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Abstract
We study the Hoeffding regime of composite quantum hypothesis testing, in which each hy-

pothesis is specified by a sequence of sets of quantum states. We establish quantum Hoeffding
bounds under a set of structural assumptions, orthogonal to those of our previous framework.
A notable consequence is the direct operational interpretation of the reverse sandwiched Rényi
divergence for α ∈ (0, 1): for the task of discriminating a thermal equilibrium state from a
probe state subject to unknown dephasing in the energy eigenbasis, with free Hamiltonian
evolution as a special case, the optimal Hoeffding exponent is given exactly by this divergence
evaluated on a single copy of the system. The same task in the Stein regime is governed by the
reverse quantum relative entropy, providing its operational interpretation as well. This behav-
ior contrasts both with the simple independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) setting, where
the Petz Rényi divergence and the Umegaki relative entropy govern the Hoeffding and Stein
exponents, respectively, and with many composite settings, where only regularized many-copy
formulas are available. This finding reveals that passing from simple to composite hypotheses
can fundamentally change which quantum divergence determines the operational limits of
discrimination, and suggests a new avenue for seeking operational interpretations of quantum
divergences by lifting simple hypotheses to richer composite scenarios.
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1 Introduction

Quantum hypothesis testing asks which of two competing models of a physical system is better
supported by the outcome of a quantum measurement. It provides the operational backbone for
quantifying distinguishability between different quantum sources, with applications across quan-
tum computing, quantum communication, and quantum cryptography [Wil11, Hay17, Wat18]. It
also endows formal divergence measures with concrete operational interpretation that turns abstract
formulas into tangible information-theoretic quantities and guides their use in practice. Here, an
operational interpretation means a task-based understanding of a mathematical quantity: just as π
is the universal ratio between a circle’s circumference and its diameter, and Shannon entropy is the
minimum average number of bits needed to compress a source in the long run [Sha48].

In asymmetric hypothesis testing, there are two errors to balance: the Type-I error, which is
the probability of incorrectly accepting the alternative hypothesis when the null hypothesis is true,
and the Type-II error, which is the probability of incorrectly accepting the null hypothesis when
the alternative is true. The central problem is to understand how these two errors trade off as the
number of available copies of the system increases. When the hypotheses are simple and given
by independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of a single state, this trade-off admits a
particularly clean asymptotic characterization in terms of three complementary regimes, each of
which identifies a quantum divergence as the optimal rate for a concrete discrimination task.

In the Stein regime, one imposes a constant threshold on the Type-I error and asks how quickly
the Type-II error can be made to vanish; the optimal exponential rate is given by the Umegaki
relative entropy [HP91, ON00]. The identification of this quantity by Hiai and Petz exemplifies the
importance of operational interpretations: among the various mathematically plausible quantum
extensions of the Kullback–Leibler divergence [KL51], including the Belavkin–Staszewski relative
entropy [BS82], it is the operational role in hypothesis testing that singles out Umegaki relative
entropy as the canonical entropic measure, cementing its central place in quantum information
theory. In the strong-converse regime, the Type-II error is forced to decay faster than the relative
entropy, and the focus shifts to how quickly the Type-I error approaches unity; here, the sandwiched
Rényi divergence is the relevant quantity [ON00, MO15a]. In the Hoeffding regime, the Type-II
error is required to decay at a prescribed exponential rate slower than the relative entropy, and the
best achievable exponent for the Type-I error is determined by the Petz Rényi divergence [Nag06,
Hay07, ANSV08]. Collectively, these correspondences constitute a central guiding principle of
quantum information theory, underpinning plenty of applications [Wil11, Hay17, Wat18] and
subsequent generalizations [CMW16, FGW25].

In many scenarios of interest, however, the two hypotheses cannot be pinned down to a single
pair of states. Adversarial, black-box, and partially characterized models naturally constrain the
true state only to belong to some prescribed set, and physical correlations typically preclude a clean
description in which every copy of the system is independent and identical. These considerations
motivate the study of composite and correlated hypotheses [HMO07, HMO08, BP10, BBH21,
HT16, MO15b, MSW22, FFF24, Lam25a, FH26, Lam25b], in which the two hypotheses are each
described by a whole sequence of sets of quantum states with growing system size, and a single
measurement is required to perform uniformly well against every state in each set.

In a prior work [FH26], we extended the simple Hoeffding bound along this direction and
established a tight quantum Hoeffding bound for hypothesis testing between convex and compact
sets of states that are, in addition, stable under tensor products, meaning that taking a product of any
two states from the set of a given size yields a state that again belongs to the set of the appropriate
larger size. This tensor-product stability is structurally central to the argument in that work. It is
satisfied in a number of settings of interest, including the set of separable states in entanglement
theory and the set of stabilizer states in the resource theory of magic. On the other hand, it fails in
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some composite scenarios, such as the composite i.i.d. setting, in which each hypothesis consists
of i.i.d. copies of states drawn from a fixed constituent set [BBH21, MSW22, Lam25b].

In this work, we establish quantum Hoeffding bounds under a different set of structural assump-
tions that does not require tensor-product stability. Instead, the framework is based on permutation
symmetry of the state sequences, together with geometric and topological regularity properties
of the associated regularized Rényi divergences. It is therefore complementary to the framework
of [FH26] and is suited to composite scenarios that fall outside the tensor-stable setting.

Beyond this structural extension, a particular specialization has a notable consequence: it yields
an operational interpretation of the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence,

DRS,α(ρ∥σ) :=
1

α− 1
log Tr

[(
ρ

α
2(1−α)σρ

α
2(1−α)

)1−α
]
, (1)

with α ∈ (0, 1). This is a quantum Rényi divergence that extends the well-studied sandwiched
Rényi divergence from its usual parameter range α ≥ 1/2 to the complementary range α ∈
(0, 1) [AD15]. Although it has been used as a quantitative tool in [LBCR+24, WDH26], its opera-
tional interpretation has remained open since its introduction in [AD15]. In the limit α → 1, the
reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence converges to a reverse quantum relative entropyDR(ρ∥σ) :=
limα→1DRS,α(ρ∥σ) [AD15], which has been studied quantitatively in [LBCR+24, Hay25a]. We
show that both DRS,α and DR acquire direct operational meanings as the optimal error exponents
of a composite hypothesis-testing problem that arises naturally in quantum thermodynamics.

Specifically, consider a quantum system with Hamiltonian H =
∑

j Ej |Ej⟩⟨Ej | and energy
eigenbasis {|Ej⟩}. At inverse temperature β, its thermal equilibrium state is ρ = e−βH/Tr[e−βH ].
A fundamental task in quantum thermodynamics is to decide whether the system is in this thermal
equilibrium state ρ or in a prescribed non-equilibrium probe state σ [HO13, BHO+13]. In realistic
implementations, however, the state reaching the tester may be affected by unknown noise or
imperfect control [WT24, ZF26]. One particular model of this uncertainty is phase noise in the
energy eigenbasis, arising for example from imprecise waiting times, clock misalignment, or energy
fluctuations. The relevant phase rotations form the diagonal unitary family

G :=

∑
j

eiθj |Ej⟩⟨Ej | : θj ∈ [0, 2π)

 . (2)

Thus the tester may know that the intended states to distinguish are ρ or σ but not which g ∈ G
has acted on them. If the same unknown phase setting applies throughout an n-copy experiment,
the two hypotheses become the sets of all states generated from ρ⊗n and σ⊗n by these diagonal
phase rotations. This leads to the following composite hypothesis-testing problem:

(Null) An := {ρ⊗n}, (Alternative) Bn :=
{
g⊗nσ⊗n(g†)⊗n : g ∈ G

}
, (3)

where we note that ρ is invariant under the action of G by definition. Let αn,r(An∥Bn) denote the
optimal worst-case Type-I error, given that the worst-case Type-II error decays exponentially at
rate r. Theorem 24 establishes the following Hoeffding-type formula:

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −DRS,α(ρ∥σ)

)
, (4)

for any 0 < r < DR(ρ∥σ). Thus, for this composite discrimination problem, the optimal Hoeffding
exponent is determined by the single-letter reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence between the
thermal and probe states. Moreover, conventional time evolution under the Hamiltonian H is
included as a one-parameter subgroup of G with θj = −Ejt; under a generic density condition
stated in Corollary 28, this smaller time-evolution family yields the same exponent. Similarly,
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in the Stein regime, let βn,ε(An∥Bn) denote the optimal Type-II error exponent with a constant
threshold ε on the Type-I error. We show in Corollary 26 that

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥Bn) = DR(ρ∥σ). (5)

These results are conceptually significant from two perspectives. First, the governing quantity
differs from the Petz Rényi divergence that characterizes the Hoeffding exponent for simple i.i.d.
hypotheses [Nag06, Hay07, ANSV08]; to the best of our knowledge, this is the first setting in
which the reverse sandwiched divergence arises as the exact rate of a Hoeffding-type exponent.
It shows that moving from simple to composite hypotheses is not merely a formal generalization:
it can genuinely change the divergence that governs the optimal asymptotics, suggesting that our
prior experience may fail in this richer landscape. Second, although error exponents in composite
hypothesis testing are typically given by regularized many-copy formulas that are difficult to
evaluate [BBH21, MSW22, Lam25b], the exponent obtained here admits an explicit single-letter
expression. This points to a useful methodological lesson for the search for operational meanings of
quantum divergences: one need not restrict attention to simple hypotheses. Instead, it can be fruitful
to lift the problem to a richer composite setting, where the enlarged hypothesis space may reveal
structures that remain invisible in the simpler formulation, much as lifting methods in optimization
expose useful structure by embedding a problem in a higher-dimensional space [FGP+22].

Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notation,
quantum divergences, and hypothesis-testing framework used in this work. Section 3 presents
the main technical results on quantum Hoeffding bounds for composite hypotheses. Section 4
applies these bounds to the problem of discriminating a thermal state from a dephased probe state
and establishes the operational interpretation of the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence and the
reverse quantum relative entropy. Finally, Section 5 concludes with a summary and outlook.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Throughout this work, we adopt the following notational conventions. Finite-dimensional Hilbert
spaces are denoted by H, with |H| indicating their dimension. The set of all linear operators on
H is denoted by L (H), while H (H) and H+(H) denote the sets of Hermitian and positive
semidefinite operators onH, respectively. The set of density operators (i.e., positive semidefinite
operators with unit trace) on H is denoted by D(H). Calligraphic letters such as A , B, and C
are used to represent sets of linear operators or sequences of such sets. Unless otherwise specified,
all logarithms are taken to base two and denoted by log(x). Throughout, we adopt the convention
0x := 0 for all x ∈ R and log 0 = −∞. Denote ρ≪ σ if the support of ρ is contained within the
support of σ. The positive semidefinite ordering is written as X ≥ Y if and only if X − Y ≥ 0.
The absolute value of an operator X is defined as |X| := (X†X)1/2. For a Hermitian operator X
with spectral decomposition X =

∑
i xiEi, the projection onto the non-negative eigenspaces is

denoted by {X ≥ 0} :=
∑

xi≥0Ei. Similarly, {X > 0} :=
∑

xi>0Ei.
A real-valued function f on a convex set C is said to be strictly convex on C if

f((1− λ)x1 + λx2) < (1− λ)f(x1) + λf(x2), ∀0 < λ < 1, (6)

for any two different points x1 and x2 in C.

2.2 Quantum divergences

A functional D : D ×H+ → R is called a quantum divergence if it satisfies the data-processing
inequality: for any completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) map E and any (ρ, σ) ∈
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D ×H+, it holds that D(E(ρ)∥E(σ)) ≤ D(ρ∥σ). In the following, we introduce several quantum
divergences that will be used throughout this work. We also define quantum divergences between
two sets of quantum states.

Definition 1 For any ρ ∈ D and σ ∈H+, the Umegaki relative entropy is defined by [Ume62]

D(ρ∥σ) := Tr[ρ(log ρ− log σ)] , (7)

if ρ≪ σ, and +∞ otherwise.

Definition 2 For any ρ ∈ D and σ ∈H+, the Petz Rényi divergence is defined by [Pet86]:

DP,α(ρ∥σ) :=
1

α− 1
logQP,α(ρ∥σ), (8)

with the Petz Rényi quasi-divergence defined by

QP,α(ρ∥σ) := Tr
[
ρασ1−α

]
(9)

if α ∈ (0, 1), or if α > 1 and ρ≪ σ, and QP,α(ρ∥σ) := +∞ otherwise.

Definition 3 For any ρ ∈ D , σ ∈H+, the sandwiched Rényi divergence is defined by [MLDS+13,
WWY14]:

DS,α(ρ∥σ) :=
1

α− 1
logQS,α(ρ∥σ), (10)

with the sandwiched Rényi quasi-divergence defined by

QS,α(ρ∥σ) := Tr
[(
σ

1−α
2α ρσ

1−α
2α

)α]
(11)

if α ∈ (0, 1), or if α > 1 and ρ≪ σ, or if α < 0 and σ ≪ ρ, and QS,α(ρ∥σ) := +∞ otherwise.

Definition 4 (Reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence.) Let α ∈ (0, 1)∪(1,+∞). For any ρ, σ ∈ D ,
the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence is defined by [AD15]:

DRS,α(ρ∥σ) :=
α

1− α
DS,1−α(σ∥ρ). (12)

The corresponding reverse quantum relative entropy is defined by [AD15]:

DR(ρ∥σ) := lim
α→1

DRS,α(ρ∥σ). (13)

Note that DRS,α satisfies the data-processing inequality for α ∈ (0, 1/2) but not for α ∈
(1/2, 1). A closed-form expression for DR(ρ∥σ) is given in [AD15, Theorem 2]; in general
DR(ρ∥σ) ≤ D(ρ∥σ), with equality for commuting states.

Example 5 Figure 1 illustrates the ordering among the Petz, sandwiched, and reverse sandwiched
Rényi divergences for a non-commuting qubit pair:

ρ =

(
0.8 0
0 0.2

)
, σ =

(
0.7 0.3
0.3 0.3

)
. (14)

The plot shows that for α ∈ (0, 1), the sandwiched divergence is dominated by the Petz divergence,
which in turn is bounded above by the Umegaki relative entropy, i.e., DS,α(ρ∥σ) ≤ DP,α(ρ∥σ) ≤
D(ρ∥σ). The sandwiched and reverse sandwiched divergences coincide at α = 1/2, while for
α > 1/2 the reverse sandwiched divergence is strictly smaller than the sandwiched one. As
α → 1−, both DP,α and DS,α converge to the Umegaki relative entropy D(ρ∥σ), whereas the
reverse sandwiched divergence DRS,α converges to the strictly smaller limit DR(ρ∥σ).
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Figure 1: Comparison of the Petz, sandwiched, and reverse sandwiched Rényi divergences as
functions of α ∈ (0, 1) given in Example 5. The dashed line marks the Umegaki relative entropy
D(ρ∥σ), and the dotted line marks the reverse quantum relative entropy DR(ρ∥σ). The shaded
region highlights the gap between sandwiched and reverse sandwiched divergences.

Definition 6 (Quantum divergence between two sets of states.) Let D be a quantum divergence
between two quantum states. Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. Then for any sets
A ,B ⊆ D(H), the quantum divergence between these two sets is defined by

D(A ∥B) := inf
ρ∈A
σ∈B

D(ρ∥σ). (15)

Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be two sequences of sets of quantum states1, where each
An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). The regularized divergence between these sequences is defined by

D∞(A ∥B) := lim inf
n→∞

1

n
D(An∥Bn), (16)

D∞
(A ∥B) := lim sup

n→∞

1

n
D(An∥Bn). (17)

If the limit exists, we define the regularized divergence as

D∞(A ∥B) := lim
n→∞

1

n
D(An∥Bn). (18)

2.3 Hypothesis testing between two sets of quantum states

As in standard hypothesis testing, two types of errors can occur: a Type-I error, where a sample
from An is incorrectly classified as coming from Bn, and a Type-II error, where a sample from
Bn is incorrectly classified as coming from An. Since we aim to control the errors for any state
within the sets, regardless of which one is drawn, the (worst-case) Type-I error is defined by

α(An,Mn) := sup
ρn∈An

Tr[ρn(I −Mn)], (19)

and the (worst-case) Type-II error is defined by

β(Bn,Mn) := sup
σn∈Bn

Tr[σnMn]. (20)

1We abuse the notation A ,B to refer both to sets of states and to sequences of such sets, depending on the context.
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The Hoeffding regime studies the optimal behavior of the Type-I error provided that the Type-II
error exponentially decays. More explicitly, the optimal Type-I error for hypothesis testing between
two sets of quantum states, An and Bn, is defined as

αn,r(An∥Bn) := min
0≤Mn≤I

{
α(An,Mn) : β(Bn,Mn) ≤ 2−nr

}
, (21)

where the measurement Mn is chosen to minimize the worst-case Type-I error α(An,Mn), subject
to the constraint that the Type-II error β(Bn,Mn) decays exponentially at a rate r. In other words,
the measurement must perform universally well for all states in An and Bn.

Similarly, the Stein regime studies the optimal behavior of the Type-II error provided that the
Type-I error is bounded by a constant threshold ε ∈ (0, 1). More explicitly, the optimal Type-II
error for hypothesis testing between two sets of quantum states, An and Bn, is defined as

βn,ε(An∥Bn) := min
0≤Mn≤I

{β(Bn,Mn) : α(An,Mn) ≤ ε} . (22)

The following result is a useful technical tool that allows us to reduce the discrimination
between convex sets of quantum states to the discrimination between individual states.

Lemma 7 ([FH26, Lemma 24].) Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, r > 0 be a real
number, and n ∈ N. Let An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n) be two convex sets. Then it holds that

αn,r(An∥Bn) = sup
ρn∈An
σn∈Bn

αn,r(ρn∥σn). (23)

3 Quantum Hoeffding bounds

This section presents the main technical contribution of the paper. We begin by establishing a
general quantum Hoeffding lower bound, expressed in terms of the regularized reverse sandwiched
Rényi divergence, in Theorem 13 of Section 3.1:

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥ sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

RS,α(A ∥B)

)
. (24)

We then establish a complementary upper bound in terms of the regularized Petz Rényi divergence,
in Theorem 19 of Section 3.2:

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≤ sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥B)

)
. (25)

While these bounds are not necessarily tight in general, we will show in Section 4 that they coincide
in a specific composite setting, where the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence acquires a direct
operational interpretation.

For the ease of presentation and comparison, we list the following assumptions.

Assumption 8 Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. For each n ∈ N, let Cn,C ′
n ⊆

D(H⊗n), and define the sequences C = {Cn}n∈N and C ′ = {C ′
n}n∈N. Let Pn denote the permu-

tation group on n elements, and Uπ the natural unitary representation of π ∈ Pn onH⊗n.
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Label Name Description

(C1) Convexity For any n ∈ N, the set Cn is convex.

(C2) Compactness For any n ∈ N, the set Cn is compact.

(C3) Stability For any m,n ∈ N, ρm ⊗ σn ∈ Cm+n, ∀ρm ∈ Cm, ∀σn ∈ Cn.

(C4) Finiteness DP,α(C1∥C ′
1) <∞ for α ∈ (0, 1).

(C5) P-closedness For any n ∈ N, UπρnU
†
π ∈ Cn, ∀ρn ∈ Cn, ∀π ∈ Pn.

(C5′) P-invariance For any n ∈ N, UπρnU
†
π = ρn, ∀ρn ∈ Cn, ∀π ∈ Pn.

(C6) Strict-concavity α 7→ (1− α)D∞
P,α(C ∥C ′) is strictly concave on (0, 1).

(C7) Continuity α 7→ (1− α)D∞
P,α(C ∥C ′) is C1-continuous on (0, 1).

The following Table 1 summarizes how the assumptions in this paper differ from those in [FH26].
The earlier results rely on compactness, stability, and finiteness (C2)–(C4). By contrast, the lower
bound here is driven by permutation symmetry, and the upper bound by geometric and topological
regularity of the regularized Rényi divergence. In particular, neither bound in the present work
requires tensor stability.

Assumption

Previous work [FH26] This work

Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound (Thm. 13) Upper bound (Thm. 19)

A B A B A B A B

(C1) Convexity ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

(C2) Compactness ✓ ✓

(C3) Stability ✓ ✓

(C4) Finiteness ✓ ✓

(C5) P-closedness ✓

(C5′) P-invariance ✓

(C6) Strict-concavity ✓ ✓

(C7) Continuity ✓ ✓

Table 1: Comparison of the structural assumptions imposed on the state sequences A and B by the
Hoeffding bounds of [FH26] (left, blue) and those established in this work (right, red). The two sets
of assumptions are substantially different: the previous bounds rely on compactness, stability, and
finiteness (C2)–(C4), whereas the bounds obtained here replace these by the permutation-symmetry
conditions (C5)–(C5′) for the lower bound and by geometric and topological conditions (C6)–(C7)
on the Rényi divergence for the upper bound.

3.1 Quantum Hoeffding lower bound

This section establishes the quantum Hoeffding lower bound. We first develop three technical
lemmas that constitute the core of the proof. Lemma 9 exploits the permutation symmetry of
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An and Bn to reduce the Type-II optimization to permutation-invariant states, thereby enabling
the use of pinching techniques. Lemma 10 then constructs a blockwise Neyman–Pearson test for
each pinched state, and Lemma 11 assembles these blockwise tests into a single universal test that
controls the error uniformly over all states in An and Bn. With these ingredients, we state and
prove the main result in two forms: Proposition 12 expresses the bound via the sandwiched Rényi
divergence, while Theorem 13 reformulates it to the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence.

Let Pn be the symmetric group on n elements andUπ denotes the natural unitary representation
of π onH⊗n. Define the twirling map

TP(X) :=
1

n!

∑
π∈Pn

UπXU
†
π, (26)

and the resulting set of twirled states from Bn,

TP(Bn) := {TP(σn) : σn ∈ Bn}. (27)

The following result is similar in spirit to [Hay25b, Lemma 2], which exploits the symmetry
of the sets to restrict the optimization to symmetric states, but it applies to the worst-case Type-I
error and requires a different set of assumptions.

Lemma 9 (Reduction to permutation-invariant states.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
and An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n) be two sets of quantum states. Suppose that

• An satisfies (C5′) P-invariance;

• Bn satisfies (C1) convexity and (C5) P-closedness.

Then for any r > 0, it holds that

αn,r(An∥Bn) = sup
σn∈TP(Bn)

αn,r(An∥σn). (28)

Proof. For any σn ∈ Bn, we first show that

αn,r(An∥σn) ≤ αn,r(An∥TP(σn)). (29)

To verify this, let Mn be any feasible test for αn,r(An∥TP(σn)), satisfying 0 ≤ Mn ≤ I and
Tr[TP(σn)Mn] ≤ 2−nr. Since TP is CPTP, its adjoint T †

P is unital and completely positive. Define

the test M ′
n := T †

P(Mn), which satisfies 0 ≤M ′
n ≤ I . Its Type-II error against σn is

Tr[σnM
′
n] = Tr[σn T †

P(Mn)] = Tr[TP(σn)Mn] ≤ 2−nr, (30)

so M ′
n is feasible for the optimization defining αn,r(An∥σn). Therefore,

αn,r(An∥σn) ≤ sup
ρn∈An

Tr
[
ρn

(
I −M ′

n

)]
(31)

= sup
ρn∈An

Tr
[
ρn

(
I − T †

P(Mn)
)]

(32)

= sup
ρn∈An

Tr[TP(ρn)(I −Mn)] (33)

≤ sup
ρn∈An

max
π∈Pn

Tr
[
UπρnU

†
π(I −Mn)

]
(34)

= sup
ρn∈An

Tr[ρn(I −Mn)] , (35)
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where the second inequality relaxes the average value to the maximum, and the last equality
uses the permutation invariance (C5′) of An. Since this holds for every feasible test Mn for
αn,r(An∥TP(σn)), we conclude (29).

Moreover, since TP(σn) is a convex combination of unitarily conjugated copies of σn, the
convexity (C1) and permutation closedness (C5) of Bn guarantee that TP(σn) ∈ Bn. Therefore,

sup
σn∈Bn

αn,r(An∥σn) = sup
σn∈TP(Bn)

αn,r(An∥σn). (36)

Finally, we have

αn,r(An∥Bn) = αn,r(conv(An)∥Bn) (37)

= sup
ρn∈conv(An)

σn∈Bn

αn,r(ρn∥σn) (38)

= sup
σn∈Bn

αn,r(An∥σn) (39)

= sup
σn∈TP(Bn)

αn,r(An∥σn), (40)

where the first and third equalities follow from the linearity of the Type-I and Type-II errors, the
second from Lemma 7 together with the convexity (C1) of Bn, and the fourth from (36).

Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space with d := dimH, and let n ∈ N. We denote by
Λn the set of Young diagrams (equivalently, partitions of n into at most d parts) that label the
irreducible representations in the Schur–Weyl decomposition ofH⊗n:

H⊗n =
⊕
λ∈Λn

Uλ ⊗ Vλ, (41)

where Uλ and Vλ are the irreducible representation spaces of the unitary group U(H) and the
symmetric group Pn, respectively. Write

dλ := dimUλ and dn :=
∑
λ∈Λn

dλ. (42)

Then every permutation-invariant state ωn ∈ D(H⊗n) is block-diagonal in this decomposition:

ωn =
⊕
λ∈Λn

ωλ(ωn)⊗ πVλ
, (43)

where πVλ
denotes the maximally mixed state on Vλ.

Lemma 10 (Blockwise Neyman–Pearson tests for pinched state.) Let H be a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space, n ∈ N, and α ∈ (0, 1). Let An ⊆ D(H⊗n) be a set of quantum states, and let
σn ∈ D(H⊗n) be a permutation-invariant state with the decomposition

σn =
⊕
λ∈Λn

ωλ(σn)⊗ πVλ
. (44)

Let ωλ(σn) =
∑

j cj,λ|ψj,λ⟩⟨ψj,λ| be the spectral decomposition. Define the projections Pj,λ :=
|ψj,λ⟩⟨ψj,λ| ⊗ IVλ

, and the associated pinching map

En(X) :=
∑
λ∈Λn

∑
j

Pj,λXPj,λ, (45)

10



for any operator X . Then for any r ∈ R and ϵ > 0, there exist states ρj,λ ∈ An (one for each index
pair) and tests Tj,λ, such that:

(i) (Approximate maximality)

Tr[Pj,λρj,λ] ≥ sup
ρn∈An

Tr[Pj,λρn]− ϵ, ∀(j, λ); (46)

(ii) (Blockwise Type-II bound)

Tr[σn Tj,λ] ≤ 2−nr; (47)

(iii) (Blockwise Type-I bound)

Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I − Tj,λ)] ≤ d
1−α
α

n 2
1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)). (48)

Proof. The ϵ-approximate maximizer in item (i) always exists by the definition of the supremum.
For each (j, λ) define the threshold

Rj,λ :=
nr + logQP,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn)

nα
. (49)

Consider the Neyman–Pearson test between the pinched state En(ρj,λ) and σn:

Tj,λ :=
{
En(ρj,λ) ≥ 2nRj,λσn

}
. (50)

Recall that for any V,W ∈ H+ and α ∈ (0, 1), the following holds [ACMT+07]:

Tr[V αW 1−α] ≥ TrW{W ≤ V }+TrV {W > V }. (51)

Applying this with V = En(ρj,λ) and W = 2nRj,λσn, we obtain

Tr
[
2nRj,λσn Tj,λ

]
+Tr

[
En(ρj,λ)(I − Tj,λ)

]
≤ 2n(1−α)Rj,λ QP,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn). (52)

Since both terms on the left-hand side are non-negative, each is individually bounded by the right-
hand side:

Tr[σn Tj,λ] ≤ 2−nαRj,λ QP,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn), (53)

Tr
[
En(ρj,λ)(I − Tj,λ)

]
≤ 2n(1−α)Rj,λ QP,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn). (54)

Substituting (49) into (53) yields item (ii). Substituting into (54) gives

Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I − Tj,λ)] ≤ 2
1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DP,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn)) (55)

≤ 2
1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn)), (56)

where the second inequality follows since DP,α ≥ DS,α for α ∈ (0, 1) (e.g. [KW24, Eq. (7.5.45)]).
By [HT16, Lemma 3], we have the relation for the sandwiched Rényi divergence between the

original state and the pinched state:

DS,α(ρj,λ∥σn) ≤ DS,α(En(ρj,λ)∥σn) + log dn. (57)

Since ρj,λ ∈ An, the definition of the divergence between a set and a state (Definition 6) gives
DS,α(ρj,λ∥σn) ≥ DS,α(An∥σn). Combining these two bounds establishes item (iii).

Using the blockwise tests from Lemma 10, we now assemble them into a single universal test
with uniform error control against all states in An.
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Lemma 11 (Universal test via Schur–Weyl pinching.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space,
n ∈ N, and α ∈ (0, 1). Let An ⊆ D(H⊗n) be a set of quantum states and σn ∈ D(H⊗n) be a
permutation-invariant state. Then for any r ∈ R, there exists a test 0 ≤Mn ≤ I such that:

(i) (Universal Type-II bound)

Tr[σnMn] ≤ 2−nr; (58)

(ii) (Universal Type-I bound)

sup
ρn∈An

Tr[ρn(I −Mn)] ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)). (59)

Proof. We use the same notation as in Lemma 10. Define an operator Mn by

Mn :=
∑
j′,λ′

mj′,λ′ Pj′,λ′ , where mj′,λ′ := max
j,λ

Tr
[
Tj,λPj′,λ′

]
TrPj′,λ′

. (60)

We then show that this is the universal test satisfying items (i) and (ii). Before doing so, we first
show the relations that

Tj,λ ≤Mn ≤
∑
j,λ

Tj,λ, ∀(j, λ). (61)

First note that σn is diagonal in {Pj,λ}j,λ by construction, and En(ρj,λ) is also diagonal in the
same decomposition because En is the corresponding pinching map. Hence the Neyman–Pearson
test Tj,λ =

{
En(ρj,λ) ≥ 2nRj,λσn

}
is also diagonal in the same decomposition. Therefore, for

each fixed (j, λ), there exist coefficients t(j,λ)j′,λ′ ∈ {0, 1} such that

Tj,λ =
∑
j′,λ′

t
(j,λ)
j′,λ′ Pj′,λ′ . (62)

In particular,

Tr[Tj,λPj′,λ′ ]

TrPj′,λ′
= t

(j,λ)
j′,λ′ ∈ {0, 1}. (63)

This implies that

mj′,λ′ = max
j,λ

t
(j,λ)
j′,λ′ ∈ {0, 1}. (64)

Fix any (j, λ). Then for every (j′, λ′) we have t(j,λ)j′,λ′ ≤ mj′,λ′ , and thus

Mn − Tj,λ =
∑
j′,λ′

(
mj′,λ′ − t(j,λ)j′,λ′

)
Pj′,λ′ ≥ 0. (65)

This proves the lower bound in (61).
From (64), we have mj′,λ′ ≤

∑
j,λ t

(j,λ)
j′,λ′ for each (j′, λ′). Therefore,

Mn =
∑
j′,λ′

mj′,λ′ Pj′,λ′ ≤
∑
j′,λ′

∑
j,λ

t
(j,λ)
j′,λ′ Pj′,λ′ =

∑
j,λ

Tj,λ. (66)

This proves the upper bound in (61).
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We now check that Mn satisfies items (i) and (ii). For any r ∈ R, we define

r̃ := r +
1

n
log dn, (67)

and apply Lemma 10 with this r̃ and an arbitrary ϵ > 0. Since σn ≥ 0, this gives

Tr[σnMn] ≤
∑
j,λ

Tr[σnTj,λ] ≤
∑
j,λ

2−nr̃ = dn 2
−nr̃ = 2−nr. (68)

where the second inequality follows from (47). This confirms item (i).
Moreover, we have for every (j, λ),

Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I −Mn)] ≤ Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I − Tj,λ)] (69)

≤ d
1−α
α

n 2
1−α
α

n(r̃− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)) (70)

= d
2(1−α)

α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)), (71)

where the first line uses the lower bound in (61) and the second line applies (48) with r̃ in place of
r and the last line uses the definition of r̃.

We now bound the Type-I error uniformly over An. For any ρn ∈ An:

Tr[ρn(I −Mn)] ≤ dn Tr[En(ρn)(I −Mn)] (72)

= dn
∑
j,λ

Tr[ρnPj,λ] (1−mj,λ) (73)

≤ dn
∑
j,λ

(
Tr[ρj,λPj,λ] + ϵ

)
(1−mj,λ) (74)

≤ dn
∑
j,λ

Tr[ρj,λPj,λ] (1−mj,λ) + d2nϵ (75)

≤ dn
∑
j,λ

Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I −Mn)] + d2n ϵ (76)

≤ dn
∑
j,λ

d
2(1−α)

α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)) + d2n ϵ (77)

≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)) + d2n ϵ. (78)

The first line is the pinching inequality that ρn ≤ dnEn(ρn) (see e.g. [Hay17, Lemma 3.10]). For the
second line, we expand Tr[En(ρn)(I −Mn)] using the block decomposition and the orthogonality
of the projections Pj,λ gives

Tr[En(ρn)(I −Mn)] =
∑
j,λ

Tr[ρnPj,λ] (1−mj,λ). (79)

The third line uses the approximate maximality of ρj,λ: by (46), Tr[ρnPj,λ] ≤ Tr[ρj,λPj,λ] + ϵ for
every (j, λ). The fourth line pulls out the constant ϵ outside of summation. For the fifth line, we
use the same block-diagonal expansion applied to ρj,λ:

Tr[En(ρj,λ)(I −Mn)] =
∑
j′,λ′

Tr[ρj,λPj′,λ′ ](1−mj′,λ′) ≥ Tr[ρj,λPj,λ](1−mj,λ), (80)

where the inequality holds because every term Tr[ρj,λPj′,λ′ ](1−mj′,λ′) in the sum is non-negative.
The sixth line applies (71), and the last uses

∑
j,λ 1 ≤ dn.

As (78) holds for any ϵ > 0 and ρn ∈ An, we conclude

sup
ρn∈An

Tr[ρn(I −Mn)] ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)). (81)

This confirms item (ii) and completes the proof.
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We are now in a position to state the quantum Hoeffding lower bound. We provide two versions,
one in terms of the sandwiched Rényi divergence in Proposition 12 and the other in terms of the
reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence in Theorem 13.

Proposition 12 (Quantum Hoeffding lower bound viaDS,α.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space. Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be sequences of sets of quantum states such that
An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n) for every n ∈ N. Suppose that

• A satisfies assumption (C5′) P-invariance;

• B satisfies assumptions (C1) convexity and (C5) P-closedness.

Then, for every r > 0, it holds that

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥ sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

S,α(A ∥B)

)
. (82)

Proof. By Lemma 9 and the required assumptions, we have

αn,r(An∥Bn) = sup
σn∈TP(Bn)

αn,r(An∥σn). (83)

Fix any σn ∈ TP(Bn) and α ∈ (0, 1). Lemma 11 implies that

αn,r(An∥σn) ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥σn)). (84)

By the assumptions for Bn, we have the inclusion that TG(Bn) ⊆ Bn. So σn ∈ Bn and therefore
DS,α(An∥σn) ≥ DS,α(An∥Bn) by definition, so

αn,r(An∥σn) ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥Bn)). (85)

Since the right-hand side does not depend on the specific choice of σn ∈ TP(Bn), taking the
supremum and applying (83) yields

αn,r(An∥Bn) ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r− 1
n
DS,α(An∥Bn)). (86)

Taking − 1
n log of both sides and using log dn

n → 0 as n→∞, we obtain

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

S,α(A ∥B)
)
. (87)

Since this holds for every α ∈ (0, 1), taking the supremum over α concludes the proof.

It is interesting that this lower bound closely parallels the strong converse bound in [FH26,
Theorem 32], 2

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log (1− αn,r(An∥Bn)) ≥ sup

α>1

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

S,α(A ∥B)

)
. (88)

Both (82) and (88) are expressed in terms of sandwiched Rényi divergences, but over complemen-
tary parameter ranges.

2The presented bound combines [FH26, Theorem 32] and [FH26, Proof of Lemma 23].
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Theorem 13 (Quantum Hoeffding lower bound via DRS,α.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space. Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be sequences of sets of quantum states such that
An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n) for every n ∈ N. Suppose that

• A satisfies assumptions (C1) convexity and (C5) P-closedness;

• B satisfies assumption (C5′) P-invariance.

Then, for every r > 0, it holds that

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥ sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

RS,α(A ∥B)

)
. (89)

Proof. The proof follows similar steps to those of Proposition 12, but with the roles of A and
B exchanged. Fix α ∈ (0, 1) and r > 0. Applying Lemma 9 with A and B swapped (here A
satisfies (C1) and (C5), and B satisfies (C5′)) gives

αn,r(An∥Bn) = sup
ρn∈TP(An)

αn,r(ρn∥Bn). (90)

Define the auxiliary rate

r′ := − α

1− α
r +

1

n
DS,α(Bn∥An)−

2

α

log dn
n

, (91)

which satisfies

2−nr′ = d
2
α
n 2−n(− αr

1−α
+ 1

n
DS,α(Bn∥An)), (92)

2−nr = d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r′− 1
n
DS,α(Bn∥An)). (93)

Fix any ρn ∈ TP(An). Applying Lemma 11 with the set Bn, the permutation-invariant state ρn,
and rate r′ yields a test 0 ≤Mn ≤ I satisfying

Tr[ρnMn] ≤ 2−nr′ , (94)

sup
σn∈Bn

Tr[σn(I −Mn)] ≤ d
2
α
n 2

1−α
α

n(r′− 1
n
DS,α(Bn∥ρn)). (95)

Since An is convex and permutation-closed, we have ρn ∈ An, and hence DS,α(Bn∥ρn) ≥
DS,α(Bn∥An). Substituting this together with (92) and (93) into the above bounds gives

Tr[ρnMn] ≤ d
2
α
n 2−n(− αr

1−α
+ 1

n
DS,α(Bn∥An)), (96)

sup
σn∈Bn

Tr[σn(I −Mn)] ≤ 2−nr. (97)

The bound (97) shows that I−Mn is a feasible test for the optimization defining αn,r(ρn∥Bn),
with corresponding Type-I error Tr[ρnMn] controlled by (96). Therefore,

αn,r(ρn∥Bn) ≤ d
2
α
n 2−n(− αr

1−α
+ 1

n
DS,α(Bn∥An)). (98)

Since the right-hand side is independent of ρn ∈ TP(An), taking the supremum yields

αn,r(An∥Bn) ≤ d
2
α
n 2−n(− αr

1−α
+ 1

n
DS,α(Bn∥An)). (99)
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Taking − 1
n log of both sides and using log dn

n → 0 as n→∞, we obtain

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥

αr

α− 1
+D∞

S,α(B∥A ). (100)

To convert this into the reverse sandwiched form, we use the definition (12), which gives

D∞
S,α(B∥A ) =

α

1− α
D∞

RS,1−α(A ∥B). (101)

Substituting into (100) yields

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≥

α

α− 1

(
r −D∞

RS,1−α(A ∥B)
)
. (102)

Since this holds for every α ∈ (0, 1), replacing α by 1 − α and taking the supremum over α
establishes the lower bound.

The above estimate, or more explicitly its form in (100), generalizes [HI25, Theorem 2], which
treats the special case of testing i.i.d. copies of a state against the set of all separable states. This
lower bound is not expected to be tight in general: for simple i.i.d. null and alternative hypotheses,
it fails to recover the Hoeffding exponent governed by the Petz Rényi divergence. Crucially for the
present work, however, the reverse sandwiched form in (89) is tight enough to yield a matching
bound in Section 4 for a class of composite hypothesis testing problems, including the one that
underlies the operational interpretation of the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence.

3.2 Quantum Hoeffding upper bound

We next establish the quantum Hoeffding upper bound. As in the previous subsection, we first
develop the technical ingredients and then state and prove Theorem 19. The strategy is to reduce
the quantum problem to a classical large-deviation analysis and then lift it to composite sets.
Specifically, the Nussbaum–Szkoła distributions recast the testing problem in terms of classical
log-likelihood ratios, to which a tailored Gärtner–Ellis theorem (Lemma 14) supplies the basic
large-deviation estimate. This then leads to Proposition 17, which controls the optimal Type-I
exponent for two state sequences in terms of their regularized Petz Rényi divergence. Finally,
Lemma 18 constructs a universal tight pair by averaging α-dependent near-minimizers over a
refining grid, so that a single sequence simultaneously attains the regularized divergence at every
α ∈ (0, 1) of continuity, lifting the bound from individual pairs to composite sets.

Let the spectral decompositions of ρ and σ be given by

ρ =

d∑
i=1

λi|ui⟩⟨ui| and σ =

d∑
j=1

µj |vj⟩⟨vj |, (103)

where |ui⟩ and |vj⟩ are two orthonormal bases and λi and µj are the corresponding eigenvalues,
respectively. Then the Nussbaum-Szkoła distributions of ρ, σ are defined by [NS09]

(Pρ,σ)(i, j) = λi|⟨ui|vj⟩|2 and (Qρ,σ)(i, j) = µj |⟨ui|vj⟩|2, (104)

where i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Given a sequence of random variables {Xn}n∈N, the asymptotic cumulant generating function

is defined as

ΛX(t) := lim
n→∞

1

n
logE [exp(ntXn)] , (105)

provided that the limit exists.
We will use the Gärtner–Ellis theorem [DZ10, Theorem 2.3.6] in the following slightly tailored

form, which suffices for our later arguments.
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Lemma 14 ([FH26, Lemma 29].) Assume that the asymptotic cumulant generating function t 7→
ΛX(t) exists for all t ∈ R, and that ΛX is strictly convex and C1-continuous on (a, b). Fix an open
interval (a, b) ⊆ R. Then, for any x ∈

(
Λ′
X(a), Λ′

X(b)
)
,

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Pr{Xn > x} ≤ sup

t∈(a,b)
{tx− ΛX(t)}. (106)

The following lemma extends [FH26, Lemma 30] to general sequences of states.

Lemma 15 LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and let ρ(n), σ(n) ∈ D(H⊗n) be sequences
of quantum states. Define

ϕ(s) := lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr(ρ(n))1−s(σ(n))s, (107)

and assume that ϕ(s) exists and is finite for each s ∈ (0, 1). Assume further that ϕ(s) is strictly
convex and C1-continuous on (0, 1). If R ∈ (−ϕ′(1),−ϕ′(0)), then for any 0 ≤ Tn ≤ I ,

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log

[
Tr e−nRρ(n)(I − Tn) + Trσ(n)Tn

]
≤ max

s∈(0,1)
(1− s)R− ϕ(s). (108)

Proof. Let P (n) and Q(n) be the Nussbaum-Szkoła distributions of ρ(n) and σ(n). Let

Sn =
{
e−nRP (n) > Q(n)

}
, (109)

be a likelihood ratio test. Consider the random variable

Xn(x) :=
1

n

(
logQ(n)(x)− logP (n)(x)

)
, (110)

where x is drawn from the distribution P (n). Then we have the asymptotic cumulant generating
function of the random variable Xn as,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∑
x

P (n)(x) exp (snXn(x)) (111)

= lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr (Q(n))

s
(P (n))

1−s
(112)

= lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr(σ(n))s(ρ(n))1−s (113)

= ϕ(s), (114)

where the second equality is a standard property of the Nussbaum-Szkoła distributions (cf. [ANSV08,
Proposition 1]). Applying the Gärtner–Ellis theorem in Lemma 14 for the random variable Xn,
interval (0, 1) and x = −R, we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Pr{Xn ≥ −R} ≤ sup

s∈(0,1)
−sR− ϕ(s). (115)

Similarly, consider the random variable

Yn(x) :=
1

n

(
logP (n)(x)− logQ(n)(x)

)
, (116)
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where x is drawn from the distribution Q(n). Then we have the asymptotic cumulant generating
function of the random variable Yn as,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∑
x

Q(n)(x) exp (tnYn(x)) (117)

= lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr (Q(n))

1−t
(P (n))

t
(118)

= lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr(σ(n))1−t(ρ(n))t (119)

= ϕ(1− t). (120)

Applying again the Gärtner–Ellis theorem in Lemma 14 for the random variable Yn, interval (0, 1)
and x = R, we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Pr{Yn > R} ≤ sup

t∈(0,1)
tR− ϕ(1− t). (121)

By direct calculation, we have the relations

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Pr{Xn ≥ −R} = lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log TrP (n)(I − Sn), (122)

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Pr{Yn > R} = lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log TrQ(n)Sn. (123)

Moreover, the Nussbaum-Szkoła theorem (cf. [Hay17, Lemma 3.4]) implies that for any test Tn,

Tr e−nRρ(n)(I − Tn) + Trσ(n)Tn ≥
1

2

(
Tr e−nRP (n)(I − Sn) + TrQ(n)Sn

)
. (124)

Combining Eqs. (115), (121), (122), (123) and (124), we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log

[
Tr e−nRρ(n)(I − Tn) + Trσ(n)Tn

]
(125)

≤ lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log

1

2

[
Tr e−nRP (n)(I − Sn) + TrQ(n)Sn

]
(126)

≤ min

{
R+ sup

s∈(0,1)
−sR− ϕ(s), sup

t∈(0,1)
tR− ϕ(1− t)

}
(127)

= sup
s∈(0,1)

(1− s)R− ϕ(s), (128)

where the last equality follows by replacing t with 1− s. Finally, as the objective function in (128)
is concave and its first derivative is given by −R − ϕ′(s), there is a unique critical point that
achieves the maximum if R ∈ (−ϕ′(1),−ϕ′(0)). Therefore, the supremum is attained.

Lemma 16 LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and let ρ(n), σ(n) ∈ D(H⊗n) be sequences
of quantum states. Define

ϕn(s) :=
1

n
log Tr(ρ(n))1−s(σ(n))s, and ϕ(s) := lim

n→∞
ϕn(s), (129)

and assume that ϕ(s) exists and is finite for each s ∈ (0, 1). Assume further that ϕ(s) is strictly
convex and C1-continuous on (0, 1). Consider two optimization problems:

hn(r) := max
s∈(0,1)

−ϕn(s)− sr
1− s

, and h(r) := max
s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

. (130)
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Then for any 0 < r < lims→0+ −ϕ′(s), we have that

• hn and h are optimally achieved at unique critical points sn,r, sr ∈ (0, 1), respectively;

• sn,r and sr are continuous in r, and sn,r → sr as n→∞.

Proof. We first show that the derivatives converge:

lim
n→∞

ϕ′n(s) = ϕ′(s) (131)

for s ∈ (0, 1). To see this, note that the convexity of ϕn gives, for any ϵ > 0,

ϕn(s)− ϕn(s− ϵ)
ϵ

≤ ϕ′n(s) ≤
ϕn(s+ ϵ)− ϕn(s)

ϵ
. (132)

Taking lim inf and lim sup as n→∞ (using the pointwise convergence ϕn → ϕ), we obtain

ϕ(s)− ϕ(s− ϵ)
ϵ

≤ lim inf
n→∞

ϕ′n(s) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

ϕ′n(s) ≤
ϕ(s+ ϵ)− ϕ(s)

ϵ
. (133)

Sending ϵ→ 0 and using the differentiability of ϕ yields (131).
Define the objective function f(s) := −ϕ(s)−sr

1−s for s ∈ (0, 1). Its derivative is

f ′(s) =
(s− 1)ϕ′(s)− ϕ(s)− r

(1− s)2
. (134)

Define the numerator as g(s) := (s− 1)ϕ′(s)− ϕ(s)− r.
We claim that g is strictly decreasing on (0, 1). Since ϕ is differentiable and strictly convex, it

lies strictly above every tangent line [BV04, Eq. (3.3)]: for any a ̸= b in (0, 1),

ϕ(a) > ϕ(b) + ϕ′(b)(a− b). (135)

Now fix 0 < s1 < s2 < 1. Applying (135) with (a, b) = (s1, s2) and (a, b) = (s2, s1) respectively:

ϕ(s1)− ϕ(s2) > ϕ′(s2)(s1 − s2), (136)

ϕ(s2)− ϕ(s1) > ϕ′(s1)(s2 − s1). (137)

Computing g(s1)− g(s2) directly:

g(s1)− g(s2) = (s1 − 1)ϕ′(s1)− ϕ(s1)− (s2 − 1)ϕ′(s2) + ϕ(s2). (138)

Substituting the bound (137), i.e., ϕ(s2)− ϕ(s1) > ϕ′(s1)(s2 − s1), to replace −ϕ(s1) + ϕ(s2):

g(s1)− g(s2) > (s1 − 1)ϕ′(s1) + ϕ′(s1)(s2 − s1)− (s2 − 1)ϕ′(s2)

= (s2 − 1)
(
ϕ′(s1)− ϕ′(s2)

)
. (139)

From (136) and (137), adding the two inequalities gives 0 > (ϕ′(s1) − ϕ′(s2))(s2 − s1), so
ϕ′(s1) < ϕ′(s2) (i.e., ϕ′ is strictly increasing). Since s2 − 1 < 0 and ϕ′(s1) − ϕ′(s2) < 0, we
obtain g(s1)− g(s2) > 0. Thus g is strictly decreasing.

Since ϕ is C1-continuous and strictly convex with ϕ(0) = ϕ(1) = 0, we have the boundary
limits of g as

lim
s→1−

g(s) = −r < 0, lim
s→0+

g(s) = lim
s→0+

−ϕ′(s)− r > 0. (140)
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Since g is continuous and strictly decreasing, there exists a unique sr ∈ (0, 1) such that g(sr) = 0,
or equivalently,

r = (sr − 1)ϕ′(sr)− ϕ(sr). (141)

Moreover, g(s) > 0 for s < sr and g(s) < 0 for s > sr, so f ′(s) > 0 for s < sr and f ′(s) < 0
for s > sr. Hence f attains its unique maximum at sr.

An identical argument applied to ϕn (which is also convex and C1) shows that fn(s) :=
−ϕn(s)−sr

1−s has a unique maximizer sn,r ∈ (0, 1) satisfying

r = (sn,r − 1)ϕ′n(sn,r)− ϕn(sn,r). (142)

Define gn(s) := (s− 1)ϕ′n(s)− ϕn(s)− r, so that gn(sn,r) = 0.
We claim that sr is a continuous function of r. Recall that sr is defined implicitly by g(sr) = 0,

i.e., y(sr) = r, where y(s) := (s−1)ϕ′(s)−ϕ(s). We have already shown that g(s) = y(s)−r is
strictly decreasing and continuous on (0, 1). Hence y is itself strictly decreasing and continuous on
(0, 1), and sr = y−1(r). Since the inverse of a continuous strictly monotone function is continuous,
sr is continuous in r. An identical argument applies to sn,r.

We now show sn,r → sr. Since {sn,r} ⊂ (0, 1) is bounded, it suffices to show that every
convergent subsequence has limit sr. Let sr,nk

→ s∗ for some s∗ ∈ [0, 1]. We show s∗ ∈ (0, 1). If
s∗ = 0: for any δ ∈ (0, 1), eventually sr,nk

< δ. Since gnk
is strictly decreasing and gnk

(sr,nk
) = 0,

we have gnk
(δ) < 0 for large k. Taking k → ∞: g(δ) ≤ 0. But this holds for all δ ∈ (0, 1),

contradicting lims→0+ g(s) > 0. If s∗ = 1: for any δ ∈ (0, 1), eventually sr,nk
> δ. Since gnk

is
strictly decreasing and gnk

(sr,nk
) = 0, we have gnk

(δ) > 0 for large k. Taking k →∞: g(δ) ≥ 0.
But this holds for all δ ∈ (0, 1), contradicting g(1−) = −r < 0. Hence s∗ ∈ (0, 1).

Choose a compact set K ⊂ (0, 1) containing s∗ in its interior. For k large enough, sr,nk
∈ K.

Then we have

|g(s∗)− gnk
(sr,nk

)| ≤ |g(s∗)− g(sr,nk
)|+ |g(sr,nk

)− gnk
(sr,nk

)| (143)

≤ |g(s∗)− g(sr,nk
)|+ sup

s∈K
|g(s)− gn(s)|. (144)

The first term vanishes as k →∞ by the continuity of g, and the second by the uniform convergence
gn → g on K. This follows from the fact that each ϕn is convex and ϕn → ϕ pointwise on (0, 1),
we have ϕn → ϕ uniformly on every compact subset of (0, 1) by [Roc70, Theorem 10.8]. Moreover,
since ϕ is differentiable on (0, 1), ϕ′n → ϕ′ uniformly on every compact subset of (0, 1) by [Roc70,
Theorem 25.7]. It follows that gn → g uniformly on compact subsets of (0, 1).

Since gnk
(sr,nk

) = 0, we obtain g(s∗) = 0. Since g is strictly decreasing with a unique zero at
sr, we conclude s∗ = sr. Hence sn,r → sr. This concludes the proof.

We now combine the large-deviation estimate with the continuity control on the optimizing
parameter to upper bound the error exponent of sequences of states. This is the core statement
before we lift the argument to composite sets.

Proposition 17 Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and let ρ(n), σ(n) ∈ D(H⊗n) be
sequences of quantum states. Define

ϕ(s) := lim
n→∞

1

n
log Tr(ρ(n))1−s(σ(n))s (145)

and assume that ϕ(s) exists and is finite for each s ∈ (0, 1). Assume further that ϕ(s) is strictly
convex and C1-continuous on (0, 1). Then for any 0 < r < supα∈(0,1)D

∞
P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n),

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n)
)
. (146)
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Proof. For any test with Trσ(n)Tn ≤ e−nr, we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log

[
Tr e−nRρ(n)(I − Tn) + Trσ(n)Tn

]
(147)

≥ lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log

[
Tr e−nRρ(n)(I − Tn) + e−nr

]
(148)

= min

{
r,R+ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn)

}
, (149)

where the equality follows from [FH26, Lemma 45]. Therefore, by Lemma 15, we have

min

{
r,R+ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn)

}
≤ max

s∈(0,1)
(1− s)R− ϕ(s). (150)

Since ϕ is convex with ϕ(0) = 0, for 0 < s1 < s2 we have ϕ(s1) = ϕ
(
s1
s2
s2 + (1− s1

s2
) · 0

)
≤

s1
s2
ϕ(s2), so ϕ(s1)

s1
≤ ϕ(s2)

s2
. Hence the slope ϕ(s)

s is non-decreasing in s, and lims→0+ ϕ
′(s) =

infs∈(0,1)
ϕ(s)
s . Using −ϕ(s)

s = D∞
P,1−s({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n) and the substitution α = 1 − s, we

obtain the relation

lim
s→0+

−ϕ′(s) = sup
s∈(0,1)

(
− ϕ(s)

s

)
= sup

α∈(0,1)
D∞

P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n). (151)

Therefore, r < supα∈(0,1)D
∞
P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n) = lims→0+ −ϕ′(s).

Let r′ < r. From Lemma 16, we know that the optimization

max
s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr′

1− s
(152)

has a unique maximizer sr′ ∈ (0, 1) such that r′ = (sr′ − 1)ϕ′(sr′)− ϕ(sr′). We set

Rr′ :=
ϕ(sr′) + r′

1− sr′
= −ϕ′(sr′). (153)

It is clear that Rr′ ∈ (−ϕ′(1),−ϕ′(0)). By the proof of Lemma 15, maxs∈(0,1)(1− s)R− ϕ(s) is
uniquely achieved at point s such thatR = −ϕ′(s). ForR = Rr′ , (153) implies that the maximum
is uniquely achieved at s = sr′ . That is,

max
s∈(0,1)

(1− s)Rr′ − ϕ(s) = (1− sr′)Rr′ − ϕ(sr′) = r′. (154)

Then, by (150) we have

min

{
r,Rr′ + lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn)

}
≤ r′. (155)

Then, we have

Rr′ + lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn) ≤ r. (156)

Otherwise, it will contradict to the assumption that r′ < r. Thus, we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn) ≤ r −Rr′ . (157)

Note that by Lemma 16, sr′ is continuous in r′. This implies the continuity of Rr′ in r′. Hence,
sending r′ → r− gives

lim
r′→r−

Rr′ =
ϕ(sr) + r

1− sr
=: Rr. (158)
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This gives

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn) ≤ r −Rr. (159)

By direct calculation, the right-hand side gives

r −Rr =
−ϕ(sr)− srr

1− sr
= max

s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

, (160)

where the second equality follows from the optimality of sr. Then we have

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log Tr ρ(n)(I − Tn) ≤ max

s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

. (161)

This implies that

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ max
s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

. (162)

Finally, we show that

max
s∈(0,1)

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

= sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n)
)
. (163)

By definition, D∞
P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n) = 1

α−1ϕ(1 − α) for α ∈ (0, 1). Writing s = 1 − α, we

have D∞
P,1−s({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n) = 1

−sϕ(s) = −
ϕ(s)
s . Thus, for each s ∈ (0, 1),

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

=
s

1− s

(
−ϕ(s)

s
− r

)
=

s

1− s

(
D∞

P,1−s({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n)− r
)
. (164)

Under the substitution α = 1− s, we have

−ϕ(s)− sr
1− s

=
α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α({ρ(n)}n∥{σ(n)}n)
)
. (165)

Taking supremum over α ∈ (0, 1) gives (163). This completes the proof.

The next lemma addresses a fundamental obstacle in the composite setting: the minimizer
of DP,α(An∥Bn) generally depends on α, so no single pair of states simultaneously achieves
the regularized divergence at every α. The following construction overcomes this difficulty by
averaging the α-dependent minimizers over a grid that refines with n, yielding a universal pair
(ρ(n), σ(n)) that is independent of any particular α yet asymptotically achieves D∞

P,α(A ∥B) for
every α ∈ (0, 1) at which the regularized divergence is continuous.

Lemma 18 (Universal tight state pair.) Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. Let A :=
{An}n∈N and B := {Bn}n∈N be sequences of convex sets An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). Suppose that
α 7→ D∞

P,α(A ∥B) is continuous at α in (0, 1). For each n, define the averaged states

ρ(n) :=
1

n+ 1

n∑
j=0

ρn

(
j

n

)
, σ(n) :=

1

n+ 1

n∑
j=0

σn

(
j

n

)
, (166)

where, for each α ∈ (0, 1), (ρn(α), σn(α)) ∈ An ×Bn is an approximate minimizer satisfying

DP,α(ρn(α)∥σn(α)) ≤ DP,α(An∥Bn) + 1. (167)
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Then ρ(n) ∈ An, σ(n) ∈ Bn, and for any α ∈ (0, 1),

D∞
P,α({ρ(n)}∥{σ(n)}) = D∞

P,α(A ∥B). (168)

Proof. For each α ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, the approximate minimizer (ρn(α), σn(α)) exists because
DP,α(An∥Bn) is defined as an infimum, so a pair achieving the infimum to within additive error 1
can always be found. Since An and Bn are convex, we have that ρ(n) ∈ An and σ(n) ∈ Bn. This
implies that

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≥ 1

n
DP,α(An∥Bn). (169)

Taking lim infn→∞ yields

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≥ D∞
P,α(A ∥B). (170)

For the reverse direction, we use Lieb’s concavity theorem, which states that the map (A,B) 7→
TrAαB1−α is jointly concave for α ∈ (0, 1). This gives

Tr(ρ(n))α(σ(n))1−α ≥ 1

(n+ 1)2

n∑
j=0

n∑
j′=0

Tr ρn

(
j
n

)α
σn

(
j′

n

)1−α
. (171)

Every term in the double sum is nonnegative, so for any j′′ ∈ {0, . . . , n} we can keep only the
diagonal term j = j′ = j′′:

Tr(ρ(n))α(σ(n))1−α ≥ 1

(n+ 1)2
Tr ρn

(
j′′

n

)α
σn

(
j′′

n

)1−α
. (172)

This implies that

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ 1

n
DP,α

(
ρn

(
j′′

n

)∥∥∥σn( j′′

n

))
+

2 log(n+ 1)

n(1− α)
. (173)

Now choose j′′ to be the smallest index in {0, . . . , n} such that j′′/n ≥ α. Then α ≤ j′′/n ≤
α+ 1/n. Since DP,α(ρ∥σ) is non-decreasing in α for fixed states ρ, σ, we obtain

DP,α

(
ρn

(
j′′

n

)∥∥∥σn( j′′

n

))
≤ DP,j′′/n

(
ρn

(
j′′

n

)∥∥∥σn( j′′

n

))
(174)

≤ DP,j′′/n(An∥Bn) + 1 (175)

≤ DP,α+1/n(An∥Bn) + 1. (176)

where the first inequality uses the monotonicity α ≤ j′′/n, the second is the approximate minimizer
condition, and the third uses j′′/n ≤ α+ 1/n. Combining (173) and (176), we get

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ 1

n
DP,α+1/n(An∥Bn) +

2 log(n+ 1)

n(1− α)
+

1

n
. (177)

Fix any β ∈ (α, 1). For all n > 1/(β − α), we have α+ 1/n < β. Since DP,α is non-decreasing
in α on (0, 1), it follows that

1

n
DP,α+1/n(An∥Bn) ≤

1

n
DP,β(An∥Bn). (178)

Substituting into (177) and taking lim supn→∞:

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ D∞
P,β(A ∥B). (179)
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Since this holds for every β > α, taking β → α+ and using the assumed continuity of α 7→
D∞

P,α(A ∥B) at α yields

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
DP,α(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ D∞
P,α(A ∥B). (180)

Together with (170), this establishes (168).

Combining Proposition 17 and Lemma 18, we obtain the general upper bound for convex
composite hypotheses. Conceptually, the theorem shows that a single asymptotically tight pair of
states is enough to control the exponent for the entire family.

Theorem 19 (Quantum Hoeffding upper bound via DP,α.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space. Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be sequences of sets of quantum states such that
An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n) for every n ∈ N. Suppose that

• Both A and B satisfy the assumption (C1) convexity;

• (A ,B) satisfy the assumptions (C6) strict-concavity and (C7) continuity.

Then for any 0 < r < supα∈(0,1)D
∞
P,α(A ∥B),

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) ≤ sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥B)

)
. (181)

Proof. Given the required assumptions, we can apply Lemma 18 to obtain a sequence of states
ρ(n) ∈ An and σ(n) ∈ Bn such that D∞

P,α({ρ(n)}∥{σ(n)}) = D∞
P,α(A ∥B) for every α ∈ (0, 1).

Applying Proposition 17 to the pair of sequences {ρ(n)} and {σ(n)}, we get

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(ρ

(n)∥σ(n)) ≤ sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥B)

)
. (182)

As ρ(n) ∈ An and σ(n) ∈ Bn, we have αn,r(An∥Bn) ≥ αn,r(ρ
(n)∥σ(n)) by definition. Taking

this into the above inequality gives the asserted result.

4 Matching bounds and operational interpretations

The lower and upper bounds derived in the previous section are governed by distinct Rényi diver-
gences and need not coincide in general. In this section, we identify conditions under which the two
bounds match. We first establish that pinching with respect to a family of orthogonal projections is
equivalent to twirling over the associated diagonal unitary group. Building on this equivalence, we
then show that, under suitable group compatibility assumptions, the composite Hoeffding exponent
is exactly characterized by the regularized reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence. Specializing fur-
ther to a particular composite hypothesis testing setting, the regularization can be removed and the
exponent reduces to a single-letter expression in the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence, thereby
providing an operational interpretation of this divergence. This further leads to an operational
interpretation of the reverse quantum relative entropy in the Stein regime.

4.1 Equivalence of twirling and pinching

Fix a family of orthogonal projections {Pi}mi=1 onH satisfying
∑m

i=1 Pi = I . For each multi-index
j⃗ = (j1, . . . , jn) ∈ {1, . . . ,m}n, letPj⃗ := Pj1⊗· · ·⊗Pjn denote the associated product projection.
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For each k ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, let Nk (⃗j) :=
∣∣{ℓ : jℓ = k}

∣∣ denote the number of coordinates of j⃗ equal
to k, and let N (⃗j) := (N1(⃗j), . . . , Nm(⃗j)) be its type. Let

Πt :=
∑

j⃗ :N (⃗j)=t

Pj⃗ , (183)

be the projector onto the type class t. We denote the set of types of length n by Tn,m, so that

|Tn,m| =
(
n+m− 1

m− 1

)
and

∑
t∈Tn,m

Πt = IH⊗n . (184)

We define the pinching map with respect to the projections {Pi}mi=1 as

Pn(X) :=
∑

t∈Tn,m

ΠtXΠt, (185)

For the projections {Pi}mi=1, we consider the corresponding compact group of unitaries

G :=

g =
m∑
j=1

eiθjPj : θi ∈ [0, 2π)

 , (186)

equipped with the normalized Haar measure dg =
∏m

j=1
dθj
2π . For each n ∈ N, we let G act on

H⊗n through the representation g 7→ g⊗n, and write the associated twirling:

T n
G (X) :=

∫
G
g⊗nX (g†)⊗n dg. (187)

The following lemma shows that these two constructions are in fact identical: pinching with
respect to the projections {Pi} is exactly the same as twirling over the diagonal unitary group G.
This equivalence gives the otherwise algebraic pinching map a simple “operational interpretation”.
In essence, pinching is just the averaging effect of uncertainty in the unitary phases.

Lemma 20 Let {Pi}mi=1 be a family of orthogonal projections on H with
∑m

i=1 Pi = I . Let Pn

and T n
G be defined as in (185) and (187), respectively. Then, it holds that Pn = T n

G .

Proof. For g = gθ ∈ G we have g⊗n
θ =

∑
j⃗∈{1,...,m}n e

i
∑n

ℓ=1 θjℓ Pj⃗ , and therefore

g⊗n
θ X (g†θ)

⊗n =
∑

j⃗ ,⃗k∈{1,...,m}n
ei

∑n
ℓ=1(θjℓ−θkℓ ) Pj⃗ X P

k⃗
. (188)

Regrouping the sum
∑n

ℓ=1 θjℓ according to the value of each coordinate gives
∑n

ℓ=1 θjℓ =∑m
r=1 θrNr (⃗j), and hence

n∑
ℓ=1

(
θjℓ − θkℓ

)
=

m∑
r=1

θr
(
Nr (⃗j)−Nr(k⃗)

)
. (189)

Substituting (189) into the phase, the integrand factorizes as
∏m

r=1 e
iθr(Nr (⃗j)−Nr(k⃗)). Applying

Fubini’s theorem together with the one-dimensional orthogonality relation 1
2π

∫ 2π
0 eiθrar dθr =

δar,0 for ar ∈ Z, we obtain∫
[0,2π)m

ei
∑m

r=1 θr(Nr (⃗j)−Nr(k⃗))
m∏
r=1

dθr
2π

=
m∏
r=1

δ
Nr (⃗j), Nr(k⃗)

= δ
N (⃗j), N(k⃗)

, (190)
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which vanishes unless j⃗ and k⃗ have the same type. Grouping the surviving pairs by their common
type t then yields

T n
G (X) =

∑
t∈Tn,m

∑
j⃗ ,⃗k :N (⃗j)=N(k⃗)=t

Pj⃗ X P
k⃗
=

∑
t∈Tn,m

ΠtX Πt, (191)

where the last step uses the definition (183) of Πt. This completes the proof.

The next lemma explains why this identification is useful for the Hoeffding problem: when
the null hypothesis is invariant under the group action, twirling the alternative converts the Petz
Rényi divergence into the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence. This conversion is precisely the
mechanism that will align the lower and upper bounds in the application below.

Lemma 21 Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, let {Pi}mi=1 be orthogonal projections
on H with

∑
i Pi = I . Let Pn, G and T n

G defined as in (185), (186) and (187), respectively. Let
A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be sequences with each An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). Denote the
sequence of twirled sets by TG(B) := {T n

G (Bn)}n∈N. Suppose that every ρn ∈ An is invariant
under twirling, i.e., T n

G (ρn) = ρn. Then for any α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,+∞),

D∞
P,α(A ∥ TG(B)) = D∞

RS,α(A ∥B) . (192)

Proof. By the definition of the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence and Petz Rényi divergence,
the asserted result is equivalent to

D∞
P,α(TG(B)∥A ) = D∞

S,α(B ∥A ) . (193)

For any ρn ∈ An and σn ∈ Bn, we have

DP,α(T n
G (σn)∥ρn) = DS,α(T n

G (σn)∥ρn) ≤ DS,α(σn∥ρn), (194)

where the equality follows because T n
G (σn) commutes with ρn = T n

G (ρn), and the inequality is
the data-processing inequality under the twirling/pinching map [MLDS+13, Proposition 14] (note
that the invariance ρn = T n

G (ρn) =
∑

tΠtρnΠt identifies {Πt} with the spectral projections of
ρn, so that T n

G (σn) is exactly the pinching of σn by ρn). Optimizing over ρn ∈ An and σn ∈ Bn

and taking the regularized limit yields

D∞
P,α(TG(B)∥A ) ≤ D∞

S,α(B ∥A ) . (195)

For the reverse direction, fix any ρn ∈ An and σn ∈ Bn. We have

DP,α(T n
G (σn)∥ρn) ≥ DS,α(T n

G (σn)∥ρn) (196)

≥ DS,α(σn∥ρn)− 2 log |Tn,m| (197)

≥ DS,α(Bn∥An )− 2 log |Tn,m|, (198)

where the first inequality isDP,α ≥ DS,α, the second follows from [HT16, Lemma 3], and the third
uses σn ∈ Bn and ρn ∈ An. Optimizing over ρn ∈ An and σn ∈ Bn and taking the regularized
limit yields

D∞
P,α(TG(B)∥A ) ≥ D∞

S,α(B ∥A ) . (199)

This completes the proof.

4.2 Matching bounds

Combining Lemma 21 with the bounds in the previous section, we identify a set of conditions
under which the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence governs the Hoeffding exponent.
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Assumption 22 Let G be the compact group defined in (186). For a sequence of sets of quantum
states C = {Cn}n∈N with each Cn ⊆ D(H⊗n), we introduce the following assumptions.

Label Name Description

(C1′′) G-convexity For any n ∈ N, the twirled set T n
G (Cn) is convex.

(C8) G-closedness For any n ∈ N, g⊗n(ρn)(g
†)⊗n ∈ Cn, ∀ρn ∈ Cn, ∀g ∈ G.

(C8′) G-invariance For any n ∈ N, g⊗n(ρn)(g
†)⊗n = ρn, ∀ρn ∈ Cn, ∀g ∈ G.

Note that (C1′′) G-convexity is strictly weaker than the standard convexity (C1), since it only
requires convexity after twirling; by the linearity of twirling, (C1) automatically implies (C1′′).

With these assumptions, the following theorem shows that the composite Hoeffding exponent
is governed by the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence rather than the Petz Rényi divergence
familiar from the simple i.i.d. setting. This distinction is significant both conceptually and quantita-
tively: conceptually, it endows the reverse sandwiched divergence with an exact operational role in
hypothesis testing; quantitatively, the two divergences can differ strictly for non-commuting states
(see Example 5), so the resulting exponent can depart substantially from its i.i.d. counterpart.

Theorem 23 (Quantum Hoeffding bound via DRS,α.) LetH be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
and G be a compact group of unitaries as defined in (186). Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N
be two sequences of sets of quantum states with each An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). Denote TG(B) :=
{T n

G (Bn)}n∈N. Suppose that

• A satisfies assumptions (C1) convexity, (C5) P-closedness, and (C8′) G-invariance;

• B satisfies assumptions (C1′′) G-convexity, (C5′) P-invariance, and (C8) G-closedness;

• (A , TG(B)) satisfy assumptions (C6) strict-concavity and (C7) continuity.

Then for any 0 < r < supα∈(0,1)D
∞
RS,α(A ∥B),

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

RS,α(A ∥B)

)
. (200)

Proof. The lower bound follows from Theorem 13. We now turn to the upper bound. Applying The-
orem 19 to the sequences A and TG(B), we have, for any 0 < r < supα∈(0,1)D

∞
P,α(A ∥TG(B)),

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥T n

G (Bn)) ≤ sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥TG(B))

)
. (201)

By Lemma 21,D∞
P,α(A ∥TG(B)) = D∞

RS,α(A ∥B). Moreover, since Bn is closed under the group
action, T n

G (Bn) ⊆ conv(Bn), and hence

αn,r(An∥Bn) = αn,r(An∥ conv(Bn)) ≥ αn,r(An∥T n
G (Bn)). (202)

Substituting these into (201) establishes the asserted upper bound and concludes the proof.

4.3 Operational interpretations

The assumptions in Theorem 23 may appear rather strong at first sight, and the regularized expres-
sion on the right-hand side might suggest that the resulting exponent is difficult to evaluate. We
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now demonstrate that the framework is indeed useful by exhibiting a physically natural composite
hypothesis-testing problem in which all of these assumptions are satisfied and the regularization
can be removed. Consequently, the error exponent admits a single-letter expression in terms of the
reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence, providing an operational interpretation of this divergence
between a pair of quantum states. This then leads to operational interpretation of the reverse quan-
tum relative entropy as well. Below, we discuss two physical models that fit into this framework:
independent phase noise in the energy eigenbasis, and free time evolution under a Hamiltonian.

Independent phase noise in energy eigenbasis

Following the setting outlined in the introduction, consider a quantum system with Hamiltonian
H =

∑
j Ej |Ej⟩⟨Ej |, where {|Ej⟩} denotes the energy eigenbasis with eigenvalues {Ej}. The

null hypothesis is the thermal equilibrium (Gibbs) state at inverse temperature β,

ρ = e−βH/Tr[e−βH ], (203)

which is by construction diagonal in the energy eigenbasis. The alternative hypothesis is a non-
equilibrium probe state σ, which may carry off-diagonal coherences between energy levels. Before
reaching the tester, however, each energy level acquires an unknown phase noise. This models
dephasing in the energy eigenbasis, arising for instance from imprecise waiting times, clock mis-
alignment, or fluctuating environmental couplings to individual energy levels. The state delivered
to the tester therefore takes the form g σ g† for some unknown g ∈ G, with

G :=

g =
m∑
j=1

eiθj |Ej⟩⟨Ej | : θj ∈ [0, 2π)

 , (204)

and the tester’s task is to distinguish ρ⊗n from such phase-corrupted copies of σ⊗n. We accordingly
define the sequences of sets

An := {ρ⊗n}, and Bn :=
{
g⊗nσ⊗n(g⊗n)† : g ∈ G

}
, (205)

where we note that ρ is invariant under the action of G by definition.
Free time evolution under H is a special case of this noise model: the unitary e−iHt =∑

j e
−iEjt|Ej⟩⟨Ej | applies correlated phases θj = −Ejt governed by the single parameter t,

a setting we will discuss in detail later. The group G generalizes this by allowing each energy
level to accrue an independent phase, thereby capturing the most general dephasing in the energy
eigenbasis. The following theorem delivers the main operational payoff of this paper: the optimal
Hoeffding exponent for discriminating the thermal state from its phase-corrupted alternative is
given exactly by the single-letter reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence. We emphasize that the al-
ternative hypothesis is composite i.i.d. and therefore not tensor-stable, so the framework of [FH26]
does not apply.

Theorem 24 (Operational meaning of DRS,α.) Let ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with ρ > 0 and σ > 0, and let
An, Bn be as defined in (205). Then for any 0 < r < DR(ρ∥σ),

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(An∥Bn) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −DRS,α(ρ∥σ)

)
. (206)

Proof. We verify the assumptions of Theorem 23 for An and Bn.

1) Verification for A . The singleton An = {ρ⊗n} is convex, permutation-invariant, and hence
permutation-closed. Since ρ is diagonal in the basis {|Ej⟩}, it is invariant under the action of G.
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2) Verification for B. For (C5′), every state in Bn has the product form g⊗nσ⊗n(g⊗n)† and
is therefore permutation-invariant. For (C1′′), we have T n

G (g⊗nσ⊗n(g⊗n)†) = T n
G (σ⊗n) for all

g ∈ G, so T n
G (Bn) = {T n

G (σ⊗n)} is a singleton and hence convex. For G-closedness (C8), note
that Bn is the orbit of σ⊗n under the group action, so it is closed under that action by construction.

3) Verification for (A , TG(B)). We next compute the regularized divergence. SinceDRS,α(ρ∥σ)
is unitarily invariant and ρ commutes with every g ∈ G,

DRS,α(An∥Bn) = inf
g∈G

DRS,α

(
ρ⊗n∥g⊗nσ⊗n(g†)⊗n

)
= nDRS,α(ρ∥σ). (207)

This gives

D∞
RS,α(A ∥B) = DRS,α(ρ∥σ) = − logQS,1−α(σ∥ρ). (208)

By Lemma 21,

(1− α)D∞
P,α(A ∥ TG(B)) = (1− α)D∞

RS,α(A ∥B) = − logQS,1−α(σ∥ρ). (209)

Thus verifying assumptions (C6) and (C7) for the pair (A , TG(B)) reduces to showing that the
single-letter function α 7→ − logQS,1−α(σ∥ρ) is strictly concave and C1-continuous on (0, 1).
Setting β := 1− α ∈ (0, 1), it is equivalent to establish that

β 7→ g(β) := logQS,β(σ∥ρ) (210)

is strictly convex and C1-continuous on (0, 1). We verify these two properties in turn.

3.1) Verification for C1-continuity. We first show that g(β) is real-analytic. Recall that a scalar
or matrix-valued function on an open interval is called real-analytic if around every point it admits
a convergent power-series expansion. We will use the standard facts that sums, products, and
compositions of real-analytic maps are again real-analytic, that the scalar logarithm is real-analytic
on (0,∞), and that the principal matrix logarithm and the matrix exponential are real-analytic on
the cone of positive definite matrices.

Since both ρ and σ are full rank, for every β ∈ (0, 1) the operator

X(β) := σ1/2ρ(1−β)/βσ1/2 (211)

is positive definite onH. Moreover,

QS,β(σ∥ρ) = Tr
[
X(β)β

]
, (212)

because ρ
1−β
2β σρ

1−β
2β and σ1/2ρ

1−β
β σ1/2 have the same non-zero eigenvalues.

Now the scalar map β 7→ 1−β
β is real-analytic on (0, 1), and since ρ > 0 we may write

ρ(1−β)/β = exp

(
1− β
β

log ρ

)
, (213)

where log ρ is the principal matrix logarithm of ρ. Since the matrix exponential is real-analytic, it
follows by composition that β 7→ ρ(1−β)/β is a real-analytic matrix-valued map on (0, 1). Multipli-
cation by the fixed matrix σ1/2 preserves real-analyticity, and therefore β 7→ X(β) is real-analytic
as well.

Next, for positive definite matrices the map

(β,A) 7−→ Aβ = exp
(
β logA

)
(214)

is real-analytic on (0, 1) times the cone of positive definite matrices, again because both the princi-
pal matrix logarithm and the matrix exponential are real-analytic there. Applying this toA = X(β)
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shows that β 7→ X(β)β is real-analytic. Since the trace is a linear map, it preserves real-analyticity,
and hence so is

β 7−→ QS,β(σ∥ρ) = Tr
[
X(β)β

]
. (215)

Finally, QS,β(σ∥ρ) > 0 for all β ∈ (0, 1), and the scalar logarithm is real-analytic on (0,∞).
Therefore

g(β) = logQS,β(σ∥ρ) (216)

is real-analytic on (0, 1) as a composition of real-analytic maps. In particular g ∈ C1(0, 1).

3.2) Verification for strict convexity. By [Hay17, Lemma 3.1], β 7→ g(β) is convex on (0, 1).
To upgrade convexity to strict convexity, it suffices to rule out that g is affine, since a real-analytic
convex function on an interval is either strictly convex or affine. We include the short argument for
this fact for completeness.

Suppose that g were not strictly convex. There would exist 0 < β0 < β1 < β2 < 1 such that

g(β1) =
β2 − β1
β2 − β0

g(β0) +
β1 − β0
β2 − β0

g(β2). (217)

Let ℓ be the affine function joining the two endpoint values,

ℓ(β) :=
β2 − β
β2 − β0

g(β0) +
β − β0
β2 − β0

g(β2). (218)

By convexity, g(β) ≤ ℓ(β) for every β ∈ [β0, β2], and by assumption g(β1) = ℓ(β1). We claim
that in fact g(β) = ℓ(β) for all β ∈ [β0, β2].

Indeed, fix β ∈ [β0, β1]. Then

β1 = λβ + (1− λ)β2, λ :=
β2 − β1
β2 − β

∈ (0, 1]. (219)

Convexity gives

g(β1) ≤ λg(β) + (1− λ)g(β2). (220)

On the other hand, since g(β1) = ℓ(β1), ℓ is affine, and ℓ(β2) = g(β2), we have

λℓ(β) + (1− λ)g(β2) = λℓ(β) + (1− λ)ℓ(β2) (221)

= ℓ
(
λβ + (1− λ)β2

)
(222)

= ℓ(β1) (223)

= g(β1) (224)

≤ λg(β) + (1− λ)g(β2). (225)

Subtracting (1− λ)g(β2) from both sides and dividing by λ > 0, we obtain

ℓ(β) ≤ g(β). (226)

Since already g(β) ≤ ℓ(β), we get g(β) = ℓ(β) on [β0, β1]. Hence g is affine on this interval.
Now h := g − ℓ is real-analytic on (0, 1) and vanishes on the nonempty open interval

(β0, β1). By the identity theorem for real-analytic functions, h must vanish identically on (0, 1);
see, e.g., [KP92, Corollary 1.2.5]. Therefore g is affine on all of (0, 1). We have shown that a
real-analytic convex function on (0, 1) is either strictly convex or affine.
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It remains to rule out the affine case. Assume therefore that g is affine on (0, 1). Taking the
limit β → 1− and using QS,1(σ∥ρ) = Tr[σ] = 1, we obtain a constant c ∈ R such that

g(β) = c(β − 1), β ∈ (0, 1). (227)

Equivalently,

DS,β(σ∥ρ) = c, β ∈ (0, 1). (228)

Since σ > 0, we have Πσ = I , and

lim
β→0+

DS,β(σ∥ρ) ≤ lim
β→0+

DP,β(σ∥ρ) = − log Tr[ρ] = 0, (229)

so c = 0. On the other hand,

lim
β→1−

DS,β(σ∥ρ) = D(σ∥ρ). (230)

Because 0 < r < DR(ρ∥σ), we have ρ ̸= σ, and therefore D(σ∥ρ) > 0. This contradicts c = 0.
Hence g is not affine, and therefore g is strictly convex on (0, 1).

Having verified all required assumptions of Theorem 23 and identified the regularized diver-
gence as D∞

RS,α(A ∥B) = DRS,α(ρ∥σ), the claim (206) follows.

Remark 25 (Necessity of σ > 0 for strict convexity.) The assumption σ > 0 is essential for the
strict convexity of β 7→ logQS,β(σ∥ρ). Indeed, let

ρ =

(
p 0
0 1− p

)
, σ =

(
1 0
0 0

)
= |0⟩⟨0|, 0 < p < 1. (231)

Then ρ > 0 but σ is not strictly positive. For every β ∈ (0, 1),

ρ
1−β
2β σρ

1−β
2β = p

1−β
β |0⟩⟨0|, (232)

and therefore

QS,β(σ∥ρ) = Tr

[(
ρ

1−β
2β σρ

1−β
2β

)β
]
= p1−β. (233)

Hence

logQS,β(σ∥ρ) = (1− β) log p, (234)

which is affine in β, not strictly convex.

The following corollary endows the reverse quantum relative entropy DR(ρ∥σ) with the
corresponding operational meaning in the Stein regime. Recall that the optimal Type-II error
βn,ε(An∥Bn) is defined in (22).

Corollary 26 (Operational meaning of DR.) Let ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with ρ > 0 and σ > 0, and let An,
Bn be as defined in (205). Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1),

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥Bn) = DR(ρ∥σ). (235)
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Proof. We prove the two directions separately.

1) Achievability: Fix any 0 < δ < DR(ρ∥σ) and set r := DR(ρ∥σ) − δ. So we have 0 <
r < DR(ρ∥σ). Since supα∈(0,1)DRS,α(ρ∥σ) = DR(ρ∥σ) > r, there exists α′ ∈ (0, 1) such
that DRS,α′(ρ∥σ) > r. Since α−1

α < 0 on (0, 1), the right hand side of (206) is strictly positive.
Theorem 24 therefore implies that there exists a sequence of tests (Mn)n∈N such that

α(An,Mn) ≤ ε, β(Bn,Mn) ≤ 2−nr, (236)

for sufficiently large n. Hence βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≤ 2−nr for n large, which yields

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≥ r = DR(ρ∥σ)− δ. (237)

Letting δ → 0+ gives the achievability bound.

2) Converse: Since Bn is closed under group actions g⊗n, we have

β(Bn,Mn) = sup
σn∈Bn

Tr[Mnσn] ≥ sup
σn∈Bn

Tr[MnT n
G (σn)] = β(T n

G (Bn),Mn), (238)

where the inequality follows as the average is no greater than the maximum. This implies that

βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≥ βn,ε(An∥T n
G (Bn)). (239)

The converse part can then be shown by standard arguments applying to An and T n
G (Bn). Let

α > 1. For any δ > 0, let ρn ∈ An, σn ∈ T n
G (Bn) such that

DS,α(ρn∥σn) ≤ DS,α(An∥T n
G (Bn)) + δ. (240)

By standard arguments, e.g. [CMW16, Lemma 5], we have for any 0 ≤Mn ≤ I , that

1

n
log (1− Tr[(I −Mn)ρn]) ≤

α− 1

α

(
1

n
DS,α(ρn∥σn) +

1

n
log Tr[Mnσn]

)
. (241)

Since Tr[(I −Mn)ρn] ≤ α(An,Mn) and Tr[Mnσn] ≤ β(T n
G (Bn),Mn) by definitions,

1

n
log (1− α(An,Mn)) ≤

α− 1

α

(
1

n
DS,α(An∥T n

G (Bn)) + δ +
1

n
log β(T n

G (Bn),Mn)

)
.

(242)

Considering tests 0 ≤Mn ≤ I with α(An,Mn) ≤ ε, we get

1

n
log(1− ε) ≤ α− 1

α

(
1

n
DS,α(An∥T n

G (Bn)) + δ +
1

n
log βn,ε(An∥T n

G (Bn))

)
. (243)

Rearranging the terms and utilizing DP,α ≥ DS,α, we have

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥T n

G (Bn)) ≤
α

α− 1

1

n
log

1

1− ε
+

1

n
DP,α(An∥T n

G (Bn)) + δ. (244)

Substituting (239) and taking the limit n→∞ and then δ → 0 gives

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≤ D∞

P,α(A ∥TG(B)). (245)

As calculated in (208) and (209), we have

D∞
P,α(A ∥TG(B)) = D∞

RS,α(A ∥B) = DRS,α(ρ∥σ), (246)

Optimizing over α > 1 gives

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≤ inf

α>1
DRS,α(ρ∥σ) = DR(ρ∥σ). (247)

This completes the converse part and hence the proof of Corollary 26.
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Remark 27 (Restricted data-processing inequality.) The reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence
DRS,α with α ∈ (1/2, 1), and the reverse quantum relative entropy DR, are known to violate the
standard data-processing inequality [AD15]. Corollary 26 nevertheless yields a natural restricted
form of data processing under any channel that respects the group G. Specifically, let Φ : L(H)→
L(H) be a G-covariant channel, in the sense that for every g ∈ G there exists ĝ ∈ G with

Φ(gXg†) = ĝΦ(X) ĝ† ∀X ∈ L(H). (248)

Then the data-processing inequality for DR holds for the pair (ρ, σ) under Φ:

DR(Φ(ρ)∥Φ(σ)) ≤ DR(ρ∥σ). (249)

Indeed, let (An,Bn) be defined as in (205) for (ρ, σ,G), and let (Ân, B̂n) be defined analogously
for (Φ(ρ),Φ(σ),G). The covariance condition implies Φ⊗n(An) = Ân and Φ⊗n(Bn) = B̂n, so
the data-processing inequality of the worst-case hypothesis-testing relative entropy yields

βn,ε(An∥Bn) ≤ βn,ε(Φ⊗n(An)∥Φ⊗n(Bn)) = βn,ε(Ân∥B̂n). (250)

Taking − 1
n log, sending n→∞, and applying Corollary 26 to both sides establishes (249).

Free time evolution under a Hamiltonian

The full diagonal-unitary group in (204) represents the most general dephasing noise in the energy
eigenbasis. A physically important specialization is the one-parameter family generated by the
Hamiltonian itself. We now show that, under a rational independence condition, this restriction
does not change the asymptotic exponent. Consider a quantum system governed by a Hamiltonian
H with energy eigenbasis {|Ej⟩} and eigenvalues {Ej}. Its thermal equilibrium state at inverse
temperature β is

ρ =
e−βH

Tr[e−βH ]
=

m∑
j=1

λj |Ej⟩⟨Ej |, λj =
e−βEj

Tr[e−βH ]
. (251)

To connect this with physical time evolution, note that

log λj = −βEj − logZβ, Zβ := Tr[e−βH ], (252)

so for any t ∈ R,

eit log λj = e−it logZβ e−i(βt)Ej . (253)

Hence ∑
j

eit log λj |Ej⟩⟨Ej | = e−it logZβ e−iH(βt). (254)

The prefactor e−it logZβ is a global phase and therefore cancels under conjugation, while βt is only
a reparametrization of time. Thus conjugation by the physical evolution e−iHt is equivalent to
conjugation by the diagonal one-parameter family

G′ :=

gt :=
m∑
j=1

eit log λj |Ej⟩⟨Ej | : t ≥ 0

 . (255)
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We then define the null and alternative hypotheses by

A ′
n := {ρ⊗n}, and B′

n :=
{
g⊗n
t σ⊗n(g†t )

⊗n : gt ∈ G′
}
. (256)

Assume that the eigenvalues of ρ are non-degenerate and that {log λj}mj=1 is rationally inde-
pendent. Then G′ is dense in the full diagonal-unitary group G, so each G′-orbit is dense in the
corresponding G-orbit. As shown below, this density already implies equality of the optimal worst-
case Type-I errors, and hence of the asymptotic error exponents. Although stated as an assumption,
rational independence is a generic condition: the set of vectors Rm that fail to be rationally inde-
pendent is a countable union of hyperplanes, and therefore has Lebesgue measure zero in Rm.

Corollary 28 (Alternative operational meanings of DRS,α and DR.) Let ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with ρ > 0,
σ > 0. Assume further that {log λj}mj=1 are rationally independent, i.e.,

∑m
j=1 nj log λj = 0

with nj ∈ Z implies nj = 0 for all j. Let A ′
n and B′

n be as defined in (256). Then for any
0 < r < DR(ρ∥σ), it holds that

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
logαn,r(A

′
n∥B′

n) = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −DRS,α(ρ∥σ)

)
. (257)

For any ε ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,ε(A

′
n∥B′

n) = DR(ρ∥σ). (258)

Proof. We compare the testing problem defined by the time-evolution family (A ′
n,B

′
n) with the

one defined by the full diagonal-unitary group (An,Bn) in Theorem 24. Since A ′
n = An = {ρ⊗n},

it suffices to show that

αn,r(A
′
n∥B′

n) = αn,r(An∥Bn) (259)

for every n ∈ N and every r > 0.
The key point is that the one-parameter family G′ is dense in the full diagonal-unitary group

G. To see this, identify G with the torus Tm := {(z1, . . . , zm) : |zj | = 1} via

(z1, . . . , zm)←→
m∑
j=1

zj |Ej⟩⟨Ej |. (260)

Under this identification, the family G′ is exactly the image of the continuous homomorphism

Φ: R→ Tm, (261)

t 7→
(
eit log λ1 , . . . , eit log λm

)
. (262)

Kronecker’s density theorem on the torus (e.g. [HW65, Theorem 443] or [Bai22]) states that if
a1, . . . , am are rationally independent, then the set{

(eita1 , . . . , eitam) : t ≥ 0
}

(263)

is dense in Tm. Applying this with aj = log λj , we conclude that for every target phase vector
(eiθ1 , . . . , eiθm) ∈ Tm and every ε > 0, there exists some t ≥ 0 such that each coordinate eit log λj

is within ε of eiθj . Equivalently, every element of G can be approximated arbitrarily well by some
element gt ∈ G′. Hence G′ is dense in G.
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We now pass this density from the unitaries to the alternative states. Fix n ∈ N and g ∈ G.
Choose a sequence tk such that gtk → g. Since matrix multiplication is continuous in finite
dimensions, we obtain

g⊗n
tk
σ⊗n(g†tk)

⊗n −→ g⊗nσ⊗n(g†)⊗n. (264)

Therefore B′
n is dense in Bn for every n.

Now fix any test 0 ≤Mn ≤ I . The map

ω 7→ Tr[ωMn] (265)

is continuous on the state space, so taking the supremum over the dense subset B′
n or over its

closure Bn gives the same worst-case Type-II error:

sup
ω∈B′

n

Tr[ωMn] = sup
ω∈Bn

Tr[ωMn]. (266)

Hence the feasible tests in the optimization problems defining αn,r(A ′
n∥B′

n) and αn,r(An∥Bn)
coincide, and therefore these two quantities are equal for every n and r. The two testing problems
thus have the same asymptotic error exponent, and the claim follows from Theorem 24. The same
argument applies to the Stein regime as well, Corollary 26 then yields (258).

5 Discussion

We established quantum Hoeffding bounds for composite hypothesis testing under a new set of
structural assumptions that replaces tensor-product stability with permutation symmetry of the
state sequences, together with regularity properties of the associated regularized Rényi divergences.
As a notable application, these bounds yield the direct operational interpretation of the reverse
sandwiched Rényi divergence and the reverse quantum relative entropy in composite quantum
hypothesis testing. Along the way, we developed several technical tools that may be of independent
interest, including the construction of a universal test via pinching in Lemma 11, the construction
of a universally tight state pair in Lemma 18, and the equivalence between twirling and pinching
established in Lemma 20.

Several directions remain open. First, our framework still relies on the assumption of convexity
and therefore does not yet cover the fully general composite i.i.d. setting; removing or weakening
this requirement, so as to pin down the exact error exponent in this regime, is an interesting open
problem. Second, as exemplified in this work, the composite setting offers a natural arena for
uncovering operational interpretations of quantum divergences; it would therefore be valuable
to explore the possibility of such interpretations for divergences whose operational meaning is
currently unknown, such as the Belavkin–Staszewski relative entropy [BS82, FF21]. Third, since
operational interpretations are by no means unique, it would also be interesting to identify further
operational roles of the reverse sandwiched Rényi divergence in other contexts. Finally, the error-
exponent bounds developed here may find applications in broader information-theoretic tasks,
which we leave for future investigation.
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1992.

[KW24] S. Khatri and M. M. Wilde. Principles of quantum communication theory: A modern
approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.04672, 2024.

[Lam25a] L. Lami. A solution of the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma. IEEE Transactions
on Information Theory, 71(6):4454–4484, June 2025.

[Lam25b] L. Lami. A doubly composite Chernoff-Stein lemma and its applications. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2510.06342, 2025.

[LBCR+24] P. Lipka-Bartosik, C. T. Chubb, J. M. Renes, M. Tomamichel, and K. Korzekwa.
Quantum dichotomies and coherent thermodynamics beyond first-order asymptotics.
PRX Quantum, 5:020335, May 2024.

[MLDS+13] M. Müller-Lennert, F. Dupuis, O. Szehr, S. Fehr, and M. Tomamichel. On quantum
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