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Abstract

This paper studies the difficulty of discriminating quantum channels under operational regimes,
proves the quantum channel Stein’s lemma (strong converse part), and provides a unified framework
to show the operational meaning of quantum channel divergences. First, we establish the exponen-
tially strong converse of quantum channel hypothesis testing under coherent strategies, meaning that
any strategy to make the Type II error decays with an exponent larger than the regularized channel
relative entropy will unavoidably result in the Type I error converging to one exponentially fast in
the asymptotic limit. This result notably delivers the desirable quantum channel Stein’s Lemma,
enclosing a long-term open problem in quantum information theory. As a byproduct, we show the
continuity of the regularized (amortized) Sandwiched Rényi channel divergence at o = 1, resolving
another open problem in the field. Second, we develop a framework to show the interplay between
the strategies of channel discrimination, the operational regimes, and variants of channel divergences.
This framework systematically underlies the operational meaning of quantum channel divergences
in quantum channel discrimination. Our work establishes the ultimate limit of quantum channel dis-
crimination, deepening our understanding of quantum channel discrimination and quantum channel
divergences in the asymptotic regime. As quantum channel discrimination is strongly connected to
many other fundamental tasks in quantum information theory, we expect plentiful applications on
related topics such as quantum metrology and quantum communication.
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1 Introduction

Distinguishability is central in information technology from both theoretical and practical perspectives.
A fundamental setting for distinguishability is asymmetric hypothesis testing. Given a source generates
sample = from one of two probability distributions p = {p(x)},ex or ¢ = {q(x)}recx, asymmetric
hypothesis testing seeks to minimize the Type II error (decides p when the fact is ¢) while keeping the
Type I error (decides ¢ when the fact is p) within a certain threshold. The celebrated Chernoff-Stein’s
Lemma [Cov99, Che52] states that, for any constant bound on the Type I error, the optimal Type II error
decays exponentially fast in the number of copies, and the decay rate is exactly the relative entropy

D(pllg) = > p(x)logs[p(x) /q(x)]. (1)

TeEX

In particular this lemma also states the “strong converse property”: any possible scheme with Type II
error decaying to zero with an exponent larger than the relative entropy will result in the Type I error
converging to one in the asymptotic limit. Such strong converse property indicates no trade-off for Type
I error and Type II error exponent in the asymptotic limit, which is a fundamental topic in information
processing [Wol78]. The Chernoff-Stein’s Lemma gives a rigorous operational interpretation for the
relative entropy and establishes a vital bridge between hypothesis testing and information theory [Bla74].

A natural question is whether the above result generalizes to the quantum case. Substantial efforts
have been made to answer this fundamental question in quantum information community (see, e.g.,
[HP91, ONOO, Hay02, ANSVO08a, Hay07, BP10, CMW16, MO15, WW19a, WW19b]). The basic task is
quantum state discrimination, where we have an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) quantum
state which could be either p®™ or ®". We set that p®" is the null hypothesis and o®" is the alternative
hypothesis. The task is to apply a binary measurement {II,, I — IT,,} on the state to determine which
one it is and the corresponding errors are defined similarly to the classical case as follows:

(Type D) a,(I1,,) == Tr[(I — I1,,) p®"], (Type I) 33, (11,) := Tr[IL,0c®"]. )

The quantum state version of the Chernoff-Stein’s Lemma [HP91, ONOO] (aka. quantum Stein’s lemma)
states that

. 1 € Xn XN\ __
Jim ——log Dy (p*"[l0") = D(p|lo), Ve € (0,1), 3)
where D (pllo) := —loginf{Tr[Ilo] : 0 < II < I, Tr[IIp] > 1 — e} denotes the quantum hypothesis

testing relative entropy that characterizes the decay rate of the optimal Type II error and D(p|lo) =
Tr[p(log p — log o)] denotes the quantum relative entropy. This quantum Stein’s lemma delivers a rig-
orous operational interpretation for the quantum relative entropy. Extended research on quantum stein’s
lemma are presented in [Hay02, NHO7, ANSV08a, Hay07, BP10, WR12].

Although research in quantum hypothesis testing has largely focused on quantum states, there are
various situations in which quantum channels play the role of the main objects of study. The task of
channel discrimination is very similar to that of state discrimination. Here, we are given black-box access
to n uses of a channel G with the aim to identify it from candidates A" and M. However, quantum channel
discrimination has more diversities in terms of discrimination strategies (e.g., product strategy, coherent
strategy, sequential strategy) due to its nature as dynamic resources [CDP08, Hay09, PW09, CMW16,
YF17, WBHK20, WW19b, FFRS20, PLLP19], which leads to several variants of the potential quantum
channel Stein’s lemma. In particular, for the coherent strategies (also known as parallel strategies in some
literatures), the black box can be can be used n times in parallel to any state with a reference system
before performing a measurement at the final output to identify the channel. Based on the recently
developed resource theory of asymmetric distinguishability for quantum channels, the state-of-the-art
result [WW19b] arrives at

lim lim DE S NETME™) = D*8(N|| M), 4)
e—0n—ocon
with D3, (NV|| M) denotes the hypothesis testing relative entropy of quantum channels and D8 (/|| M)
denotes the regularized quantum relative entropy. That is, for Type I error bounded by ¢, the asymptotic
optimal rate of the Type Il error exponent is given by D™8(N || M) when € goes to 0.



However, the condition of vanishing € lefts a notable gap to achieve the quantum channel version of
Stein’s lemma. Unlike state discrimination, the dynamic feature of quantum channels raises challenging
difficulties in determining the optimal discrimination scheme as we have to handle the additional opti-
mization of the input states and the non-i.i.d. structure of the testing states. To fill the gap, it requires
a deeper understanding and analysis on the error exponent in hypothesis testing of quantum channels.
The solution could promptly advance our understanding of quantum channel discrimination, the resource
theory of asymmetric distinguishability for quantum channels, and the related field of quantum metrol-
ogy [PBG"18, BAB™18, DRC17]. Beyond the quantum channel Stein’s lemma, there is an emergence
of various channel divergences for analyzing different regimes of quantum channel discrimination. How
to unify the channel divergences and the discrimination regimes in a consistent framework is desirable
for better understanding the manipulation of quantum channels.

Main contributions In this paper, we resolve the above problems affirmatively. First, we establish
the exponentially strong converse of quantum channel hypothesis testing under coherent strategies. This
result directly implies that the asymptotically vanishing ¢ in Eq. (4) could be removed and thus delivers
the desirable quantum channel Stein’s Lemma. As a byproduct, the exponentially strong converse prop-
erty also implies the continuity of the regularized (amortized) Sandwiched Rényi channel divergence at
a = 1, resolving an open question in [FF21]. These results extend and deepen our understanding of
quantum channel discrimination and quantum channel divergences in the asymptotic regime. Second,
we develop a framework to show the operational meaning of quantum channel divergences in quantum
channel discrimination. In particular, we systematically show the interplay between the strategies of
channel discrimination (e.g., sequential, coherent, product), the operational regimes (e.g., error expo-
nent, Stein exponent, strong converse exponent), and three variants of channel divergences (e.g., Petz,
Umegaki, Sandwiched). As quantum channels represent dynamical resources that are more general
than quantum states, our result on quantum channel divergences and quantum channel discrimination
can be seen as a more natural and fruitful extension of the previous results in state discrimination.
Our results do not solve all the cases. But we hope this framework would stimulate further investi-
gations on quantum channel discrimination, as well as other related topics such as quantum metrol-
ogy [PBG*18, BABT18, DRC17], quantum resource theories [CG19, GW19, WW19b, FL20, RT21]
and quantum communication [WFD19, BHKW18, WFT19, FFRS20, FWTB20].



2 Preliminaries

In this section we set the notations first. Then we review the mathematical tool of quantum divergences
and the operational task of quantum channel discrimination.

2.1 Notation

In the table below, we summarize some of the notations used throughout the paper:

Symbol Definition

A B,C,... Quantum systems and their associated Hilbert spaces
|Al,|B|,|C|, ... | Dimension of the Hilbert spaces

A" Shorthand for A1 As --- A,

1 Identity operator on a suitable space

7 Identity map

£(A) Set of linear operators on system A

D(A) Set of density matrices on system A

CPTP(A — B) | Set of completely positive trace-preserving maps from £(A) to £(B)
log Logarithm in base 2

[n] Shorthand for {1,--- ,n}

supp(X) Support of operator X

Xy The positive part of operator X

{X <Y} The projector onto the positive part of operator ¥ — X
Amin (X) Minimum eigenvalue of X

Amax (X)) Maximum eigenvalue of X

Sym"(A) Symmetric subspace of A™

Table 1: Overview of notational conventions.

Throughout the paper, we restrict ourselves to finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Let A and A’ be two
isomorphic Hilbert spaces with orthonormal bases {|i) 4} and {|¢) 4+ } and define |®) = >, |i) 4 @ |i) 4/
as the unnormalized maximally entangled state. Then the Choi matrix of a linear map £ from £(A) to
£(B) is defined by Je = E4—,5(Paas). We say amap N € CPTP(A — B) is positive definite, denoted
by A/ > 0, if its Choi matrix is positive definite. For any two maps A/ an M, denote N > M if the Choi
matrix of N' — M is positive semidefinite.

2.2 Quantum divergences

A divergence between two quantum states is a real-valued function D : © x ® — RU{oo} that satisfies
the data processing inequality D(E(p)||E(0)) < D(pl|o) for all £ € CPTP(A — B),p,0 € D(A).
Divergences are widely used to measure the distinguishability of physical objects. Of particular relevance
are the following quantum divergences that will be frequently used in our discussion.

Definition 1 Ler p,o € D(A). The Umegaki relative entropy (also called quantum relative entropy) is
defined by [Ume54]

D(pllo) := Tr[p(log p — log o)], (5)
if supp(p) C supp(o) and +oo otherwise.

Definition 2 Let p,o € ©(A). The Petz Rényi divergence is defined by [Pet86]

Da(pllo) = log Tr [p®0' =], (6)

a—1



ifa€(0,1) ora € (1,4+00) with supp(p) C supp(o), and +oo otherwise.

Definition 3 Let p,o € D(A). The Sandwiched Rényi divergence is defined by [MLDS™ 13, WWY14]

1 lma l-a]®
1 log Tr [0 20 PO 2 } , (7)

Da(pllo) =

ifa € (0,1)ora € (1,+00) with supp(p) C supp(c), and +0oo otherwise.
Definition 4 Let p,o € D(A), € € [0, 1]. The quantum hypothesis testing relative entropy is defined by
D% (pllo) == —loginf{Tr[Ilo] : 0 < T < I, Tr[llp] > 1 — &}. (8)

The following result establishes an inequality relating hypothesis testing relative entropy and the
Sandwiched Rényi divergence [CMW 16, Lemma 5].

Lemma 5 Forany a € (1,+00) and € € (0,1), it holds [CMWI16]

~ a
Dy (pllo) <Da(PHU)+EIOg176- 9)
Definition 6 Ler p, o € ©(A). The max-relative entropy is defined by [Dat09, Ren05]
Dmax(pllo) ==1loginf {t eR : p<to}, (10)

if supp(p) C supp(c) and +o0o otherwise. Let F(p, o) := ||/p\/7|l1 + /(1 — Tr p)(1 — Tr o) be the
generalized fidelity and P(p,c) = /1 — F?(p,0) be the purified distance. Let ¢ € (0,1). Then the
smooth max-relative entropy is defined by

D¢ = inf  Dyax(p’ 11
max (Pll7) it max(P'[|o), (1)

where the infimum is taken over all subnormalized states that are € close to the state p.

Definition 7 Let p,o € ©(A) and ¢ € [0,1]. Three variants of information spectrum relative entropy
are respectively defined by [TH13, DL14]

Di(pllo) :=sup{y € R: Tr(p{p < 270}) <&} (12)
Di(pllo) :=sup{y € R: Tr(p —270)1 > 1 —¢} (13)
Di(pllo) :=inf{y e R: Tr(p —270)4 < e} (14)

The divergence between quantum states can be naturally extended to quantum channels. The main
idea is to quantify the maximum divergence between the outputs from the channels.

Definition 8 Ler D be a divergence between quantum states. Let Ny M € CPTP(A — B). Then the
channel divergence induced by D is defined in the worst-case scenario by [LKDWI8]

DWN|M):= sup D (Na,p(¥ra)|Masp(®ra)), (15)
JED(RA)

where the supremum is taken over all quantum states ) on systems R® A and R is of arbitrary dimension.

Note that as a consequence of purification, data processing, and the Schmidt decomposition, the
supremum can be restricted to be with respect to pure states and the reference system R is isomorphic to
the channel input system A.

Some properties for state divergence can be naturally extended to the channel divergences, for exam-
ple, the following continuity holds.



Lemma 9 Forany N', M € CPTP(A — B), it holds [CMWI6]

lim Do (VM) = lim Do(MM) = DV M) . (16)

Moreover, if the state divergence D is superadditive under tensor product of states, then the channel
divergences D defined above is also superadditive under tensor product of channels. That is, D(N7 ®
Nao||[Myp @ Ms) = D(N;i||[M1) + D(N32||Ms) for any N7, My € CPTP(A; — By) and Ny, My €
CPTP(A2 — Ba). However, different than state divergences, channel divergences are not additive in
general [FFRS20], motivating the definition of their regularization.

Definition 10 Let D be a divergence between quantum states. Let N'y, M € CPTP(A — B). Then the
regularized channel divergence induced by D is defined by

1

D"8(N||M) := sup — D (N®" | M®™) | (17)
neN 1

If D is superadditive for states, then it is superadditive for channels and we have

1

D"8(N||M) = lim — D (N®"|M®"). (18)
n—oo n

Another way to induce a channel divergence is to use the idea of amortization.

Definition 11 Let D be a divergence between quantum states. Let Ny M € CPTP(A — B). The
amortized channel divergence induced by D is defined by [BHKW1S]

DAWNIIM) = swp [ D (Nasp(ra)liMasp(ra)) = D (Wrallera) |, (19)
Y,0€D(RA)

where the supremum is taken over all quantum states 1, o on R @ A and R is of arbitrary dimension.

It is worth noting that channel divergences have been used as vital tools to many fundamental ar-
eas including the resource theory of quantum channels [CG19, GW19, WW19b, FL20, RT21], quan-
tum communication [WFD19, BHKW 18, WFT19, FFRS20, FWTB20], quantum coherence [DFW 18,
SCG20], fault-tolerant quantum computing [WWS19] and quantum thermodynamics [FBB19].

2.3 Quantum channel discrimination

The task of channel discrimination is very similar to that of state discrimination. For a given unknown
quantum channel G, one aims to identify it from the possible candidates A" or M. The standard approach
of discrimination is to perform hypothesis testing that distinguishes between the null hypothesis and
the alternative hypothesis. What makes the channel discrimination different is the diverse choice of
discrimination strategies.

There are at least three different classes of available strategies illustrated in Figure 1.
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(a) Product strategy (b) Coherent strategy (c) Sequential strategy

Figure 1: Three different classes of strategies for quantum channel discrimination.



Each class of strategies is composed with two parts (S, II,,), where S,, is a method to generate a
testing state and II,, (0 < II,, < I) defines is a quantum test (a binary quantum measurement) {II,,, [ —
I1,,} performed on this state.

Product strategy In a product strategy (Figure 1(a)) the testing state is created by choosing a sequence
of input states p; € ©(R;A;) and sending them to the unknown channel G individually. The generated
testing state is given by G¥"(®"_; ¢;). The class of all product strategies is denoted as PRO. Note that
the input states considered here are not restricted to have the i.i.d. structure (e.g. ©®™) but general tensor
product states. That is, we allow choosing different input states for different instances of G, which makes
a difference with the product strategy discussed in [CMW 16].

Coherent strategy In a coherent strategy (Figure 1(b)) the testing state is created by choosing an input
state 1, € D(RA"™) on the joint quantum systems and sending the corresponding register to each copy
of the channel. The generated testing state is given by G®"(v/,,). The class of all product strategies
is denoted as COH. It is clear that if our choice of 1, is of a tensor product structure ®;* ; ¢; with
i € D(R;A;) we get effectively a product strategy. Thus we have the set inclusion PRO C COH.

Sequential strategy In a sequential strategy (Figure 1(c)) the testing state is created in an adaptive way.
That is, we first choose an initial state ¢, € ©(R; A7) and send it to one copy of the channel G followed
by applying an update channel P;. After this, apply another copy of the channel G and then an update
channel Ps. Repeat his process n times. We get the final testing state GoP,,_10---0Py0Go P0G (1)
with P; € CPTP(R;B; — R;+1A,+1). The class of all sequential strategies is denoted as SEQ. It is clear
that if all update channels P; are chosen as identity maps the sequential strategy reduces to a coherent
strategy. Thus we have COH C SEQ.

For a given strategy (.S, I1,,), let p,,(Sy,) and 0,,(Sy,) be the testing state generated by n uses of the
channel depending on whether it is N or M. One can define the Type I and Type II errors as

(Type )  a,(Sp,I1,) := Tr[(I — I1,,) pn(Sn)], (Type Il) 3, (Sn, I1,) := Tr[l1,,0,,(Sn)]. (20)

Since it is not always possible to perform perfect discrimination (i.e. both errors are equal to zero
simultaneously), one instead is interested in the asymptotic behavior of o, and 3,, as n — oo, expecting
there to be a tradeoff between minimizing c,, and minimizing 3,.

3 Exponentially Strong Converse of Channel Hypothesis Testing

In this section we show the strong converse property of hypothesis testing of quantum channels under
coherent strategies. That is, any strategy to make the Type II error decays with an exponent larger than
Dreg(N|| M) will unavoidably result in the Type I error converging to one in the asymptotic limit.

Theorem 12 Let N, M € CPTP(A — B) and N > 0. Consider any sequence of coherent channel
discrimination strategies with Type I error { oy, }nen and Type I error { By, } nen. If the Type I error has

1
lirginf - log B, =: r > D*8(N||M), (21)

then there exists ¢ > 0 such that the Type I error 1 — a,, < 27" for sufficiently large n.

Note that the presented result is stronger than a standard strong converse statement, as we have
shown not only the convergence but also the behavior of exponential convergence. Since the convergence
happens exponentially fast, we call this an exponentially strong converse property.

The exponentially strong converse property for channel discrimination under sequential strategies
also holds and will be discussed in Corollary 21. For now we will focus on coherent strategies.

The proof of Theorem 12 requires the following lemmas.



3.1 Lemmas needed for the proof of Theorem 12

The first lemma is an analog of a result of Ogawa and Nagaoka [ONOO] that was originally used to
establish the strong converse of quantum Stein’s lemma. A similar result was proved by Brandao and
Plenio for tensor product states [BP10]. Here we extend it further to permutation-symmetric states.

Lemma 13 Let p € R and py,, 0y, € D(A™) be symmetric under permutations of the n subsystems such
that supp(pn) C supp(oy,). Then, for any r € R and s € [0, 1] the following relation holds

Tr (pn _ Qunan)+ < Qfm“erlog Tr[p}fs] + 2fns(ufr)+s\A\ log(14n)+log Tr[pnox °] ' (22)

Proof Let II be the projection to the positive part of p,, — 2#"¢,, and II = Zm 1 awﬂx be a decom-
position of II into orthogonal rank-one projectors, where a, € {0,1} and > II, = Iy~ (i.e. the set
{II, } forms a von-Neumann rank-one projective measurement). In general, this decomposition of II is
not unique, and the precise choice of {II, } will be determined later on in the proof. Finally, denote by
pe = Tr[p,Il,], ¢ == Tr[o,I1;] (note that p, and g, depends on n), and let J be the set of all x for
which p, > 2+"q,. Since (p,, — 2" 0y,), = I (pn — 2""0y,) I1, we have

Tr (pn — 2™on), = Z az (pe — 2M"qy) < Z (Pe — 2""qy) < pr =Pr(7), (23)
x zed z€J

where Pr(J) is the probability of the set J with respect to the probability distribution {p, }. Note that the
set J can be written as

1 1
ﬁz{ﬂc : logpx>u+10gqx} : (24)
n n

We would like to replace the set J with two sets: one depends solely on p,, and the other only on g,.
This can be done in the following way. For any r € R define the two sets

1 1
30 = {x i —logpy = 7‘} and 7O = {:c : —logqy <r— ,u} . (25)
n n

Note that if z € J then either x € 31 or 2 € 32, We therefore conclude that
Tr (pn — 2"0), < Pr( 501 >> 4 Pr (3(2)) . (26)

From Cramér’s theorem [DZ98] it follows that

— log Pr <3(1)) > sup {nsr — log ZpHS} 27

s€[0,1]

— log Pr (3(2)) > sup {ns(u —r) —log szqgs} . (28)

s€[0,1]

We first bound (27) in terms of p,. For this purpose, let A € CPTP(A™ — A™) be the completely
dephasing map (also a pinching map) A(w) = > Il wIl, defined on all w € D(A™). Then, the
density matrix A (p,,) is diagonal (in the basis that the operators {II, } project to) with components {p, }
on its diagonal. Hence, denoting by man := I4n/|A|™ the completely mixed state in ©(A™), and by
a =1+ s, we get by direct calculation that

—log > pi"* = n(a—1)log|A| — (@ — 1) Dy (A(pn)||7an) - (29)

T

Since D, (A(pn)H’]TAn) =D, (A(pn)HA(ﬂ'An)) < D, (anﬂ'An), we get

logZpHs n(a—1)log|A| — (& = 1)Dq (pn||ran) = —log Tr [p3] = —log Tt [p),7*] . (30)



Together with (27), this gives the first term on the r.h.s. of (22).
For the second term, observe that

D peai® = Tr [A(pg) (A (04)) "] = Tr [pn (A (04)) "] - @31)

We now estimate this term by utilizing the symmetry of p,, and o,,. Since p,, and o, are symmetric under
permutations of the n subsystems they can be expressed as

Pn = @ IBNE@pfA and o, = @ IBMXJUSA (32)
Aelrr(Sn) AeIrr(Sn)

where A represents an irrep of the natural representation of the permutation group S, on A", and
P, 0 = 0. We therefore have

=20 = D 10 (o0 - 270 (33)
Aelrr(Sn)

The condition supp(p,) C supp(o,,) implies that without loss of generality we can assume that o, > 0
(otherwise we can restrict our consideration to the subspace of supp(o,,) and embed p,, in this space).
Therefore, under this assumption we have that each o) > 0. Let Py be the projector to the support

of (px — 2H"ay) 4> and let Py == Z‘ Ol ay ;P ; be a decomposition of P, into orthogonal rank-one
projectors, where ay ; € {0,1} and Z Py; = I9. Moreover, for each A\ € Irr(S,) decompose

A= Z'Bﬂ k) (10 kP, where {|thx k) }x forms an orthonormal basis of By. Finally, we denote
by z == {), 7, k} and take II,, :== | ) (V2 k|P> @ PACJ* With this choice of IT, we get that

Alo)= P Y [oaw) wrsl® @ PO PO

Aelrr(Sy) 4,k

_ B Cy _Cy pC
= P I*@Z]:PMMA*PM% 34)

A€lrr(Sp)

D 170 ap 0 (o)

Aelrr(Sn)
where each Ay () := >, Py j(+) P j is a completely dephasing map in CPTP(C\ — C)). Therefore,
Sopeg =T [ (A@) ] = 3 BT [oa(2x(02) ] - (35)
Aelrr(Sy)

From the pinching inequality, for each A € Irr(S,) we have Ay(o)) > ‘C—lﬂa)\. Moreover, since the
function r — 7 is operator anti-monotone for « € [—1, 0] we get that

—s 1 -
A < | = . 36
@)™ < (1) oo
Substituting this into (35) gives
D petz < Y |CAPIBA T [paoy ] (37)
T A€lrr(Sp)

Now, since C'y can be viewed as a subspace of Sym"(A), its dimension cannot exceed that of Sym" (A)
which itself is bounded by (n + 1)I4]. We therefore conclude that

meqx (n+ 1)1l Z |BA| Tr [proy®] = (n+ 1) Ty [pnoy ] (38)
AEIrr(Sy)
Together with (28), this gives the second term on the r.h.s. of (22). |

The next lemma shows that the eigenvalues of the output from n use of a positive definite channel
are uniformly bounded by an exponential factor.



Lemma 14 Let N' € CPTP(A — B) and N > 0. Then, there exists b € (0, 1) such that for any n € N

dn n
el NE (pran)]o <27 (39)

Proof Since NV > 0 we have its Choi matrix .Jyy > 0. Then there exists 7 € D(B) with ||7|lec < 1
(e.g. the maximally mixed state) and its associated replacer channel ‘R such that tJn > Jg_ for some
t € (0,00). Equivalently, we have tN > R,. Sete := 1/t and then M := (N —eR;)/(1 —¢) > 0;in
particular, M € CPTP(A — B) and N = (1 — &) M + R .. Observe that

NEm =) (Z) (1—e)fe" " Fop (40)
k=0

where F,, , € CPTP(A™ — B"™) is a uniform convex combination of (Z) channels all having the form
MO g R?”_k up to permutations of the n channels. Now, observe that

HM@k ® R?n—k (PR”A")

| =M ) @k < =l @
o o0 oo

Note that the order that " and R, appear in the equation above does not effect this upper bound. There-
fore, since F,, i is a convex combination of such channels we conclude that also

1F ok (pRman)ll < lITlo0™ - (42)

Hence, for any p € D(R"A")

’ oo

IV (ppnan)]| . <3 (Z) (1= e | Fup (o)

k=0
n

n _ - 43
<> (3)a- ottt @3)

k=0

n
= (1= +Irlle)

The proof is completed by taking b :== 1 — € + ||7||oce Which is clearly in (0, 1). [ |

The next lemma shows that by utilizing the permutation symmetry of tensor product channels we
can restrict the optimal input states in the discrimination strategies to be symmetric states. This reduces
the problem from the most general form to a particular one that can be tackled more easily.

Lemma 15 Ler N, M € CPTP(A — B). For any n € N there exists a pure state |p) € Sym"(RA)
such that

peD(RnA) Dy (N (rnan) [ MO (VRn an)) = Dip (N (9 ) M (@0 pn)) - (44)

Proof First recall a variational expression of the hypothesis testing relative entropy [BG17, Eq.(2)]
Diz(pllo) = —logmax {(1 — &)t — Tr(tp — o)+ } - (45)
Therefore, we have
Dy (N®|M®™) = —log max {(1 —e)t — Tr (tN®" (Ypnan) — M®”(¢RnAn))+} . (46)

for some state g 4n € D (R A™). Let

1

WX RNAN = E Z ’7T> <7T’X ® Pﬂ-anAnP: (47)
‘eSS,
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where X is a ‘flag’ system of dimension | X| = n!. By construction, the marginal state wgn4n is
symmetric under permutations (i.e. has support on Sym”™(RA)), so there exists a symmetric purification
of wrn on which we denote by ¢cnpgn gn, where C =2 RA [Ren05, Lemma 4.2.2]. Let wpxprnan be a
purification of wx gn 4» and thus also a purification of wgn 4n. Since all purifications of a density matrix
are related via isometries, there exists an isometry Vion_,px such that

wpxrran = (Vonpx)pongnan(Venpx)T. (48)

Taking a partial trace of the system D on both sides gives
wxpnAn = Ecnx (Ponpnan) (49)

where £(-) = Trp V(-)V1 € CPTP(C™ — X). Let R := CR, then |p 5, 4») € Sym"(RA) and

Tr (t/\/'®" (Phnan) = M®n(‘PRnAn))+

> Tr (V" (wxmnan) = M (@xmoar)) | (50)
1 n * n *
= g; Tr (tNE" (Prtpgn an Py) — M® (Pﬂzm{nmPW))+ (51)

= Tr (tNC" (Ygnan) — MZ* (hgnan)) (52)

_l’_

where the first inequality follows from the data processing inequality of Tr(-), !, the first equality
follows from the block diagonal structure of N'®" (w X Rn An) — tM®" (w X Rn An), the second equal-
ity follows because Tr(-); is unitary invariant and N'®" M®" commute with permutations. Together
with (46), we can conclude that

Dy (N®"|[M®™) < — logr?eaRx {(1 —e)t — Tr (ANE" (@ gn 4n) — M®"(<pRnAn))+}

= Dir (N (£ nan) [IME" (@040 ))-

This completes the proof. |

(53)

Remark 1 We say that a quantum divergence, D, satisfies the direct sum property if there exists a
one-to-one function f : Ry — R, such that for any pair of cq-states p,o € D(XA) of the form
pxa =Y, pelr) (¥ @ pand oX4 =3 p.|z)(x|¥ ® 02 where {p,} is a probability distribution
and p,,0, € D(A), we have f~! (D (PXAHUXA)) =Y pft (D (prazA)). The direct sum
property is essentially equivalent to the general mean property used by Rényi and Miiller-Lennert et al.
for its generalization to the quantum case and holds for almost all the quantum divergences studied in
the literature. Following a similar proof, we can show that Lemma 15 holds for any quantum divergence
with the direct sum property.

Lemma 16 Let o € ©(A) andt € (0,1/|Al|]. For each T € ©(A) such that T4 > t14 define

fo(7) = Tr [o(log 7)%] — (Tr[olog 7])* . (54)
Then,
max fo(7) < lo]loo log® (1+¢7" — |A]) . (55)
T>t1
Proof Setd := |A| and let 7 = Zi:l pz|z) (x| be the spectral decomposition of 7. Denote by

¢z = (x|o|z). With these notations

d d
fo(T) = g@(ﬁ) = Z qq:(logpx)Q - (Z dx Ingx)Q (56)
=1 =1

! This can be easily seen from the equation Tr(X), = (|| X||1 4+ Tr X)/2 and the data processing inequality of trace norm.

11



where ¢ := (q1,...,qq)" and 7 = (p1,...,pq)". We first fix the basis {|z)} (so that ¢'is a fixed vector)
and maximize over {p, }. Note that the condition 7 > ¢I implies p, > t for all x € [d]. First, note that
if p'is a critical point of the function gz then for all « € [d]

99¢(p) _ 2q
0= 8‘;? x(l 0g P — qu log p.) (57)
which is only possible if log p, = Zi’:l ¢z log p, forall x € [d]. This implies thatpy = pe = -+ = pyg

so we must have ' = 4, where # is the uniform probability vector in ©(d). However, since gg(@) = 0
we conclude that the maximum of the function fz(p) does not occur at the critical point of fz. This
mean that the maximum occur at the boundary of the set & := {p'€ D(d) : p, >tV x € [d]}. A
vector p € D(A) is in the boundary of & if and only if one of its component equals to t. For simplicity
suppose p; = t. Then, we can define the function gg(p2, ..., pa) ‘= gg4(t, p2, ..., pa) and continue with the
maximization of gg(p2, ..., pa) over all {p2, ..., pq}. Similar arguments as above would implies that the
maximum of gg(pa, ..., pa) is obtained at the boundary, and therefore one of the components {ps, ..., pq}
must be equal to ¢. Continuing in this way we conclude that the maximum of gz(p) is obtained if (d — 1)
of the components of p'are equal to ¢, and therefore the remaining component is equal to 1 — (d — 1)t.
Let y € [d] be the index for which p, = s := 1 — (d — 1)t and p, = t for all z # y. Then, for such a
we have )
970 = 4y (log s)* + > qu(logt)? — <Qy logs + > q.log t)
TFY TFY

9 2
= qy(logs)” + (1 — g,)(logt)* — (Qy logs + (1 — ¢y) log t) (58)
s\ 2
= Qy(l - Qy) <10g ;)
We therefore conclude that
max f,(7) =log? (1 +t ! — d) max {¢z(1 — ¢z) }
TED(A)
>t (59)

< max{q, } log? (1 +¢t - d) = [|o[|o0 log® (1 +t - d) ,

where the maximum in all the lines above is over = € [d] and over all orthonormal bases {|x)} of A.
This completes the proof. ]

The last lemma we need is the following.
Lemma 17 Let {py, }nen and {0y, }nen be two sequences of states with the following properties:
1. Foreachn € N the states py,, oy, € D(A™) are symmetric under permutations of the n subsystems.
2. There exists two numbers a,b € (0, 1) such that o, > a"Ign and a™I4, < pn < V"1gn.
3. The supremum v := sup,ey {2 D(pp|lon)} < 00.
Then, for every . > v there exists ¢ > 0 such that Tr (p, — 2" 0y,) . < 27" for sufficiently large n.

Proof From Lemma 13 we have that for any »r € R and s € [0, 1]

Tr (pn — 2™0n), < 9=npn(s) 4 9=nqn(s) (60)

where
Pa(s) =1s — = log Tr[p, "] (61)
an(s) = (1) — 4B Ly o). (©2)

The assertion can be proved by finding suitable choices of r and s.
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We set r = —1H(p,) + 36 with § > 0 and denote f(s) := log Tr[p}™*]. Since f(0) = 0 and
1/(0) = —H(py,) from Taylor’s theorem, there exists ¢ € [0, s] such that

£(8) = ~H{pn)s + 51" (1)5" (©3)

Substituting this into the expression of p, (s) gives

1 1 1 1 1 1
pn(s) = <—nH(pn) + 26) s+ 5[—[(,0”)5 - %f"(t)s2 = 585 - %f”(t)s2 . (64)
Now, a direct calculation gives
) 9 pl-l-t
f"(t) = Tr [we(log pn)?] — (Tr [welog pp])”  where  w; = T [;Ht} . (65)
n
Since p, = a"™Ia» we get from Lemma 16 that
F7(t) < lwilloo log(1 = [A] +a7") < [|wt]|oon® log?(a) - (66)
We also have
b(l-‘rt)n ¢
Willoo S 77 - (67)

Since the function 7 + r' with ¢ € [0, 1] is operator monotone, and since p, > a™l4, we get that
pl, = a™ I sn. Therefore,
Trlp, "] = Tr[pnpl) > o™ . (68)

Substituting this into the previous equation gives

pLHEN"
||Wt||oo < (at) . (69)
Therefore, by taking 0 < s < —28®) we oot t < 5 < =120 which implies Yt < 1 so that
y g log(b/a) W€ 8L L S log(b/a) plhies =

llwt||oo goes to zero exponentially fast with n. We therefore conclude that for any 0 < s < 1ogl(()l§/(2§ and

sufficiently large n

—15—5” >15 70
pn(s)—2s 2nf (t)/4s > 0. (70)

We next bound ¢, (s). For any x> v, it also holds ;1 — 2§ > v for small enough ¢. Then

1 1 log(1 +n 1 _
gn(s) = s <,u + EH(p”) — 25) - sA\g(n) - log Tr[pno,,°] . (71)
Observe also that 4 > v+26 > = D(py,||oy)+ 26, and for sufficiently large n the quantity | A| log(”H) <
%5 . Hence, for sufficiently large n
1 1 .
gn(s) = s |6 — - Tr[pp logoy] | — - log Tr[pn0,,°] (72)
Let g(s) = log Tr[p,0, °] and observe that g(0) = 0 and ¢’(0) = — Tr[p,logo,]. From Taylor’s

theorem there exists ¢ € [0, s] such that g(s) = g(0) + ¢/(0)s + 3¢”(¢)s*. Substituting this into the
inequality above we get

1 1 1 1
Qn(s) Z s (6 - n Tr[pn log Un]) + ESlog Tr[pn log Un] - %gll(t)SQ =80 — %g”(t)SQ . (73)
Now, a straightforward calculation gives

7t/2p —t/2

g nOn
Jg'(t) =Tr [nt(log an)Q] — (Tr [ log O'n])2 where 1, = m ) (74)
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Since 0, = a™ 14~ we get from Lemma 16 that

g"(t) < nelloo log®(1 — [A] + a™") < |[nel|son® log® (a) (75)
Now, ) )
—t/2 —t/2 _
nOn bn nt n n
il = Ao Pron e P flontllee 1 <b> < <b> . ae)
Tr[PnUn ] Tr(pnon ] Tr[pnon ] at at

where the first inequality follows because p, < b™1I4n, the second inequality follows because o, >
a™I 4n, in the last inequality we used the fact that o, < I4n sothato,, ~t > I 4» and therefore Trlpno,, ] >
1. Therefore, for t < 1982 we have 7 < 1 in which case ||7:]|c goes to zero exponentially fast with n.

loga
Hence, for 0 < s < logb and sufﬁ01ently large n we have
qn(s) = s6 — ig”(t)s2 > 135 >0 (77)
n = 2n = 2 .

Combining (60), (70), (77) and letting c : 835 we have

1

Tr (pn — 2on), <272°00 4275000 <97 (78)

+

for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof. |

We are now in the position to prove Theorem 12.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 12

Consider a sequence of strategies with Type I error {c, } e and Type Il error { 8, }en. By the assump-
tion of (21), for sufficiently large n and sufficiently small § > 0 we have

_% log B, > D™E(N||M) + 26, (79)
Let ) € ®(R™A™) be such that
Dy (N®M|M®™) = Dy (N (Ygnan) || M (YRnan)) (80)
and for simplicity, denote by p,, == N®"(¢)gnan) and by 0,, := M (3 gn an). From Lemma 15 we
can assume without loss of generality that p,, and o, are symmetric under permutations. With these
notations and the variational expression of D%, (45) we have
Dy (N[ M) = ~log max {(1 — &)t — Tr(tpn — an)+} . 81)
Set == D™8(N||M) + 4. Taking ¢t = 27" in the equation above gives
DS (N®™|| ME™) < np — log (1 e Ty (pn — 2"“Jn)+> . (82)
Since the strategy considered is clearly a feasible solution for D" (N®"|| M®™), we have
—log B < D% (NE™|ME™) < npt — log (1 — i — Tr (pn — 2 0,) ) (83)
which is equivalent to
1—ap < 9—n(—1 log fn—p) +Tr (pp — 2"a,) . (84)
From (79) we have —+ log Bn — 1 > &, which implies

9—n(— 7 108 Bn—p) <27, (85)
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We next bound the second term Tr (p,, — 2"#0y,), by using Lemma 17. Let p € D(RA) be the maxi-
mally entangled state and define

®n c D(R"A™) (86)

Wp YR A +

o n
146, 1+6n(p

where 8, := 27"(#+9)_ Denote also by j,, = NE"(wy), &, == MP(w,), p = N(p) and o :== M(p).
Observe that
pn = (1+6,)pn — 6,p®" and o, = (1 +6,)5, — 6,0 . (87)

We therefore have

Tr (pn —2"Mop), = Tr <(1 4 60) (P — 26) — 6 (p®" — 2nug®"))

+
(14 6n) Tr (pn — 2™6) | + 6 Tr (0" — 2™0®") | — (1 —2")5,  (88)

<
< (1+0,) Tr (p — 2™6n) , + 270,

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 31 in the Appendix and the second inequality follows
because Tr (p®” — 2"“0@’”) + S1 (also from Lemma 31). By definition, p,, and &,, are symmetric
under permutations, and

1 o 1 1
S D (pnl|n) = —D (NF" (wn) [ M (wn)) < —D (N M) < DN M) < (89)
Moreover, observe that the minimum eigenvalue of j,, (also of &,,) satisfies 2

N on no Lo _,_ L
)\min(pn) = m)\min (N(QD)) = *<2 H 6)\min (N(SD))> Za (90)

2
for some a € (0, 1). Finally, from Lemma 14 it follows that A\pax(pr) < b™ for some b € (0, 1) so that

1 )
[ —L

T, ¢ 7‘\max n<~n 1
50,0 T 1y, e <P ©D

)\max (ﬁn) <

where b := max{b, Amax(p)} < 1. Thatis, p,, and &,, satisfies all the conditions of Lemma 17. So there
exists ¢ > 0 such that Tr (p,, — 2"#G,,), < 27", Together with (88) we have

Tr (pp — 2™0,), <2-274" 42700 272" 92)

for sufficiently large n, where the second inequality holds by taking co := %min{%cl, d}. Finally,
combining (84), (85) and (92) we have

1—ay, <2704 27@n Lo (93)

for sufficiently large n and ¢ := % min{d, co}. This completes the proof.

4 Limits of Channel Divergence

In this section we show that the exponentially strong converse of channel hypothesis testing in Theo-
rem 12 directly implies some foundational results on the limits of channel divergences. In particular, the
first implication of Theorem 12 is a complete analog of Stein’s lemma for quantum channels.

Theorem 18 (Channel Stein’s Lemma) Let N, M € CPTP(A — B) and N' > 0. Then, for any
e € (0,1) it holds

lim lqu (NEH|M®™) = D8N ||M) . (94)

n—oo N

% Note that for two Hermitian operators X, Y it holds Amin(X) = Amin(Y) if X > Y.
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Proof We prove the achievable direction first. The proof of this direction relies on the relation of
the hypothesis testing relative entropy and the Petz Rényi divergence (see Lemma 32 in the Appendix).
Applying Lemma 32 to channel divergence gives

— o' h(«) 1
DS > D, “E(RY e (2, 95
AVIAD) > Do M) + 2 (M) g (1)) 5)
forany o € (0,1) and ¢ € (0, 1). Therefore,
1 1 1—
liminf = Dy (V| M) > lim —D, (V=" M) = sup — Dy (V& ME)
minf D (M| ME") > lim = Da (N7 | M®") = sup = Do (N7 M5T) (96)
Hence,

lim inf lqu (./\/'®”HM®") > sup sup lﬁa (J\f®”HM®”)
n—oo 1 ag(0,1)neN T
=sup sup lﬁa (NVE™|MmE)
neNae(0,1) ™ 97)
— sup - D (N&"|| ME™)
neN T

= D*8(N[M)

where the first equality follows by swapping the two suprema, the second equality follows by the fact that
SUPge(0,1) Da(N M) = lim,_,1- Do(N||M) = D(N|M) (see Lemma 9), the last equality follows
by definition.

As for the converse direction, suppose lim sup,, ., D3, (N®"|| M®") > D&(N|| M), then there
exists a subsequence ny, such that lim,, . %D% (NEmk|| M®nk) > Dreg(N||M). This implies a
sequence of strategies such that the Type I error o, < € and the Type II error lim,,, oo — % log By, >
D™2(N||M). By Theorem 12, we know that the second condition implies 1 — a,, < 2" for some

¢ > 0, which contradicts to the first condition o, < €. This completes the proof. [ |

Besides the hypothesis testing relative entropy, quantum divergences such as the max-relative entropy
and information spectrum relative entropies also play a crucial role in information processing such as data
compression, randomness extraction and source coding [TH13, DL.14]. Of particular importance are their
asymptotic equipartition properties (AEP). Here we establish the AEP of their channel divergences.

Theorem 19 Ler D° € {D%,, , D, DS, D5} be one of the quantum divergences. Let ¢ € (0,1) and

max?

N, M € CPTP(A — B) with N > 0. Then it holds

lim ~D* (NE||ME™) = D8N M). (98)

n—oo n,

Proof This result can be seen as a direct consequence of the channel Stein’s lemma in Theorem 18.
As the proof works similarly for all D° € {D%,, , D%, D, D5}, we only showcase the proof for D,
without loss of generality.

For any two quantum states p,o € D(A), any ¢ € (0,1), and any &' € (0,1 — ¢) it is known
that [DKF* 14, Proposition 4.1] [DMHB13, Theorem 11],

/ 1—1g2 2
D (pllo) +1og (1 — £ — ') < Dirus (pll0) < Dy = (pllor) + log () | ©9)

Applying this to channel divergence gives
/ _ 1.2 2
D5 (NIM) +1log (1 — e — &) < D5y VIM) < Dy 2% (N]|M) + log <€2> (100)
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Taking n copies of A/ and M we get

%Di} (Ve[ M=) + %log (1-e-¢)

1 1 1-1g2 1 2
< = D5 WO ME™) < =Dy 25 (MO M) + = log <2> . (101)
n n n €
From the channel Stein’s Lemma in Theorem 18 we get that for ' > 0 we have

lim %D% (NETME™) = lim lD}ﬁaQ (NE|ME™) = D™E(N M) . (102)

n—oo n—oo N

Therefore, taking the limit n — oo in (101) we get that

lim lD;&X (NVE||ME™) = D8N |M) . (103)
n—oo N

Finally, the proofs for DS, 52 and D? work similarly by using their one-shot equivalent relations with
Dy in [TH13, Lemma 12] and [DL14, Proposition 2]. |

Note that our results are stronger than the usual AEPs as they hold for any fixed € € (0, 1) instead of
vanishing ¢. In this sense, we will call such a result by the strong asymptotic equipartition property.

As Dy and Dy are the two extreme cases of one-shot quantum divergences, Theorems 18 and 19
implies that the strong asymptotic equipartition property holds for any divergence between Dy and
Dinax after appropriate smoothing.

Besides the above strong asymptotic equipartition properties, the exponentially strong converse in
Theorem 12 also implies the continuity of the regularized (amortized) Sandwiched Rényi channel diver-
gence at o = 1, addressing the open question left in [FF21, Remark 5.6] and leading to a deeper under-
standing of channel discrimination in the strong converse regime. Moreover, this continuity implies that
the exponentially strong converse also holds for channel discrimination under sequential strategies.

Theorem 20 Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) and N > 0.

lim D'&(N|M) = inf DX8(N||M) = D*8(N||M). (104)
a—1+ a>1
As a consequence,
lim DA(NV||M) = inf DA(N||M) = DAN|M). (105)
a—1t a>1

Proof Note that the Sandwiched Rényi divergence between states is monotone-increasing in «. So
this directly implies the monotonicity of Dis and thus the first equality in (104). It remains to show
the second equality. For any a > 1, we have Dy®*(N|M) > D™8(N|M). Thus it is clear that
infos1 Do ®(N||M) > D*8(N|M). We now prove the other direction. If inf,~1 Do ®(N|| M) >
D™&(N|| M), we can find a real number r such that inf,~1 Do ®(N||M) > r > D*8(N||M). Con-
sider a sequence of coherent channel discrimination strategies such that the Type II error converges at
an exponential rate . By the result [FF21, Theorem 5.5 and Remark 5.6], we know that the strong
converse exponent is zero since r < infys1 Do ®(N|| M), which means the Type I error does not
exponentially converge to one. However, by Theorem 12, the condition r» > D"8(N||M) implies
that the Type I error has to converge exponentially to one, which forms a contradiction and concludes
that infas1 DIE(N||M) < D™8(N||M). Finally, the assertion for the amortized channel diver-
gence directly follows from Dg®(N|M) = DZ(N||M) [FF21, Theorem 5.4] and D™&(N[|M) =
DA(N|| M) [FFRS20, Corollary 3]. n
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Corollary 21 Let Ny M € CPTP(A — B) and N > 0. Consider any sequence of sequential channel
discrimination strategies with Type I error {au, }nen and Type Il error {5y} nen. If the Type II error has

1

lim inf —= log B, =: r > DA(N||M), (106)
n—oo n

then there exists ¢ > 0 such that the Type I error 1 — o, < 27" for sufficiently large n.

Proof By the result in [WBHK?20, Proposition 20], for any sequential strategies and o: > 1 it holds

Liog—ay > 2 (—ilogﬁn - fvéwum) . (107

o

By the assumption (106), there exists § > 0 such that — X log 3, > r — § > D*(N|| M) for sufficiently
large n. Since r > D*(N||M) and lim,, 1+ DZ(N||M) = DA(N|| M), then there exists o > 1 such
thatr — § > DZ} (N[ M). Then we have

1 ~ ~
—Elogﬁn—Dgo(./\/'HM) >r— 48— DA (N|M) =:b>0, (108)
and
1 —1
—log(l—am) = N p e >0, (109)
n (&7))
which is equivalent to 1 — a,, < 27", This completes the proof. |

5 Channel Discrimination and Channel Divergence

The task of channel discrimination aims to distinguish a quantum channel from the other under a given
type of strategy. A standard approach for discrimination is to perform hypothesis testing and make a
decision based on the testing result. However, two types of error (Type I error and Type Il error) arise. In
the same spirit of state discrimination, one can study the asymptotic behavior of these errors in different
operational regimes, particularly,

* Stein exponent regime that studies the exponent of the exponential decay of the Type II error given
that the Type I error is within a constant threshold,;

* strong converse exponent regime that studies the exponent of the exponential convergence of the
Type I error given that the Type II error exponentially decays;

* error exponent regime that studies the exponent of the exponential convergence of the Type I error
given that the Type II error exponentially decays.

The discrimination between quantum states in different operational regimes has been well-studied.
In particular, there is a nice correspondence between the regime studied and the divergence of quantum
states. More precisely, the Stein exponent is given by the Umegaki relative entropy [HP91, ONOO], the
strong converse exponent is determined by the Sandwiched Rényi divergence [MO15], and the error
exponent is determined by the Petz Rényi divergence [Hay07, Nag06, ANSVO08b]. However, when
it comes to channel discrimination, the situation becomes much involved due to the diverse range of
discrimination strategies and different extensions of channel divergence.

In this section we give a systematic study of the interplay between the strategies of channel discrimi-
nation (e.g., sequential, coherent, product), the operational regimes (e.g., error exponent, Stein exponent,
strong converse exponent), and three variants of channel divergences (e.g., Petz, Umegaki, Sandwiched).
We find a nice correspondence summarized in Table 2, which shows that the proper divergences to use
(Petz, Umegaki, Sandwiched) are determined by the operational regime of interest, while the types of
channel extension (one-shot, regularized, amortized) are determined by the discrimination strategies.
The solution of each particular case includes both direct and converse parts. Existing results are either
for specific channels (e.g replacer channels [CMW16], cq channels [BHKW18]) or providing partial
solutions (e.g. weak converse [WW19b], strong converse bounds [BHKW18]). Our main contributions
(highlighted in yellow) are mostly on the strong converse parts, contributing to a complete picture of
channel discrimination in this unified framework.
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Figure 2: A table of relations between the operational regimes, channel discrimination strategies and channel
divergences. The symbol [*] represents contributions in this paper. “¢”,“¢”” and “?” represent that the case is
solved, partially solved and not solved, respectively. Some key references are also included.

5.1 Stein exponent

In this subsection we consider minimizing the Type II error probability, under the constraint that the Type
I error probability does not exceed a constant threshold € € (0, 1). We characterize the exact exponent,
named Stein exponent, with which the Type II error exponentially decays.

Definition 22 (Stein exponent) Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) and ¢ € (0,1). The Stein exponents of
quantum channel discrimination by the strategy class Q) € {PRO, COH, SEQ} are defined by

B nap (1A M) = limsup —Dfy o (V=" M), (110)
EQ inf (€| V[|M) := lim inf — DHQ(N®”HM®”> (111)
where
D5 oW M) = sup {—Hogﬁn(sn,nn) (ST < } (112)
(S, I, )ER n

the supremum is taken over all possible stategies (Sy,I1,,) € Q satisfying the condition.

The non-asymptotic quantity in (112) can also be written as a notion of hypothesis testing relative
entropy between the testing states,

Dy o(N®" M) = sup D5 (pn(Sn)llon(Sn)), (113)

where the hypothesis testing relative entropy on the r.h.s. is between two quantum states which is defined
in (8) and the supremum is taken over all strategies S,, € (2 that generate the testing states p,, (.S, ) and
01 (Sy). More explicitly, when = PRO, we have p,,(Sy,) = N®™(&"_; ;), o (Sn) = MO (R i)
and the supremum is taken over all p; € D(R;A;). When Q = COH, we have p,(S,) = N®"(¢,,),
on(Sn) = M®"(1),) and the supremum is taken over all 1, € D(RA™). When 2 = SEQ, we have
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Pn(sn) =No n—10-"" OPQONOPl ON(d}n)a Un(Sn) =MoP,_10---0ProMoP; OM(wn)
and the supremum is taken over all ¢, € D(R1 A1) and P; € CPTP(R;B; — Ri11A41).

Theorem 23 Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) and £ € (0,1). It holds

Epro sup (VM) = Epgo ins (6| V| M) = DN M). (114)

Proof It suffices to show that
1
Tim —Dfy oo (N[ ME™) = DIV M), (115)

For the achievable part, let o € ©(RA) be an optimal input state for D(N || M), i.e., DN ()| M(p)) =
D(N||M). Using ©®" as the input state in the product strategy, we have

Effoant (SIVIM) > Timinf D5 (W ()" [IM(£)]") = D (@) M) = DINIM), (116)

where the first equality follows from the quantum Stein’s lemma [HP91, ONOO] and the second equality
follows from the optimality assumption of ¢. For the converse part, consider any input states ®;"_; ¢;
with ¢; € D(R;A;) and o > 1 we have

e (& NI WNeln (& 3 N
~Dj (i®1N(¢z) <§>1 M(‘Pz)) <~ Da (i®1/\/(s01) Qg M(goz)> + o log (117)
1 - ~ 1 « 1
= 2 Do, (N (i) [|M(2)) + e (118)
< DalNIM) + - log -, (119)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 5, the first equality follows from the additivity of Sand-
wiched Rényi divergence under tensor product states, the second inequality follows from the definition
of channel divergence. Taking the supremum of all input states ®;'_; ¢; and taking the limit of n — oo,
we have

. 1 ~
Ebro sup (VM) = lim sup ED%,PRO(N(Xm”M@n) < Do(NV|[M). (120)
n—oo
Finally, taking o — 1 and applying Lemma 9 we have the converse part. |

Note that we can actually extend the input choices of product strategy to convex combination of
tensor product states 27:1 P;(®1 @i ;). In this case Theorem 23 still holds by adding an extra step
in the proof of the converse part and using the joint quasi-convexity of the Sandwiched Rényi diver-
gence (e.g. [MO15, Corollary 3.16]). This indicates that shared randomness between the input states for
each uses of the channel will not help to get a faster convergence rate of the type II error for channel
discrimination.

Theorem 24 Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) with N > 0 and ¢ € (0, 1). Then, it holds

E¢om sup (EIN M) = Egop it (e| N[ M) = D*(N||M). (121)

Proof The assertion is basically a restatement of Theorem 18 by noting that Df; oy (N ®”HM®") =
D5 (NE || ME™). u
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Theorem 25 Let N';, M € CPTP(A — B) with N > 0 and € € (0,1). Then, it holds

ESq sup (EVIIM) = ESgq ing (VM) = DAV M). (122)

Proof By definition it is clear that Eg, ;¢ (¢| V[ M) is monotone increasing in ¢. Thus for any fixed
e € (0,1) we have

Bl e (VM) > 1im Efg (eI M) = DA M), (123)

where the equality follows from [WW19b, Theorem 6].
Next we prove the converse part. For any 1, € ©(RA™), P; € CPTP(R;B; — R;1+14;+1), denote
pn=NoPy_j10---0PyoNoP;oN(y,) (124)
o'n:/\/lo'Pn,1o~~'oP20MoP10M(1/Jn). (125)

Due to Lemma 5, it holds for any o > 1 that

« 1

1 1~ 1
ED%(PnHUn) < HDOA(Pn”Jn) + no—1 log 1—2 (126)
Note that for any quantum state p, o and quantum channels £, F, we have by definition
Da(E(p)IF(0)) < D (E|F) + Dalpllo)- (127)

By using this relation and the data-processing inequality of D, iteratively, we have D, (pnllon) <
nDZ(N||M). This gives

o

(128)

1 ~ 1
—Dig(pnllra) < DANIM) + -~ log

1—¢

Taking on both sides the supremum over all sequential strategies following by the limit n — oo gives

a—1

B up (I IM) = limsup © Dy e (V" | M) < DANIM) . (129

Since the above inequality holds for all o« > 1, by taking o — 17 and using Theorem 20 we have
ES sup (€ V[IM) < DAN|M). (130)
This completes the proof. |

Note that Theorem 24 and 25 have been proved in [WW 19b, Theorem 3 and Theorem 6] for vanish-
ing . But our results here are stronger as it holds for any fixed € € (0, 1) without the need to take £ — 0.
This corresponds to the strong converse property of channel discrimination under coherent or sequential
strategies.

5.2 Strong converse exponent

In the task of state discrimination, the strong converse exponent is defined by

1 1

E*(r|p|lo) := inf {— lim inf — log Tr p®"1I,, : lim sup — log Tr c®"11,, < —T} , (131)
{1, } n—+oo N n—+oo N

where the infimum is taken over all possible sequences of quantum tests {II,, } ,cn satisfying the condi-

tion. It has been shown in [MO15, Theorem 4.10] that this exponent is precisely characterized by:

-1
E*(r|p|lo) = sup a
a>l &

r = Dalpllo)] . (132)

We aim to extend this result to the channel case.
Let us start by defining the strong converse exponent of channel discrimination.
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Definition 26 (Strong converse exponent) Let Ny M € CPTP(A — B) and r > 0. The strong con-
verse exponent of channel discrimination by the strategy class 2 € {PRO, COH, SEQ} is defined by

1 1
Eq(riNlM) = inf {— liminf ~log(1 — a5 (Sp, IIn)) - lim sup - log B (S, ITy) < —r} ;
(133)

(Sn,Iln

where the infimum is taken over all possible strategies (Sy,,11,,) € Q satisfying the condition.

Theorem 27 Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) and r > 0. Then it holds

a—1

Effo (rIV M) = sup ©= [r — Da(WM)] (134)

Proof We first prove the converse part which closely follows the proof of its state analog in [MO15,
Lemma 4.7]. For any product strategy ({¢;}1_;,IL,) with input states ¢; € D(R;A;) and measurement
opeartor 0 < II,, < I. Let p, = N®(Q™ | ¢;), o = MO (Q", ;) be the output states and
pn = (Tr ppI1,,, Tr p,, (I — 11,,)) and ¢y, := (Tr 0,11, Tr 0, (I — 1I,,) ) be the post-measurement states.
Then the Type I error is o, = Tr[(I — II,,)py,] and the Type II error is 3, = Tr[Il,,0,]. By definition
it suffices to consider sequences ({¢;}"",11,) such that limsup,,_, , ., < log 3, < —r. From the data-
processing of the Sandwiched Rényi divergence, we have for any o > 1 that

Ea(ﬂnnan) = 5a(pn||Qn)
1 _ o
— log [(Tr pnIl,)*(Tr 0, I1,) ' 0] = 1 log(1 — ay,) — log B, (135)

=

Q

This can be equivalently written as

a—1

1 1 1~
n n n

«

By the assumption of ({¢;}}* 1,1l ) and taking lim sup,,_,., on both sides, we have

.1 a—1 R
it a1 an) > 7 e i Dl 137

By the additivity of Sandwiched Rényi divergence under tensor product states and the definition of
channel divergence, we have Dy, (pp||on) = Y i Da(N(¢:)||M(¢;)) < nDo(N||M). Thus

a—1

[r _ EQ(NHM)} . (138)

el
~ el loall —on) >
Finally taking the infimum over all product strategies and the supremum over all & > 1 on both sides,
we can conclude the converse part.

We then proceed to show the achievable part. Let ¢ € ©(RA) be an optimal quantum state such
that Da(N||M) = Da(N ()| M(g)). Consider the task of distinguishing quantum states A/(0) and
M(p). Suppose the optimal test in E*(r|N ()| M(¢)) is given by the sequence {II, },en. Then by
the quantum converse Hoeffiding theorem (see (132)) we have

1
limsup — log Tr[M()]®"I1, < —r  and (139)
n—+oo T

1 a—1 ~
—liminf ~ log T ®nL, = — D, : 140
liminf — log Tr(A ()] sup == [r — D (M ()| M(¢))] (140)

22



Note that ({p}? 1, 11,,) is a product stategy for the task of channel discrimination between N®" and
M®" We have

sC 3 3 1 Xn Xn
Epgo (1N M) < —%I_I}i{.lgﬁ log Tr N (o=")11,, (141)
-1 ~
=sup “= [r = Da(N () IM(9)] (142)
a>1 @
-1 ~
= sup — [7" - Da(NHM)} (143)

where the first equality follows from (140), the second equality follows from the optimality assumption
of (. This completes the proof. |

Note here that one can extend the input choices of product strategy to convex combination of tensor
product states Z;”:l Pj(®F_ @i ;). In this case Theorem 27 still holds by adding an additional step in
the proof of the converse part and using the joint quasi-convexity of the Sandwiched Rényi divergence
(e.g. [MO15, Corollary 3.16]). This indicates that shared randomness between the input states for each
use of the channel will provide no advantage in reducing the convergence rate of the Type I error.

Also note that the strong converse exponents under coherent and sequential strategies have been
settled in [FF21, Theorem 5.5]. However, in terms of Lhe exact threshold for the exponential convergence,
their result only implies the threshold to be inf,~; D"8(N||M). Our continuity result in Theorem 20
helps to completely determine this threshold to be D& (|| M), contributing to a better understanding
of the strong converse regime of channel discrimination.

5.3 Error exponent

In the task of state discrimination, the error exponent is defined by

1 1
E%(r|p|lo) := sup {—limsup ~log Tr[(I — 11,,)p®™] : lim sup — log Tr[IT,0®"] < —r}, (144)
{I1,} n—+oo T n—+oo T

where the supremum is taken over all possible sequences of quantum tests {II,, } ,ciy satisfying the con-
dition. It has been shown in [Hay07, Nag06, ANSVO08b] that the error exponent is precisely given by:

a—1 —
E%(r|p|lo) = sup [ — Da(pllo)] - (145)
O<a<l &

We aim to extend this result to the channel case.

Definition 28 (Error exponent) Let N, M € CPTP(A — B) and r > 0. The error exponent of
quantum channel discrimination by the strategy class Q2 € {PRO, COH, SEQ} is defined by

1 1
Eg(rlN||IM) :=  sup {—limsuplog an(Sp, I,) = limsup — log 8, (Sp, I1,,) < —r} , (146)
n

(Sn,I,)eQ n—+oo N n—-+o0o

where the supremum is taken over all possible strategies (Sy,11,,) € § satisfying the condition.

Theorem 29 Let N, M € CPTP(A — B) and r > 0. Then it holds
=1

«
pro(rNVM) = sup

O<a<l

[r — Do(N[|M)] . (147)
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Proof Letp € D(RA) an optimal input state such that D, (N||M) = D, (N ()| M(¢)). Consider the
task of distinguishing quantum states N () and M (). Suppose the optimal test in E (r| A (¢) || M(¢))
is given by the sequence {11, },,cn. Then by the quantum Hoeffding theorem (145) we have

lim sup E log Tr[M()]®"1, < —r  and (148)
n—+4oo N
1 -1 —
— lim sup — log(l — Tr[N(p)]®"11,) = sup a [r = Da(N(9)[M(p))] - (149)
n—r+00 0<a<l ©

Note that ({¢} ;,1II,,) is a product strategy for the task of channel discrimination between N*®™ and
M@ Then we have

oo (TN M) > —lim sup % log(1 — Tr N®"(o¥™)11,,) (150)
n—400
= — limsup % log(1 — Tr[N (¢)]®™11,,) (151)
n—+00
-1 _
— sup T [r = Da(N(9) | M(9))] (152)
0<a<l &
= sup 2= ! [r = Da(NV||M)] (153)
0<a<l &

where the second equality follows from (149), the third equality follows from the optimality assumption
of (. This completes the proof. |

Theorem 30 Ler N';, M € CPTP(A — B) and r > 0. Then it holds

-1 _
E¢on(rIV{IM) > [r = DREWIIM)] - (154)

0<a<l

Proof For any given m € N, let ¢,,, € D(RA™) an optimal input state such that D, (N ™ || M&™) =
Do (N®™ (1) [ ME™ (1hy,)). Denote py, := N (1,) and oy, := M®™(1)y,,). Consider the task of
distinguishing quantum states p,, and o,,. Suppose the optimal test in E*(7|p, |0, ) is given by the
sequence {IL,, », }nen. Then by the quantum Hoeffding theorem (see (145)) we have

1
lim sup — log Tr[o'm]®”1_[m,n < —r and (155)
n—+oo N
: 1 on a—1 —
—limsup — log(1 — Tr[py,|*"1IL,n) = sup [ — Da(pmllom)] - (156)
n—+oo T 0<a<l O«

Note that (42", I1,, ,,) is a coherent strategy for the task of channel discrimination between A/*™" and
MO satisfying

r

hmsup—log Tr MO (YE My, y < ——. (157)
n—+oo MN m
Then we have
er r : 1 mn n
- (E‘NH’VQ > —limsup - log(1— Tr A" (U5 (158)
1
= —limsup — log(1 — Tr[pm]|*" " n.1) (159)
n—+4oo TN
1 a—1 _
= — sup [r — Da(pmHam)] (160)
mo<a<1 o
1 a—1 — om om
= — sup [ — Da(N®™ | ME™)] (161)
mo<a<1 o
a—1 Qm ®m
= sup —— —D aNETME™) | (162)

0<a<l & m
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where the second equality follows from (156), the third equality follows from the optimality assumption
of ¢,. Replacing r/m as r, we have

-1 1=
By (rIVM) > sup = [7’ — — Do (NE[ME™) | . (163)
O<a<l & m
Since (163) holds for any integer m € N, we have
-1 1= 1
on (W) > sup sup ©—F i DL M) (164
meNO<a<l & m ]
a—1 L= romi x g@mn ]
= sup sup r — —Do (N ME™) (165)
0<a<lmeN « m i
a—1 1= omil A g@m |
= sup r — sup — Do (NEM[|ME™) (166)
O<a<l @ meN T _
-1 _
= sup [7“ — fog(./\/'H./\/l)] ) (167)
O<a<l @
This completes the proof. |

6 Discussions

We prove a complete analog of Stein’s lemma for quantum channels, particularly, the strong converse
direction of channel hypothesis testing under coherent strategies. This directly leads to the establishment
of strong asymptotic equipartition property for equivalent channel divergences such as the max-relative
entropy and variants of information spectrum relative entropies. Together with the known results on the
strong converse exponent of channel discrimination, we prove the continuity of the regularized (amor-
tized) Sandwiched Rényi channel divergence, completing our understanding on the threshold of strong
converse in channel discrimination. We also give a systematic study on the interplay between the strate-
gies of channel discrimination, the operational regimes, and variants of channel divergences, contributing
to a better understanding of the task of channel discrimination as well as the operational meaning of dif-
ferent channel divergences. As quantum channel discrimination is strongly connected to many other
fundamental tasks in quantum information theory, we expect plentiful applications of our framework to
be found.

Some results in this paper rely on the technical assumption that the channel is positive definite.
Despite that this condition is generically satisfied, we expect to remove this assumption, hopefully by a
continuity argument, in a future study. Actually, we can replace the assumption of A" > 0 to a weaker
one that t\" > R, for some ¢t > 0 and non-pure state 7. Then all the results still hold without further
modification. Note that the approach to defining a channel divergence is not unique. In Appendix B
we provide another definition of the channel max-relative entropy, which would be useful in the task of
channel simulation. However, its asymptotic equipartition property is still open and Appendix B provides
partial progress on this. Other interesting directions include exploring the second-order expansions of
the channel divergences and also completing the remaining part of Table 2 by solving the error exponents
of channel discrimination.
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A Technical Lemmas

Lemma 31 For any two matrices M, N € Herm(A) we have
Tr(M — N), < Tt My + Tt Ny — Tr N . (168)

Proof Observe that Tr(X )y = (||X |1 + Tr X)/2. Then it holds
1 1 1 1 1
Te(M = N)s = 5 Te(M = N) + 5 |[M = Nt < 5 Te(M = N)+ 5 [M[[+ 5[N] . (169)

By using the observation again to the r.h.s., we have the asserted result. |

Recall that the hypothesis testing relative entropy can be lower bounded by the Petz Rényi diver-
gence [QWW18, Proposition 3],

1

— o
Dy (pllo) = Dalpllo) — 1—a log - (170)

Here we provide a tighter lower bound with a simple proof. This result can be of independent interest.

Lemma 32 Lere € (0,1) and p,o € D(A). Forall « € (0,1),

Dr(pllo) > Dalpllo) + 1 (M —10g (1)) any

11—« €

where h(a) = —aloga — (1 — a) log(1 — «) is the binary entropy.

Proof Let« € (0,1) and recall that

9= D5 (ollo) — 1ax {t(l — &)~ Te(tp — g)+} _ (172)

>0

To bound the term Tr(tp — o)+ we use the quantum weighted geometric-mean inequality; i.e. for any
two positive semidefinite matrices M, N and any « € [0, 1]

%Tr [M+N— yM—N\] < Tr [MON'—] . (173)

Since the term |M — N| can be expressed as |[M — N| = 2(M — N); — (M — N), the above inequality
is equivalent to
Tr(M — N); > Tr[M] — Tr [M*N'~¢] (174)

Taking M = tp and N = o we have
Tr(tp— o)y 2t —t*Tr [,00‘01_0‘] =t — t*2(@=1)Dalpllo) (175)

Substituting this into (172) gives

27 PuPlo) — max {t(l —¢e) —Tr(tp — o)+} < max { —te + ta2(a*1)Da(pH")} . (176)

t>0 =0

It is straightforward to check that for fixed o, p, 0, ¢, the function t — —te + tag(a=1)Da(pllo) obtains its
maximal value at

R
t = (g> 1= 9=Da(pllo) 177
€
Substituting this value into the optimization in (176) gives
2~ Pullo) < (1 — ) (g) o 9—Da(pllo) (178)
€
By taking — log on both sides we get (171). This concludes the proof. |

In the following we prove several properties of channel divergences that will be frequently used.
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Lemma 33 Let D be a quantum divergence for states. Let Ny, M € CPTP(A — B). If D is superad-
ditive under tensor product of states, then

1
D"8(N|M) > ~D (NVEH|| M), VneN. (179)
Proof Denote a,, := 1 D(N®"||M®") and observe that
1 1
aon = 5 - DN M) > (DN M) + DNEME™) = an, (180)

where the inequality follows by the superadditivity of the channel divergence D (directly follows from
the superadditivity for states). Hence, since a2, > a, for all n € N, we also have a4, > agp = an,
and more generally, for any k£ € N, a,ox > a,. By taking £ — oo and using the fact that the limit of
{an }nen exists, the assertion follows. [ |

A desirable property of quantum divergence is the additivity, which holds for most of the divergences
between states (e.g. Umegaki, Petz, Sandwiched). However, such a property does not trivially extend to
the channel divergences (see e.g [FFRS20]). Nevertheless, the next lemma shows that the additivity of
amortized channel divergence follows from the additivity of the associated state divergence.

Lemma 34 Let D be a quantum divergence for states. Let N1, My € CPTP(A; — By) and No, M5 €
CPTP(As — Bs). If D is additive under tensor product of states, then

DA (M ® Nol| My ® Mg) = DA (N1 My) + DA (M| My). (181)
Proof For any quantum state ¢, p € D(RA; Az), it holds
D (N @ Nao()[| M1 @ Ma(p)) < DANIMi) + DN (4) [ Ma(p)) (182)

< DA(N1||M1) + DA(N2||M2) + D(¥||p), (183)

where the two inequalities follow by using the definition of the amortized channel divergence twice.
Then move D(1)||¢) to the Lh.s. and supremum over all input states 1), ¢, we have one direction of the
stated result. On the other hand, for any input states p;, 01 € D(R1A4;1) and p2, 09 € D(R2A3), we have

DA(Nl ® Na||[ M1 @ Ma) (184)
>  sup [D(Nl ® Na(p1 @ p2)[|M1 & Ma(01 ® 03)) — D(p1 @ pallor 02)} (185)

P1,02,01,02

= s [DWNi(p0)[Mi(01) = D(prflor)| + [ D(Na(p2) [Ma(0) — Dipallon)| (186

P1,02,01,02

= sup [DWi(p1) [ Ma (1) = D(prllon)] + sup [ DWa(pa)|Ma(02) = Dipallon)]  (187)

P1,01 P1,01

= DA(N{||My) + DA(N2||My), (188)

where the inequality follows as tensor product states are particular choices of input states for DA(/\/ 1®
Na||[M1 & May), the first equality follows by the additivity assumption of D. [ |

By the chain rules of Umegaki relative entropy [FFRS20] and Sandwiched Rényi divergence [FF21],
we know from Lemma 34 that D8 and Dy ® (« > 1) are also additive under tensor product of channels.
The additivity of these divergences can be hard to prove solely from their definitions.

The above result directly leads to the following order of relation:

Lemma 35 Let D be a quantum divergence for states. Let N, M € CPTP(A — B). If D is superad-
ditive under tensor product of states, then

D(N||M) < D*8(N'|M) < DAN|M). (189)
Proof The first inequality follows from Lemma 33 by choosing n = 1. We also have that
1 1
DN ME) < —DANET M) < DAN|IM) (190)
where the first inequality follows by definition and the second inequality follows from (183). Taking
n — oo, we have D*8(N|M) < DAN|M). u

30



B Towards the AEP of Max-relative Entropy under Channel Smoothing

For any N' € CPTP(A — B), let

1
Bep(N) = {N” € CPTP(4 - B) : S ||V =N, <<} (191)
1
BE (V) = {N € CP(A - B) : S [N = ]|, <<} (192)
Note that the second “Ball” of channels contains trace increasing channels. We define
Do (N M) = inf  Dpax (M| M),
WM N'e ‘prm( ) A (193)
DEaPWIM) == inf  Diax (N[ M)
NT€BE,(N)
where Diax (N|| M) := Diax(Jar[|Jam). Recall also the definitions
D WM) = sup  Df (WP IMATE (). (194)
PeD(RA)
It is easy to see from the definitions that
Drax(V M) < DRalPP (VM) and - DESP(VIM) < DgPP(NIM) - (195)
Lemma 36 Let N, M € CPTP(A — B) and e € (0,1). Then,
Do M) > D (N M) + log(1 — 2e). (196)

Proof Let ) € D(RA) be such that D¥ _(N||M) = D% (N (w)HM(w)) Set p = N(w) o=
M(y). Let N' € CP(A — B) be such that Do’ (N||M) = Dpax (N'||M). Denote w := N’ (1)),
@ := w/ Tr[w] and s := Tr [w]. Then,

D (W[M) = Dinax (N'[|M) = Dinax (w]|0) = Dimax (@) + log s. (197)
Observe that since 1 [N/ — N||, < & we have in particular
1
g lso—=plli<e. (198)

By the data processing of trace norm, the above inequality also implies that %|s — 1] < e. Therefore,

1, . 1, . - 1, .
@ = plly < 5 11— s@ll, + 5 [ls@ — pl, < 2. (199)
2 2 2
This implies
Dinax (@[|0) > D (pllo) = Dt W IM). (200)
Continuing with (197), we get that
DS (N[ M) 2 Dinax (@]|0) +log (1 — 2¢) = DE, (NV]|M) +log (1 — 2e) . 201)
This completes the proof. n

Combining Lemma 36 and Theorem 18, we get

Lemma 37 Let N', M € CPTP(A — B) with N> O and ¢ € (0, 3). Then,
lim inf D”"’ (VE|ME™) = D*8(N||M) . (202)

The other direction of this result remains an open question.
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