D, E) = Tr(®E,,); then, we have

(o,T) =1,

V1 € CombWT’VT Wy, Vs O € SG. (11)

.....

In our manuscript, processes corresponding to elements of Sg
and tester elements are diagrammatically depicted in blue.

III. QUANTUM PROCESS DISCRIMINATION

We first review quantum process discrimination problems
where all possible testers are allowed. We here address the
problem of discriminating M combs, &, ..., &y, where each



FIG. 1. General protocol for the discrimination of quantum combs
&, = IA\f,,T)®~--®/A\,(,1)},A,’l’:1 (plotted in black) with 7' time steps,
where W|, ..., W;_, are ancillary systems. Any physically allowed
discrimination strategy can be represented by a tester (plotted in
blue), which consists of a state 6, channels &, ...,d7, and a mea-
surement {TT;} .

A

& is the concatenation of T channels f\,(,l),...,f\fnT) with
ancillary systems (see Fig. 1). &, is expressed by E, =
[\,(,,T) ®--- @f\ﬁ). In the particular case where, for each m, &
has no ancillary system and [\f,?, e, /A\inT) are the same chan-
nel, denoted by A,,, the problem reduces to the problem of
discriminating M channels Al, e f\M with T uses. For sim-
plicity, we restrict ourselves to the case where each &, is a
quantum comb with 7 = 2 time steps unless otherwise men-
tioned, but our approach can be readily extended to the case
where each &,, is a more general quantum process. As shown
in Fig. 1, to discriminate between given combs, we first pre-
pare a bipartite system Vi ® V] in an initial state 1. One part
V) is sent through the channel [\,(,P, followed by a channel 6.
After that, we send the system V, through the channel /A\,(,f)
and perform a measurement {ﬁk};ﬁ , on the system W, ® V.
Such a collection of {7, 6>, {ﬁk}ﬁ’i 11> which is expressed as
(& = I, ®6, ®0A'1},’(”:1, can be thought of as a tester. Any
discrimination strategy, including an entanglement-assisted
strategy and an adaptive strategy, can be represented by a
tester'. Let Pg be the set of all such testers @ = {O 17,
which can be written as (see [41] for details)

M
Pg = {{CDm},",f:l €Co: ) eSG}. (12)

m=1
Note that V := W, ® V, ® W; ® V; and

SG = {IW2 ®Tyr:Ty € POSV2®W1®VI,
71 € Deny,, Try, 7o = Iy, ® 71} (13)

hold. The probability that a tester ® gives the outcome k
for the comb &, is given by (¥, E,). The task of finding
the maximum success probability for discriminating the given
quantum combs {&,,}”_, with prior probabilities {p,,}}_, can
be formulated as an optimization problem, namely [20]

M
maximize P(®) := Z P { D> Epn)
m=1

subjectto P € Pg.

(Pg)

! For the problem of discriminating quantum channels with multiple uses,
several discrimination strategies that make use of indefinite causal order
(e.g., [42-46]) are physically allowed; however, this paper does not deal
with such strategies.

FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the closed convex hull of #, which
is the intersection of a closed convex cone C and a convex set S’ =
{@: 3™ ®,cS).

IV. RESTRICTED DISCRIMINATION

We now consider the situation that the allowed testers are
restricted to a nonempty subset P of Pg; in this case, the prob-
lem is formulated as

maximize P(®)

subjectto © € P. (P)

Let us interpret each tester as a vector in the real vector space
Herl‘ff . This means that one can work with linear combinations

of testers @, ®? __; a tester that applies ®? := {CI)]((i) W
with probability g; is represented as Y; ¢, @ = {3, ;@M.
One can easily see that the optimal value of Problem (P) re-
mains the same if the feasible set # is replaced by coP. In-
deed, an optimal solution, denoted by ®* € coP, to Prob-
lem (P) with P relaxed to co P can be represented as a prob-
abilistic mixture of @V, @@ ... € P ie., ®* = 3, v,0? for
some probability distribution {v;};>. Since P(®*) < P[®?]
holds for some i, ®? €  must be an optimal solution to the
relaxed problem. Thus, Problem (P), whose objective func-
tion is convex by construction, is transformed into a convex
optimization problem by relaxing P to co . However, this
relaxed problem is often very difficult to solve directly.

We find that, for any feasible set $, each tester ® € P can
be interpreted as an element in some convex cone such that
the sum Y ®@,, is in some convex set. Specifically, we can
choose a closed convex cone C and a closed convex set S such
that (see Fig. 2)

m=1

M
EPz{(DeC:Zd)meS}, CcCg ScSg (14

Such C and S always exist *. Equation (12) can be regarded
as a special case of this equation with # = Pg, C = Cg, and
S = Sg (note that co Pg = Pg holds). Let

m=1

M
De = {X € Hery : Z (D, ¥ — Py =0 (VO € C)};

5)

2 Since P is bounded, 0 P = co P holds.
3 A trivial choice is C = {t® : t e Ry, ® € COP} and S = (XM @, D €
coP).



then, we can easily verify that

M
Ds(x) = max (¢, x) > ; (@) 2 P@*)  (16)

holds for any y € D¢. The first and second inequalities fol-
low from Zf‘le @y € S and ®* € C, respectively. Thus, the
optimal value of the following problem

minimize Dg(y)

subject to y € D¢ (D)

is not less than that of Problem (P). We refer to a feasible
solution, y, to Problem (D) as proportional to some quantum
comb if y is expressed in the form y = Ay, with 4 € R, and
X € Comby, v, w,.v,- We can see that Problem (D), which
is the so-called Lagrange dual problem of Problem (P), has
zero duality gap, as shown in the following theorem (proved
in Appendix A):

Theorem 1 Let us arbitrarily choose a closed convex cone C
and a closed convex set S satisfying Eq. (14); then, the opti-
mal values of Problems (P) and (D) are the same.

V. GLOBAL OPTIMALITY
A. Necessary and sufficient conditions for global optimality

Using Theorem 1, we can easily derive necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for an optimal restricted strategy to be op-
timal within the set of all strategies. Given a feasible set P,
we now ask the question whether the optimal values of Prob-
lems (P) and (Pg) coincide. We can derive necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for global optimality by considering Prob-
lem (D) with # = Pg (i.e., C = Cg and S = Sg), which is
written as

minimize Ds;(x)

subject to x € Dg,. (Do)

Since Theorem 1 guarantees that Problems (D) and (Dg), re-
spectively, have the same optimal values as Problems (P) and
(Pg), the task is to obtain necessary and sufficient conditions
for the optimal values of Problems (D) and (Dg) to coincide.
To this end, we have the following statement:

Proposition 2 Let us arbitrarily choose a closed convex cone
C and a closed convex set S satisfying Eq. (14). Then, the
following statements are all equivalent.

(1) The optimal values of Problems (P) and (Pg) are the
same.

(2) Any optimal solution to Problem (Dg) is optimal for
Problem (D).

(3) There exists an optimal solution y* to Problem (D)
such that y* is in D¢, and is proportional to some
quantum comb.

(4) There exists an optimal solution y* to Problem (D)
such that y* € D¢, and Ds(x*) = Ds,(x*) hold.

Proof Let D* and D be, respectively, the optimal values of
Problems (D) and (Dg) [or, equivalently, the optimal values
of Problems (P) and (Pg)]. We show (1) = (2), (2) = (3),
(3)=> @),and (4) = (1).

(1) = (2) : Let us arbitrarily choose an optimal solution
Xx* to Problem (Dg). Since D¢, € Dc holds from C € Cg,
X* € D¢ holds. Also, from S C Sg, we have D* < Ds(y*) <
Ds,(x*). Since D* = Df = Ds,(x*) holds, we have D* =
Ds(x*). Thus, y* is optimal for Problem (D).

(2) = (3) : It is known that there exists an optimal solu-
tion, y* € Dg,, to Problem (Dg) such that y* is proportional
to some quantum comb [20, 47]. From Statement (2), y* is
optimal for Problem (D).

(3) = (4) : x* can be expressed as y* = ¢T with g € R,
and a quantum comb T. Since (¢, x*) = g{(¢,T) = ¢ holds
for any ¢ € Sg, we have Ds(x*) = Ds,(x™).

(4) = (1) : We have D* = Ds(x*) = Ds,(x*) = Dg. Since
D* < D holds, D* = D must hold. n

B. Another example of necessary and sufficient optimality
conditions

In some individual cases, necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for global optimality can also be derived from Theo-
rem 1. To give an example, let us consider the problem of dis-
criminating quantum channels {ém}f‘rf:l e Chn(Vy, Wp) with a
single use (i.e., T = 1) in which a state input to the channel is
restricted to be separable (see Fig. 3). Since we can assume,
without loss of generality, that the input state is a pure state of
the system V, the optimal value P* of Problem (P) is written
as

M
P* ;= max max Z Pm 1L, 8171(¢)> . (17)
1

¢eDen‘F}] [eMeasy, v

Since the dual of the discrimination problem in which an input
state is fixed to ¢ is formulated as Problem (D) with C = Cg

and S = {IW1 ® ¢T}, Theorem 1 gives

M
m Hm, (C:m = i I T? s
pdmax n;p T, En(@)) = min (T, ©47,2)

V¢ € Denf, , (18)
and thus

P* = max min (Iy, ® ¢, x). (19)

¢'eDenf, ¥€Dcg
Also, the optimal value of Problem (Dg) is expressed by

min max (Iy, ®p',x) = min max (I, Q¢ x)
X€Dc; peDeny, Xx€Dcq q’zeDensI
= min max {Iy, ® ¢, x).

X€Dcg ¢eDeny,

(20)
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FIG. 3. Channel discrimination problems with a single use in which

a state input to the channel is restricted to be separable. We can

assume that the input state is a pure state of the system Vi, i.e., a
. » P o

tester consists of ¢ € Deny, and {1'[,,1},",’1’:1 € Measy, .

Thus, globally optimal discrimination is achieved without en-
tanglement if and only if the following max-min inequality
holds as an equality:

max min Iy, ® ¢',x) < min max Iy, @ ¢, x).
¢’eDenV x€Dc X€Dcg ;b’eDenv

21

C. Sufficient condition for a nonadaptive tester to be globally
optimal

Given a process discrimination problem that has a certain
symmetry, we present a sufficient condition for a nonadaptive
tester to be globally optimal. We here limit our discussion to a
specific type of symmetries (see [47] for a more general case).
Note that several related results in particular cases have been
reported [16, 20, 48].

Let G be a group with the identity element e. Let @w =
{wyleeg be a group action of G on {1,...,M}, ie., a set
of maps on {1,..., M} satisfying @wg,(m) = @,[w,(m)] and
w.(m) = mfor any g,h € Gand m € {1,..., M}. Given any
natural number T, we consider a set

U = {7/[ = Ad ‘60 e-oU Vel } o (22)
€

T),G>gm U[f,’) € Uniy, and

G > g = UY € Uniy, are projective unitary representations
of G. We will refer to an ensemble of M combs {Sm}f‘nl: , €
Combw, v, w,.v, as (G, U, w)-covariant if

Vgeg (23)

where, for each r € {1,...,

.....

ﬂg(gm) =&

@, (m)s

holds.

We will call a tester each of whose output systems is one
part of a bipartite system in a maximally entangled pure state
(see Fig. 4) a tester with maximally entangled pure states.
Such a tester is obviously nonadaptive. Let # be the set of
testers with maximally entangled pure states; then, it follows
that Eq. (14) holds with

C = CG,

T
S:= {IV/ ]_[NV,}. 24)
t=1

Note that co # = # holds in this case. We obtain the following
proposition.

Proposition 3 Assume that, for each ¢ € {1,..., T}, there ex-
ists a group G that has a projective unitary representation

FIG. 4. Tester with maximally entangled pure states (in the case of

= 2), which consists of maximally entangled pure states ‘¥, and a
measurement { ). We can assume, without loss of generality, that
each ¥, is a generalized Bell state |1y, ){Iy,|/Ny,.

GY 3¢ U{ff) € Uniy, and an irreducible projective uni-

tary representation G¥ 3 g — U € Uniy,. Let G =
g(T)Xg(T—l)X. '-Xg(l),ﬂ = {AdU(T) 0. ®U“)®U(”}(gT """" 21)€G>
and @ be some group actionon Gon {1,..., M}. If {&,, } _, is

(G, U, w)-covariant, then there exists a globally optimal tester
with maximally entangled pure states.

See Ref. [47] for some examples and for more general results.

VI. EXAMPLE

In several problems, Theorem 1 provides an efficient way to
find the optimal value of Problem (P). Note that the difficulty
of solving Problem (D) depends on the choice of C and S. In
this section, we illustrate the usefulness of Theorem 1 in the
following simple example.

Let us consider the problem of discriminating three qubit
channels A1 Az,A3 with 7 = 2 uses, in which case V1, wi,
V,, and W, are all qubit systems and 8,,, = A ®A (.e.,
En = Au ® Ay) holds. Assume that the prior probabili-
ties are equal and that each A,, is the unitary channel rep-
resented by An(p) = U"pU™, where U = diag(1, w) and
w = exp(2n V=1 /3). Then, we have

wm

Am = (25)

SO =

00
00
00
00

—_— o O

g

S

We consider the case where a tester is restricted to a sequential
one. The set of all sequential testers in Pg, denoted by Pieq,
is (see Fig. 5 and Appendix B 1)

3
Preg =11 Y B @ A,
j

:{A;} € Test, {Bf,{)}m € Testz ¢,

m=1 06

where

Testy = {{Bm}m 1 € Posy : ZB [(1) (1)} ®p, p€E Denz},
27



FIG. 5. Discrimination scheme for {&,, = A,, ®1A\,,,}fn:l with a se-
quential tester. Consider the task to be performed by two parties, Al-
ice and Bob. Alice prepares a quantum state 5 € Deny, v, feeds the
system V; into f\,,,, and performs a measurement {‘if i}jeg on Wi ® V7,
where J is a set, which may contain any number of elements. Ac-
cording to its outcome, j, Bob prepares a state ﬁg ) e Deny,qy;, feeds
the system V, into Am, and performs a measurement {ﬁ;{j)}zz , on
W@ Vj. (A = ¥;@paljcy and (BY = IV @py_, (Vj € T)
are testers.

Test := U};_; Testy, and Pos, and Den,, are, respectively, the
sets of all positive semidefinite and density matrices of order
n. Problem (P) with = Py, can be written as the following
non-convex programming problem:

’;
N )
maximize 3 Zl Z (B, Ay (A, A
m= J

(28)
subject to {A;} € Test, (B}, € Tests.

This problem is very hard to solve due to two main reasons:
i) both {A;} and {B,(,{)}m (V) need to be optimized and ii) how
many elements an optimal tester {A;} has is unknown.

Here, we pay attention to the fact that Eq. (14) with

3

C:=>" BY®@A;t  :A;ePosy, (B}, Tests |,

J m=1

S =8¢ (29)

holds (see Appendix B2). In this situation, Problem (D) is
expressed as

minimize Ds;(x)
3

; 1
subject to Z <Z Bﬁ,’,) ®Aj,x - §Am ® Am> >0 (@30
m=1 J

[VA, € Posy, (B}, € Tests]

with y € Hery. After some algebra, this problem is reduced
to (see Appendix B 3)

minimize A
3
. A0]_1 I o™
subject to [0 /1} > §Zl<Bm;Am> [wm 1 ] (31)
(V{Bm} € eStS)

with A € R,. This problem is much easier to solve than Prob-
lem (28). Also, Theorem 1 guarantees that the optimal value
of Problem (31), which is numerically found to be around
0.933, is equal to the maximum success probability. Note that
in the case where any physically allowed discrimination strat-
egy can be used, we can easily see that the three channels can
be perfectly distinguished with two uses (see Appendix B 4).

We restrict our discussion here to the discrimination prob-
lem for symmetric unitary qubit channels, but our method can
be applied to more general combs. Other examples of differ-
ent restricted strategies are shown in Appendix C.

VII. RELATIONSHIP WITH ROBUSTNESSES

In resource theory, robustness has been used as a measure
of the resourcefulness of a quantum comb, such as a state,
measurement, or channel. For a given closed set ¥, called a
free set, and a closed convex cone K of Hery, the robustness
of a comb & € Posy against K can be defined as [49, 50]

E+ A&
+A

RI(&) = inf {/1 €R,: €eF. & e 7<} (32)

R;:((S) can be intuitively interpreted as the minimal amount, A,
of mixing with a process, & € K, necessary in order for the
mixed and renormalized process, (E+4&')/(1+4), to be in F.
As already mentioned in the introduction, it has been shown
that the robustness of & is characterized as a measure of the
advantage of & over all the processes in # in some discrimi-
nation problem [33—40] (see also Appendix E). Note that this
problem is somewhat different from a process discrimination
problem that this Letter deals with. Conversely, we show that
the optimal value of Problem (P) is characterized by a robust-
ness measure.

A

For the problem of discriminating quantum combs {(’3,,,}%=1
with prior probabilities { p,,,}’mwzl, let us suppose that a party,
Alice, chooses a state |m) (m| with the probability p,,, where
{lm)} is the standard basis of a classical system Wy, and sends
the corresponding comb &, to another party, Bob. The Choi-
Jamiotkowski representation of the comb shared by Alice and

Bob is expressed as

M
E* = Z P I (m| ® &, € Posyy, 4. (33)

m=1

Bob tries to infer which state Alice has. When he
uses a tester {®,,},, the success probability is written as
Zﬁle (Im) (m| ® ®,,, E*) = P(®). Using Theorem 1, we can
see that the optimal value of Problem (P) is characterized by
a robustness measure.

Corollary 4 Let

M
K = {Y € Hery,gp : Y (Im) (ml @ ®,,Y) > 0 (Y € C)},

m=1

F = {ly, ®x : x' € Hery, Ds(y’) = 1/M}; (34)

then, the optimal value of Problem (P) is equal to [1 +
R} (EM)]/M.



Proof From Eq. (32), we have

1+R77';(85")_i 1+/l‘85"+6_1 o+ v  Her
M M 1+ a  EXX v
1
Ds(x¥')=—, 6 e K. 35
s(x”) i } (35)

Letting y := (1 + )y’ and using some algebra, the right-hand
side becomes

inf{Ds(y) : x € Hery, Iy, ® y — & € K}

M
= inf {DS(X) : x € Hery, Z |m) (m| ® (¥ — pmEm) € 7(}

m=1

= inf{Ds(y) : ¥ € D¢} = D*, (36)

where D* is the optimal value of Problem (D). Thus, Theo-
rem 1 completes the proof. [ |

If & belongs to the free set ¥, then p; = --- = pyy = 1/M
and &, = --- = &y must hold, which implies that ¥ can intu-
itively be thought of as a set that includes all &* correspond-
ing to trivial process discrimination problems. This robustness
measure indicates how far &* is from . This interpretation
has the potential to provide a deeper insight into optimal dis-
crimination of quantum processes with restricted testers.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We have presented a general approach for solving quantum
process discrimination problems with restricted testers based
on convex programming. Our analysis indicates that a dual
problem exhibiting zero duality gap is obtained regardless of
the set of all restricted testers. Necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for an optimal restricted tester to be globally optimal
are also derived. We have shown that the optimal value of
each process discrimination problem can be written in terms
of arobustness measure. In comparison to previous theoretical
works, our approach would allow a unified analysis for a large
class of process discrimination problems in which the allowed
testers are restricted. A meaningful direction for subsequent
work would be to apply our approach to practical fields, such
as quantum communication and quantum metrology.

We thank for O. Hirota, T. S. Usuda, and K. Kato for in-
sightful discussions. This work was supported by JSPS KAK-
ENHI Grant Number JP19K03658.

Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1

We consider the following Lagrangian associated with
Problem (P):

M M
L(CD’ ‘10’)() = Z <(Dm’ SW!> + <‘10 - Z cDm’X>
m=1

m=1

M
= (@)= D @y = En), (1)
m=1

where @ € C, ¢ € S, x € Hery, and &, = PmEm. From
Eq. (1), we have
M M
. <(Dm, Sm> , = (Dms
u)}f L(®,¢,x) = ,,,Z{ ,,Z{
—oo, otherwise,
(@.x), x €D,
sup L(®, ¢, x) = { . )
@ o, otherwise.

Thus, the left- and right-hand sides of the max-min inequality

supinf L(®, ¢, ) < inf sup (D, ¢, x) (3)
D X X D

equal the optimal values of Problems (P) and (D), respectively.

To show the strong duality, it suffices to show that there
exists ®* € coP such that P(®*) > D*, where D* is the
optimal value of Problem (D). Let us consider the following
set:

Z = {({ym +&, — x| Ds(x) - d) (o y,d) € Zo}
C Her) xR, @)

where y = {y,}*_, and
Zo = {(x.y,d) € Hery x C* xR : d < D*}. )

It is easily seen that Z is a nonempty convex set. Arbitrarily
choose (y,y,d) € Zo such that y,, + &, — x = 0 (Ym); then,
Ds(x) > D* holds from {y —&,,},, € C*, which yields Dg(y)—
d > D* —d > 0. Thus, we have ({0}, 0) ¢ Z. From separating
hyperplane theorem [51], there exists ({‘Pm}n]‘f:l,a) # ({0},0)
such that

M
D W ym + En = 1) + alDs(x) —dl 2 0, V(. y,d) € Zo,
m=1

(6)

Substituting y,, = ¢y, (¢ € Ry, {y,}n € C*) into Eq. (6)
and taking the limit ¢ — oo yields {¥,,},, € C. Taking the
limit d — —oo gives @ > 0. To show a > 0, assume by
contradiction @ = 0. Substituting y = cly (¢ € R;) and
taking the limit ¢ — oo yields ijzl Tr¥,, <0. From {¥,},, €
CC Posl‘;’ ,¥,, = 0 (Ym) holds. This contradicts ({¥,,}n, @) #
({0}, 0), and thus @ > 0 holds. Let @} := ¥,,/«; then, Eq. (6)
yields

M
D@y + & —x) + Ds(x) —d 20, ¥(x.y.d) € Zo.

m=1

)

By substituting ¥ = ¢y’ (¢ € Ry, x’ € Hery) into Eq. (7)
and taking the limit ¢ — co, we have Ds(y’) > Zﬁle (D, X"
(Vx’ € Heryp). This implies Z,A,le Ox € S, ie., ®* € cOP.
Indeed, assume by contradiction Zﬁf:l @y ¢ S; then, since
S is a closed convex set, from separating hyperplane theorem,

there exists y’ € Hery such that (¢, x') < (ZHALI D) (Vo e



S), which contradicts Ds(y’) > Z,,Ale (D}, x'). Substituting

Ym = 0 and y = 0 into Eq. (7) and taking the limit d — D*

yields P(@*) = Y™ (®r E,) > D*. n
Theorem 1 can be generalized to the following corollary.

Corollary 5 Given P, let us arbitrarily choose a subset C of
Cg and a bounded subset S of Sg such that

M
EPz{CDeconiC:Z(DmeES}. (8)
m=1
Then, the problem
minimize sup (¢, x)
veS 9
subject to y € De¢

has the same optimal value as Problem (P).

Proof From Theorem 1, the following problem

minimize Dgs(x)
subjectto y € D—:

coniC

(10)

has the same optimal value as Problem (P). Also, it is easily
seen that Dg5s(x) = Do, 5(x) = supyes (@, x) and Do =

coniC

De hold. [ ]

Appendix B: Supplement of the example of sequential strategies
1. Formulation of P

We show that the set of all sequential testers in Pg is ex-
pressed as

3

Proq = Z BY®A;  :{A;} € Test, (B}, € Tests

J m=1

(1

From Fig. 5, ® € P4 holds if and only if ®, is expressed in

the form
Vi W, V) W,
Z @ - b @ - @ ’
i 2

A % AU)
where ps € Deny,ey:, {¥;}; € Measw,gv;, Py € Denyey;

(V). and {IT)}M_ € Measy,ev; (V). It follows that {A; =

m=1

¥ @patjey and (B =TI @pi'3_,

are testers and Eq. (2)
can be rewritten as

3)

This gives that ® € P4 holds if and only if @ is expressed in

() 3 :
the form @ = {Zj B, ®A~f}m=1 with
{Aj}jeg € Poswev,, ZAJ € Comby, v, )
€T

and

3
{BYY_, C Poswen,, Z B e Comby, ., VjeJ.

m=1

(&)

From Eq. (8), Egs. (4) and (5) are, respectively, equivalent to
{A;} € Test and {BY),, € Tests.

2. Derivation of Eq. (14) with Eq. (29)

Let #’ be the right-hand side of Eq.(14), i.e.,

M
P’:z{d)eC:Zd)meS}. (6)

m=1

Since we can easily obtain co = P and P C P’ (i.e., ® € C
and Z%’:l ®,, € S hold for any ® € P), it suffices to show
P CP.

Let us consider #” with Eq. (29). Arbitrarily choose @’ €

#’. From @’ € C, @,’C is expressed in the form of Eq. (3)

with A; € Posw,ey, and {B%)},, € Testy, v, (¥j). Arbitrarily
choose 6 € Chn(V,, W,); then, from

)

T
"2

®)

Also, from ¥}/, @; € Sg, we have

€))

with some @, € Deny,. Equations (8) and (9) yield that {A i

is a tester. Since {A;} and {Bﬁ,{)}m are testers, (i),’< is expressed
in the form of Eq. (2), i.e., #’ C P.



3. Derivation of Problem (31)

There exists an optimal solution y to Problem (30) ex-
pressed in the form y = Ay with 4 € R, and y €
Combw, v, w,.v, (see [47]). Note that from Eq. (11), Ds(¥) =
1 holds for any ¥ € Comby, v, w,v,. Since ¥ is a comb, we
can see that

3
X =) Trwev, ||Bi ® b| 7| € Combw,y,  (10)

m=1

is independent of the measurement {Bf,{)}i ;- Conversely, for
any X € Comby, v,, there exists ¥ € Comby, v, w, v, satisfy-
ing Eq. (10). Thus, Problem (30) is rewritable as

minimize A
3

subject to AX > (B, Ap) N,y (V{B,,} € Tests)
1

1
3 &

(1)
with A € R, and X € Comby, v,. Due to the symmetry of

—-m

1 00 w
0 00 O
An=lg 00 0| (12)
w" 00 1
we can assume without loss of generality that
1000
_10000
X = 0000 (13)
0001

holds. This reduces Problem (11) to Problem (31).

4. Perfect distinguishability

We here show that {&,, = A, ® Am}fn _; can be perfectly
distinguished if any physically allowed discrimination strat-
egy can be performed. Assume that the prior probabilities are
equal; then, the maximum success probability is equal to the
optimal value of the following problem [20]:

minimize A

subject to Ay > &,/3 (14)

with 4 € R, and ¥ € Comby, v, w,v,. Note that &,, is given
by

—m

!
3
3

(1 00w™ 00000000 w™O00 W
0 00 0 0OOO0O0O0OO0OO0O O 0O O
0 00 0 0OOO0O0O0OO0OO0O O 00 O
“" 00 1 00000000 1 00 ™
0 00 0 0OO0O0O0O0OO0CO0O O 0O O
0 00 0 0O0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0O O 0O O
0 00 0 0OOO0OO0OO0OO0O O 00 O
6—0000000000000000
10 00 0O 00000000 O OO O
0 00 0 0O0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0O O OO O
0 00 0 0OOO0O0O0OO0OO0O O 00 O
0 00 0 0O0O0O0O0O0OO0CO0O O 00 O
" 00 1 00000000 1 00 ™
0 00 0 0O0O0O0O0O0OO0O0 O OO O
0 00 0 0OOO0O0O0OO0CO0O O 00 O
lw™ 00 & 00000000 w™ 00

~
—_
)]

—

Due to the symmetry of &,,, we can assume, without loss of
generality, that Ay is expressed in the form

(16)

SO O L DD DDDODDODDODOoOOoO OO O
sleoleoleoNeololololoelslo o oo N

eleololololaolaololeol=l=olao oo N
sNeololoNeoloNololoReoRe oo oo Ne]
eNeololoNoloNololoRoRe oo oo Ne]
sleoleoleoNeoloNololoReo e oo oo Ne)
eleoleoleoNeolololololeolslc o oo N
sNeololoNoloNololoRoRe oo No e Ne]
sNeoleoloNeoloNololoReo e oo oo N
eleololeoNeolololololeoleso oo e =]
sNeololoNoloNololoRoRe oo oo o]
SO O DODDODDODODOODOO OO O
sleoleoleoNeololololoReoReo oo oo N
eleololeoololaolololel=o ool =]
MO OO0 O0CO0O0oCOoCocOoOoo0o0Oo0OoOO0O

IS EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

with y € C. Note that since &,, = Adymrgngumrern(En)
(Vm,n € {1,2,3}) holds, there exists an optimal solution
(4, %) to Problem (14) satisfying ¥ = Adygr,euren(¥) (Vk €
{1,2,3}), as will be shown in Lemma 6. After some simple
algebra, we can see that Ay > &,,/3 is equivalent to

4
322 —40+3y1 -2y >0, azyzg—u. (17)

We obtain the minimal A satisfying these inequalities, which
is the optimal value of Problem (14), to be 1. Thus, {&,, =
Ap® Am}fnzl are perfectly distinguishable.

We here give another proof. Let us consider an ensemble of
three states {ﬁm}?n:l expressed as

W, Vi | A W, v, | A W,
A Anle
= 0-1 0’2
Vs 4 Vs

(18)




[i.c.. om = (Aw ® 62 ® A,)(61)] with &1 € Deny, gy, and &, €
Chn(W, ® V|, V> ® W)). We choose

1

0

U =— ; 19
31-1 0 V2 (19)

then, it is easily seen that {ﬁm}fn:1 are orthogonal. Therefore,
{Sm}fn _, are perfectly distinguishable.

Appendix C: Applications of Theorem 1

In addition to the example given in the main paper, we will
provide two other examples demonstrating the utility of The-
orem 1. In this section, we consider the case T = 2.

1. First example

The first example is the restriction to nonadaptive testers
[see Fig. 6(a)]. Let

C = C(},
S = {XW1,V2(IW2®W1 ®,0/) :p, € Dean@V}}? (1)

where Xy y € Chn(W ® V,V ® W) is the channel that swaps
two systems W and V, which is depicted by

w

.

v 2)

We will show that #’ of Eq. (6) is equal to co P [i.e., Eq. (14)
holds] in the next paragraph. Substituting Eq. (1) into Prob-
lem (D) yields the following dual problem

minimize ~ max  (Xw, v, Iw,ew, ® 0"),x)
p’eDeny, ey, (3)

subjectto y € D¢, = {x € Posy : y > pu&En (Ym)}.

Note that although this problem is also formulated as the task
of discriminating {Xv, w,(Ex) € Combw,ew, v,ev,}m With a
single use, the expression of Problem (3) is useful for veri-
fying the global optimality of nonadaptive testers.

We here show £’ = co®P. It is easily seen COP = P and
P CP (ie,®eCand M @, € Shold for any ® € P).
Thus, it suffices to show #’ C . From Fig. 6(a), ® € P holds
if and only if ®; is expressed in the form

“4)

10

FIG. 6. Examples of two types of restricted testers. (a) A nonadaptive
tester, in which first a state p € Deny, BV,8V] is prepared, then the parts
V) and V, are transmitted through a given process &, and finally a
measurement {f[k}kM: | € MeaSW2®W1®VI’ is performed. (b) A tester per-
formed by two parties, Alice and Bob. In this tester, Alice first pre-
pares a state p; € Deny, oV with a probability ¢; and sends its one part
V, to a given process &,,. She also sends the classical information i
to Bob, who performs a channel &; € Chn(W,, V,) depending on i.
Alice finally performs a measurement {ﬁ;’)},’{"i | € Measy,qy;. Only
one-way classical communication from Alice to Bob is allowed.

where p € Deny,gy,ev; and {IT,,}*_ | € Measy,ew,qv;. Arbi-

trarily choose @’ € #’. One can easily verify S C Sg, ie.,
P’ C Pg. Thus, Oy is expressed in the form

Vi W § w,
= A 1
L )

® V',V ® V}), and

where 6, € Denvl‘g,v{', G, € Chn(W1

{H’ M e Measw,evy. V| and V' are some ancillary sys-

m=1
tems. Also, from Y7 @ € S, there exists p’ € Deny,gy,
such that
S P Y il
0 vy 02 vy ||I W,|||_
—

(6)

Thus, (i);( is expressed in the form of Eq. (4), where p is a
purification of p’. Therefore, £’ C P holds.

2. Second example

The second example is described in Fig. 6(b). We want to
find C and S such that Problem (D) is easy to solve; however,
it is hard to find such C and § satisfying Eq. (14). Instead, we
consider relaxing this equation to co P C #’. We here choose

C = {><‘/'2(®‘)[/l"}[/2 (Z (o ®A,(;l)]}

g; € Combvz’wl, AE:? € POSW2®VI} (7

M

m=1



and S := Sg. This allows Problem (D) to be rewritten in this
situation as

minimize Dg,(y)
subjectto Try,ew, [0(x¥ = PuEm)] = 0 ®)
(V1 <m < M, o € Comby, w,)

with y € Hery. We relatively easily obtain the optimal value,
denoted by D*, of this problem. The optimal value of Prob-
lem (P) is upper bounded by D*, since D* coincides with the
optimal value of Problem (P) where the feasible set is relaxed
from P to P’.

Appendix D: Proof of Proposition 3

Before giving the proof, we first prove the following two
lemmas.

Lemma 6 Assume that {E,,}*., is (G, U, @)-covariant. If

C =Ceg,
Up)eS, VgeG, eS8 (D

holds, then there exists an optimal solution, y* € Posy, to
Problem (D) such that

U =x*, Vgeg. 2

Proof Let y be an optimal solution to Problem (D). From
C = Cg, we can easily see y € Posy. Also, let

G Zw (x) € Posy, 3)
8eG

where |G| is the order of G. Since U, o U, = U,y holds for
any g,g’ € G, one can easily see Eq. (2). We have that from
Eq. (23) and y > &,

X* == |wa Eym) 20, Vme(l,..., M),
g€g

“)

i.e., x* € D¢, where g is the inverse of g. Moreover, we have

Ds(x*) = max(p.x") = @maxz«p,‘u %)
1
< @ Z r;l:gi (o, Uy (X)) = @ gezg: max (Ug(#). x)
<G =S Dsty) = Dsti, (5)
8€G

where the last inequality follows from Uz(¢) € S for each
¢ € S and g € G, which follows from the second line of
Eq. (1). Therefore, y* is optimal for Problem (D). [ ]

The proof of this lemma also shows that if there exists an opti-
mal solution that is proportional to some quantum comb, then
there also exists an optimal solution, y*, that is proportional
to some quantum comb and that satisfies Eq. (2).

11

Lemma 7 Assume that, for each r € {1,...,T}, there exists
a group G that has two projective unitary representations
G® > g = UY € Uniy, and G” 3 g > 0V € Uniy,.
Ifg Ug) is irreducible for each t € {1,...,T}, then any
x* € Posy satisfying

*\ o x
(]]‘WT®VT®"'®W/+1®V/+1 ® AdUi,”@Ui,’) ® ]]'W/71®V/71®---®W1®V1)(X )=X",

Viell,...,T}, geG"”
(6)

is proportional to some quantum comb.

Proof It suffices to show that, for each t+ € {1,...,T},
Trw, x* is expressed in the form Try, x* = Iy, ® x; with
X € Posy,, where X, is the tensor product of all W, ® V,, with
te{l,...,t—1,t+1,...,T}. Indeed, in this case, one can eas-
ily verify that y* is proportional to some quantum comb. Let
us fix t € {1,...,T}. Also, let x7 = Trx,[(Iy, ® 5) Try, x*] €
Posy,, where s € Posy, is arbitrarily chosen; then, we have
Trxl = ("), X =Trwev,x*. @)
Equation (6) gives Adgo(x?) = x¥ [Vg € G”1. From Schur’s
8
lemma, y¥ must be proportional to Iy,. Thus, from Eq. (7),
X¥ ={s,x")Iv,/Ny, holds. We have that for any s’ € Posy,,

(8" @5, Trw, x*) = (" x3) = (s, X" ) (5", Iv,/Ny,)
=(s'®s,1Iy, X' [Ny,). ®)

Since Eq. (8) holds for any s and s’, we have Try, y* = Iy, ®x}
with y = x’ /Ny, € Posy.. [

Now, we are ready to prove Proposition 3. Let C and S be
defined as Eq. (24); then, it is easily seen that Eq. (1) holds.
Let e, be the identity element of G®. From Lemma 6, there
exists an optimal solution y* € Posy to Problem (D) satisfy-
ing Eq. (2). Thus, Ue,....ernr.gnerrnenx™) = x* holds for any
tef{l,...,T)and g, € G?, i.e., Eq. (6) holds, which implies
from Lemma 7 that y* is proportional to some quantum comb.
Therefore, Proposition 2 concludes the proof.

Appendix E: Relationship between robustnesses and process
discrimination problems

Let us consider the robustness of & € Hery defined by

E+ A&

R}(&) = inf {/l eR,: €F, & € 7(} & € Hery,

(D

where K (c Hery) is a proper convex cone [or, equivalently,
K is a closed convex cone that is pointed (i.e., K N —K = {0})
and has nonempty interior] and & (C Hery) is a compact
set. Assume thatthe set {1Z : 1 e R, 0 < A1 <1, Z €
¥} is convex. In order for this value to be well-defined, we
assume that ¥ N int(%) is not empty. The so-called global (or



generalized) robustness of a state p € Deny with respect to
¥ C Deny, defined as [52]

’

p+Ap
1+4

p € Deny (2)

R#(p) := min {/l eR,: eF,p € Denv},

is equal to RaSv(p). In other words, R# : Deny — R, is the

same function as Rf:os‘/ : Hery — R,, but is only defined on
Deny. As an example of Rg, if F is the set of all bipartite
separable states, then R#(p) can be understood as a measure
of entanglement. The robustness R#(p) is known to represent
the maximum advantage that p provides in a certain subchan-
nel discrimination problem (e.g., [37, 38]). Similarly, as will
be seen in Proposition 10, R(}T((S) has a close relationship with
the maximum advantage that & provides in a certain discrimi-
nation problem.

By letting Z == (& + A&")/(1 + ), we can rewrite RZ;(S) of
Eq. (1) as

R(&=minfdeR,: (1+DZ-E€K, ZeF}). (3
Let
N={EcHer;:6Z-E¢KM6<1,ZeF)): (4)
then, it follows that

YEeN.
)

RI(&) =minfdeR:(1+DZ-EeK, ZeF},

We first prove the following two lemmas.

Lemma 8 If & € N holds, then

1+ R(8) = max{(p,8) 1 ¢ € K", {9, Z) < 1 (VZ € F)}
(©)
holds.

Proof Let ¥ := coni¥. n : ¥ — R, denotes the gauge
function of F, which is defined as

nY)=minfleR,:Y=1Z ZcF}, YeF. ()
Note that 77 is a convex function. Equation (5) gives

1+R)(E) =min{n(Y): Y -E€K, Y e F}. (8)
Let us consider the following Lagrangian

LY, ) =n) —{p, Y = &) =(p,E) + n(¥) =<, Y)Y  (9)

with Y € ¥ and ¢ € K*. We can easily verify

L(Y.0) = ny), Y-&eXK,
;:71() )= 00, otherwise,
inf (Y, ) = {<so,8>, . X) <n) (Y e P o
Yer —00, otherwise.

12

Thus, the max-min inequality

inf sup L(Y, ¢) > sup inf L(Y, ) (11
YeF pek* peK* YeF

yields

1+ Ri(&) = max{{p, &) : ¢ € K*, (9, ¥) <n(¥) (VY € F)).
(12)

We now prove the equality of Eq. (12). To this end, it suffices
to show that there exists ¢ € int(K™) such that (¢, Y) < n(Y)
VY € F ); indeed, in this case, the equality of Eq. (12) follows
from Slater’s condition. Arbitrarily choose ¢’ € int(K™*) and
let y = supycg o) [<¢, ¥) /n(Y)] [note that n(Y) > 0 holds for
any Y € F \ {0}]. Since F N int(K) is not empty, there exists
Y € ¥ nint(K) such that (¢’, Y) > 0, which yields y > 0. Let
¢ =y~ '¢’ €int(K*); then, we can easily verify (¢, Y) < n(Y)
(VY € F).
It remains to show

(0.Z)<1(VZeF) o (o Y)<n¥)NMYeF). (13)
We first prove “=". Arbitrarily choose Y € ?1; then, from
Eq. (7), there exists Z € ¥ such that Y = n(Y)Z. Thus,
(0, Y) = n(Y){p,Z) < n(Y) holds. We next prove “&”.
Arbitrarily choose Z € . Since the case (¢,Z) < 0 is
obvious, we may assume {p,Z) > 0. Let Z' = Z/n(2);
then, from n(Z) < 1, Z' € ¢, and n(Z’) = 1, we have
(p,Z) <Lp, 2’y <n(Z') = 1. u

Lemma 9 If & € N holds, then we have

{p,E)

ax ————— =1+ R (E), 14
¢eX\10) maxzer (@, Z) x(©) (14)

where X is any set such that the cone generated by X is K™,
e, {dp: 1eR,, pe X} =K".

Proof Let

*

@ = argmax (p,&), I(p):=max{p,Z); (15)
PeK* T(p)<1 ZeF

then, from Eq. (6), we have (¢*,&) = 1+ R§(8). Since
F N int(K) is not empty, I'(¢) > 0 holds for any ¢ € K* \ {0}.
It follows that I'(¢*) = 1 must hold [otherwise, @ := ¢* /T (¢*)
satisfies (p, E) > (¢*,E), ¢ € K*, and I'(p) = 1, which con-
tradicts the definition of ¢*]. For any ¢ € X\ {0}, ¢’ = ¢/I'(¢)
satisfies (¢, &) /T'(p) = (¢’,E) and I'(¢’) = 1. Thus, we have

<90»8> ’ * F

max —— = ma ,E) = , ) =1+R,(E). (16

Jmax ) “’}f){}?oi . (¢',E) =™, &) x(&). (16)
)=

We should note that, in practical situations, many phys-
ically interesting processes belong to N. As an exam-
ple, if F is a subset of all combs in Hery and int(K™*) N

longs to N. [Indeed, arbitrarily choose ¢ € int(K™) N



.....

Comb;VT Ve (D.2) = (9,6 = 1 (VZ e F) holds.
Thus, for any ¢ < 1, {(¢,0Z—-&E) = 6 — 1 < 0 holds, which
yields 6Z — & ¢ K. Therefore, we have & € N.] For in-
stance, if # € Deny and Trx > 0 (Yx € K \ {0}) hold, then
any p € Deny is in N. As another example, if R§(8) >0
holds, then & € N always holds. [Indeed, by contraposition,
assume & ¢ N; then, there exists § < 1 and Z € ¥ such that
6Z-& € K. Let 1* = RJ(&). Itis easily seen from R} (E) > 0
that there exists Z* € F such that (1 + 2*)Z* — & € K. Let
p=>0=-86/A*+1-06and Z = p(1 + A*)Z* + (1 — p)6Z;
then, we have 0 < p < 1,72 € ¥,and Z’ — & € K. This
1mphesR &) =0]
We obtam the following proposition.

Proposition 10 Let us consider & € N. LetAV’ be an arbitrary
system. We consider a set of pairs £ := {({Jn}"_, {®,,}_ )},

where {f,, : Hery — Hery, }M_ is a collection of linear maps
and @y, ..., Dy € Hery,. Assume that the cone generated by

M
X = {Zj,f,(fbm) D (Tl D)) € L} a7
m=1

is K*, where j ,:Q is the adjoint of jm, which is defined as
(FH@), &) = (O, Fu(E)) (V& € Hery,d € Hery).
Then, we have

M Dy, T E))

max 1+R, %(E),
(T @, DeL maxzer Y0 1<(Dm’jm(z)>

(18)

where

M
= {({fm}, (@) eL: ) Th@)# @}. (19)
m=1

Proof The left-hand side of Eq. (18) is rewritten by

{p,E)

_ 20
@eX\{0) maxzes (@, Z) (20)
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Thus, an application of Lemma 9 completes the proof. [ ]

The operational meaning of Eq. (18) is as follows. Sup-
pose that {jm}m is a collection of (unnormalized) processes
such that Z%zl jm is a comb from Posy to Posy, and that
{®;}; is a tester, where the pair ({j’m}m, {Dr}r) is restricted
to belong to £. We consider the situation that a party, Al-
ice, applies a process J,, to a comb & € Posy N N, and
then another party, Bob, applies a tester {®} to jm(S). The
probability of Bob correctly guessing which of the processes
jl, .. ,jM Alice applies is expressed by Znﬁf:] (<I)m,jm(8))
[note that Y2 SM (@, F,,(E)) = 1 holds]. Equation (18)
implies that the advantage of & over all Z € ¥ in such a dis-
crimination problem can be exactly quantified by the robust-
ness R¢(8) In this situation, K* C Pos i.e., K 2 Posy,
holds.

We give two examples of the application of Proposition 10.
The first example is the case K = Posy. Let us consider the
case where Y §,, can be any comb from Posy to Posy,
and {®}; can be any tester. We can easily see that Eq. (18)
with K = Posy holds. Note that, for example, Theorem 2
of Ref. [37] and Theorems 1 and 2 of Ref. [38] can be un-
derstood as special cases of Proposition 10 with K = Posy.
The second example is the case K # Posy. For instance,
for a given channel & from a system V to a system W, as-
sume that J,, is the process that applies & to a state pm
Deny with probability p,, [i.e., (&) = P Try[(Iy ® pm)8]
holds] and {®;}; is a measurement of W. Then, we have
(D, T2y = Pm (D ®p;,,—>. It is easily seen that Eq. (18)
with K* = Sepy,y (or, equivalently, K = Sep’;v’v) holds,
where Sepy,y is the set of all bipartite separable elements
in Posygy. Note that, for a linear map ¥ from V to W,
¥ € Sepy,, holds if and only if W is a positive map.
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