arXiv:0810.3380v1 [quant-ph] 19 Oct 2008

Group theoretical study of LOCC-detection of
maximally entangled state using hypothesis testing

Masahito Hayashi®[{
! Graduate School of Information Sciences, Tohoku University, Aoba-ku, Sendai, 980-8579, Japan

In the asymptotic setting, the optimal test for hypotheses testing of the maximally entangled
state is derived under several locality conditions for measurements. The optimal test is obtained in
several cases with the asymptotic framework as well as the finite-sample framework. In addition,
the experimental scheme for the optimal test is presented.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recently various quantum information processings are
proposed, and many of them require maximally entan-
gled states as resources|l, 2, 3]. Hence, it is often desired
to generate maximally entangled states experimentally.
In particular, it must be based on statistical method to
decide whether the state generated experimentally is re-
ally the required maximally entangled state.

Now, entanglement witness is often used as its stan-
dard method [4, 15, 16, 7, |8]. It is, however, not necessarily
the optimal method from a viewpoint of statistics. On
the other hand, in mathematical statistics, the decision
problem of the truth of the given hypothesis is called sta-
tistical hypothesis testing, and is systematically studied.
Hence, it is desired to treat, under the frame of statisti-
cal hypotheses testing, the problem deciding whether the
given quantum state is the required maximally entangled
state. In statistical hypotheses testing, we suppose two
hypotheses (null hypothesis and alternative hypothesis)
to be tested a priori, and assume that one of both is true.
Based on observed data, we decide which hypothesis is
true. Most preceding studies about quantum hypotheses
testing concerns only the simple hypotheses testing, in
which, both of the null and the alternative hypotheses
consist of a single quantum state. For example, quantum
Neymann Pearson lemma [9, [10] and quantum Stein’s
lemmal|11, 12, [13, 14], quantum Chernoff bound|15, [16],
and quantum Hoeffding bound[17, [18, [19] treat simple
hypotheses.

However, in a practical viewpoint, it is unnatural to
specify both hypotheses with one quantum state. Hence,
we cannot directly apply quantum Neymann Pearson the-
orem and quantum Stein’s lemma, and we have to treat
composite hypotheses, i.e., the case where both hypothe-
ses consist of plural quantum states. It is also required
to restrict our measurements for testing among measure-
ments based on LOCC (local operations and classical
communications) because the tested state is maximally
entangled state.

Recently, based on quantum statistical inference[10,

*Electronic address: hayashi@math.is.tohoku.ac.jp

20, 21], Hayashi et al.[22] discussed this testing prob-
lem under statistical hypotheses testing with a locality
condition. They treated testing problem where the null
hypothesis consists only of the required maximally en-
tangled state. Their analysis has been extended to more
experimental setting[23], and its effectivity has been ex-
perimentally demonstrated [24]. Modifying this setting,
Owari and Hayashi [25] clarified the difference in perfor-
mance between the one-way LOCC restriction and the
two-way LOCC restriction in a specific case. Especially,
Hayashi et al.[22] studied the optimal test and the ex-
istence of the uniformly optimal test (whose definition
will be presented later) when one or two samples of the
state to be tested are given. Their analysis mainly con-
centrated the two-dimensional case.

In this paper, we treat the null hypothesis consisting of
quantum states whose fidelity for the desired maximally
entangled state is not greater than €, and discuss this
testing problem with several given samples of the tested
state in the following three setting concerning the range
of our measurements. (Note that our previous paper [22]
treats the case of e = 0.) In this problem, there are two
kinds of locality restrictions. L1: One is locality con-
cerning the two distinct parties. L2: The other is that
concerning the samples. M1: All measurements are al-
lowed. M2: There is restriction on the locality L1, but
no restriction on the locality L2. M3: There is restric-
tion on the locality L2 as well as L1. The restrction M3
for measurement is discussed by Virmani and Plenio [28],
the first time. Hayashi et al.|22] treated the settings M2
and M3, more systematically.

This paper mainly treats the case of sufficiently many
samples, i.e., the first order asymptotic theory. As a re-
sult, we find that there is no difference in performances of
both settings M1 and M2. Especially, the test achieving
the asymptotically optimal performance can be realized
by quantum measurement with quantum correlations be-
tween only two local samples. That is, even if we use
any higher quantum correlations among local samples,
no further improvement is available under the first or-
der asymptotic frame work. In the two-dimensional case,
the required measurement with local quantum correla-
tions is the four-valued Bell measurement between the
local two samples. In the setting M3, we treat the null
hypothesis consisting only of the maximally entangled
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state. Then, it is proved that even if we use classical
correlation between local samples for deciding local mea-
surement, there is no further improvement. That is, the
optimal protocol can be realized by repeating the opti-
mal measurement in the one-sample case in the setting
Ms.

Concerning the non-asymptotic setting, we derive the
optimal test with arbitrary finite number of samples un-
der a suitable group symmetry. This result can be triv-
ially extended to hypothesis testing of arbitrary pure
state. Moreover, we derive the optimal test with two
samples under the several conditions, and calculate its
optimal performance.

Furthermore, we treat the case when each sample sys-
tem consists of two or three different quantum systems
whose state is a tensor product state of different states.
In this case, even if the number of samples is one, ev-
ery party consists of multiple systems. As a result, we
obtain the optimal test for the one-sample case in both
settings M2 and M3. It is proved that repeating the op-
timal measurement for one sample gives the test achiev-
ing the asymptotically optimal performance. Moreover,
when each sample system consists of two different sys-
tem, it is shown that the optimal measurement for the
one-sample case can be realized by a four-valued Bell
measurement on the respective parties. Repeating this
measurement yields the optimal performance in the first
order asymptotic framework. (Indeed, it is difficult to
perform the quantum measurement with quantum corre-
lation between two samples because we need to prepare
two samples from the same source at the same time.
However, in this formulation, it is sufficient to prepare
two state from the different source.) When each sam-
ple system consists of three different systems, the op-
timal measurement can be described by the GHZ state
ﬁ >: 10)[i)]3), where d is the dimension of the system.

This fact seems to indicate the importance of the GHZ
state in the three systems.

Concerning locality restriction on our measurement,
it is natural to treat two-way LOCC, but we treat one-
way LOCC and separable measurement. This is because
the separability condition is easier to treat than two-
way LOCC. Hence, this paper mainly adopts separabil-
ity as a useful mathematical condition. It is contrast
that Virmani and Plenio [28] used the PPT condition
and Hayashi et al.[22] partially used the PPT condition.

This paper is organized as follows. The mathemati-
cal formulation of statistical hypotheses testing is given
in section [[Il and, the group theoretical symmetry is ex-
plained in section [IIBl In section [ILC] we explain the
restrictions of our measurement for our testing, for ex-
ample, one-way LOCC, two-way LOCC, separability, etc.
In section [Vl we review the fundamental knowledge of
statistical hypotheses testing for the probability distri-
butions as preliminary. In section [Vi(section [Vl section
[VIT), the setting M1(M2, M3) is discussed, respectively.
Further results in the two-dimensional case are presented
in section [VIIIl Finally, in section [[X] (section [X]), we

discuss the case of two (three) different quantum states,
respectively.

II. MATHEMATICAL FORMULATION OF
QUANTUM HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space corre-
sponding to the physical system of interest. Then, the
state is described by a density matrix on H. In the quan-
tum hypothesis testing, we assume that the current state
p of the system is unknown, but is known to belong to a
subset Sy or Sp of the set of densities. Hence, our task is
testing

Ho:peSy versus Hy:pe S (1)
based on an appropriate measurement on H. That is,
we are required to decide which hypothesis is true. We
call Hy a null hypothesis, and we call Hy an alternative
hypothesis.

A test for the hypothesis () is given by a Positive Op-
erator Valued Measure (POVM) {Tp, 71} on H composed
of two elements, where Ty + 177 = I. For simplicity, the
test {To,T1} is described by the operator T = Tp. Our
decision should be done based on this test as follows: We
accept Hy (=we reject Hy) if we observe Ty, and we ac-
cept Hq, (=we reject Hy) if we observe T7. In order to
treat its performance, we focus on the following two kinds
of errors.: A type 1 error is an event such that we accept
H; though Hj is true. A type 2 error is an event such
that we accept Hy though H; is true. Hence, we treat the
following two kinds of error probabilities: The type 1 er-
ror probability «(T), p) and the type 2 error probabilities
B(T, p) are given by

T, p) = Tr(pT1) =1 = Tr(pT) (p € So),
B(T, p) = Tx(pTo) = Tr(pT) (p € S1).

A quantity 1 — B(T, p) is called power. A test T is said
to be level-a if o(T, p) < « for any p € Sp.

In hypothesis testing, we restrict our test to tests
whose first error probability is greater than a given con-
stant « for any element p € Sg. That is, since the type
1 error is considered to be more serious than the type
2 error in hypothesis testing, it is required to guarantee
that the type 1 error probability is less than a constant
which is called level of significance or level. Hence, a test
T is said to be level-a if (T, p) < « for any p € Sp.

Then, under this condition, the performance of the test
is given by 1 — (T, p) for p € S1, which is called power.
Therefore, we often optimize the type 2 error probability
as follows:

£

Ba(Sollp) & _min  B(T, p),

T€Ta,s,

def

Toso = {TI0<T <1, oT,p) < av¥pe S}



for any p € Si. Especially, a test T € 7,5, is called
a Most Powerful (MP) test with level a at p € Sy if
B(T, p) < B(T', p) for any level-a test T” € Ty, s,, that is,

ﬂ(Ta p) = ﬂa(s()”p)'

Moreover, a test T' € Ta,s, is called a Uniformly Most
Powerful (UMP) test if T is MP for any level-a test p €
Sy, that is,

ﬂ(Tv p) = ﬂa(SOHP)v

However, in certain instances, it is natural to restrict our
testings to those satisfying one or two conditions (C or
Cy and Cy). In such a case, we focus on the following
quantity in stead of S(T', p):

Vp e ;.

852, (Sollp) ' _min {B(T, p)|T satisfies C; and Cs.}.
’ T€Ta,sg

If a test T € T3, satisfies conditions C, Cy, and

B(T,p) = BS%, (Sollp), Vp € S,

it is called a Uniformly Most Powerful Cy,Cy (UMP
01,02) test.
be T

III. OUR FORMULATIONS
A. Hypothesis

Our target is teasting wheather the generated state is
sufficiently close to the maximal entangled state

1 d—1
698) = —= D _li)a®@li)
AB \/E ; A B

on the tensor product space Hap of the two
d-dimensional systems Ha4 and Hp spanned by
|0>A7 |1>A7 ey |d_ 1>A and |O>37 |1>Ba ey |d - 1>37 respec-
tively. Note that we refer to {|i)a} and {|i)p} as the
standard basis. Suppose that n independent samples are
provided, that is, the state is given in the form

n

p=QRoi=010---0oa,
) ——
i=1 n

for n unknown densities o1, ...0,. We also assume that
these densities o1, ..., 0, equal a density o. In this case,
the state p is called n-independent and identical density
(n-i.i.d.). In the following, we consider two settings for
our hypotheses:

def
Ho: o0€8<. = {o|ll — (¢hploldhp) < e}
versus
Hy: oe82,

and
def
Hy: 0€8>c = {o]l - <¢?4B|U|¢?4B> > e}
versus
Hy: o€e8S,.

When the null hypothesis is “oc € S<.”, the set of level
a-tests is given in the n-fold i.i.d. case by

CTjo<T <1,

To<e Vo € S<e, 1 -Tro®"T <a}.
Similarly, when the null hypothesis is “o € S>.”, the set
of level a-tests is given in the n-fold i.i.d. case by

def

Tise = {T0<T<I, VoS8 1-Tro*"T<a}.
In this paper, we only treat the null hypothesis S<.
However, a large part of obtained results can be trivially
extended to the case of the null hypothesis S>..

B. Restriction I: group action

In this paper, we treat these two cases with the in-
variance conditions for the following group action, which
preserve the two hypotheses Hy and H;. The naturalness
of this condition will be discussed later.

1)U(1)-action:

¢ = U9¢a
where Up is defined by

p€EHap, 0cR

E 6% p) (0% 5] + (I = 16%5) (6% 5)-

Uy
For a vector |u) orthogonal to (¢% 5| and a positive num-
ber 0 < p < 1, the entanglement properties of the two
sates \/p|¢% ) + VT —plu) and e /b6 5) + /T = plu)
are essentially equivalent. Hence, this symmetry is very
natural. We can easily check that this action preserves
our hypotheses. The U(1)-action is so small that it is
not suitable to adopt this invariance as our restriction.
However, this invariance can be, often, treated so easily
that it be adopted only by a technical reason.
2)SU(d)-action: We consider the unitary action on
the tensor product space Ha,p = Ha ® Hp:

¢~ U(g)d, ¢€Han, geSU),

where

def _
Ulg) = 9®7,

and g is the complex conjugate of g concerning the stan-
dard basis |0)p,|1)B,...,|d — 1)p on the system B. In-
deed, this action preserves the maximally entangled state
|¢% ). Hence, this action preserves our hypotheses. Fur-
thermore, this action preserves the entanglement prop-
erty. Similarly to the U(1)-invariance, the SU(1)-action



is so small that it will be adopted only by a technical
reason.

3)SU(d) x U(1)-action: Since the SU(d) action and
the U(1)-action preserve the entanglement property, the
following action of the direct sum product group SU(d) x
U(1) of SU(d) and U(1) also preserves this property:

¢ U(g,0)¢ ¢€MHap, (g9.¢7)eSU)xU(L),

where

Ulg,0) %< U(g)Us = UpU (9).

Thus, this condition is most suitable as our restriction.

4)U(d?> — 1)-action: As a stronger invariance, we
can consider the invariance of the U(d? — 1)-action, i.e.,
the following unitary action on the orthogonal space of
|6% 5) (0% 5], which is a d* — 1-dimensional space.

o= V(g)p, € Hap, geUW —1).

where

V(g) & g(I = 16%5)(0%5]) + 16%5) (0% 5]

This group action contains the U(1)-action and the
SU (d)-action. Hence, the invariance of the U(d* — 1)-
action is stronger than the invariances of above three
actions. This action does not preserve the entanglement
property. Thus, based on this definition, we cannot say
that this condition is natural for our setting while it is
natural if we are not care of entanglement.

Furthermore, in the n-fold i.i.d. setting, it is suitable
to assume the invariance of the n-tensor product action of
the above actions, i.e., US™, U(g)®™, U(g, 0)®™, V(g)®™,
etc.

C. Restriction II: locality

When the system consists of two distinct parties A
and B, it is natural to restrict our testing to LOCC mea-
surements between A and B. Hence, we can consider
several restrictions concerning locality condition. Hence,
in section [Vl as the first step, in order to discuss the
hypotheses testing with the null hypothesis S<., we will
treat the following optimization:

na(<elo) 4 nin {B(T,c®")|T is G-invariant. } ,
’ TET) <.

where G = U(1),SU(d), SU(d) x U(1), or U(d?> — 1).
However, since our quantum system consists of two dis-
tant system, we cannot neccessarily use all measure-
ments. Hence, it is natural to restrict our test to a class
of tests. In this paper, we focus on the following seven
classes.

(: No condition

4

S(A, B): The test is separable between two systems H%"
and ’H%”, i.e., the test T has the following form:

T=> alleTh,

where a; > 0 and the matrix T/ (T}P) is a positive
semi-definite matrix on the system H%" (H$"), re-
spectively.

L(A <= B): The test can be realized by two-way LOCC
between two systems HG" and H5".

L(A — B): The test can be realized by one-way LOCC
from the system H%" to the system H5".

S(A1,...,An,B1,...,By): The test is separable
among 2n systems Ha,, ..., Ha,, HBy, ---, HB,,
i.e., the test T" has the following form:

T:ZaiTiAl®...®TiAn®TiBl®...®TiBn,
%

where a; > 0 and the matrix TZ-A’c (TP*) is a posi-
tive semi-definite matrix on the system Ha, (g, ),
respectively.

L(Al,...,An,Bl,...,Bn):
two-way LOCC among 2n systems Ha,, ..
HB,, ---, HB,,-

L(Ay,...,A, = By,...,By): The test can be realized
by LOCC among 2n systems Ha,, ..., Ha,, HB,,
..., Hp,. Moreover, the classical communication
among two groups Ha,, ..., Ha, and Hp,,...,
‘Hp, is restricted to one-way from the former to
the later.

The test can be realized by
o Ha,,

Based on the above conditions, we define the following
quantity as the optimal second error probability:

fo.oon

T is G-invariant ,}

c def
Bamc(S ello) = min and satisfies C

TeT, <.

As is easily checked, any LOCC operation is separa-
ble. Hence, the condition L(A < B) is stronger
than the condition S(4,B).  Also, the condition
L(Ay,..., A, — By,...,B,) is stronger than the con-
dition S(A1,..., A, — Bi,..., By). The relation among
these conditions can be illustrated as follows.

Next, we focus on the trivial relations of the optimal
second error probability. If a group G is greater than
G, the inequality

C (S ello) > B ., (< ello) (2)

holds. Moreover, if a condition C; is stronger than an-
other condition Cs, the similar inequality

Banc(S ello) > 52 o(< ello) 3)



holds.

Similarly, we define 85, (> €[lo) by replacing < € by
> ¢ in RHS.

Indeed, if the condition is invariant for the action of G,
it is very natural to restrict our test among G-invariant
tests, as is indicated by the following lemma.

Lemma 1 Assume that a set of test satisfying the con-
dition C' is invariant for the action of G, Then

pain max B(T, (F(g)o f(9)")")

a,<e

~ min /G BT, (F(9)o f(g)))*™wa(dg),

T€T£<é

ﬁg,n,G(S EHO—) =

where v is the invariant measure and f denotes the ac-

tion of G.

In the following, we sometimes abbreviate the invari-
ant measure vg by v. For a proof see Appendix
[Al This lemma is a special version of quantum
Hunt-Stein lemma [20]. The condition § is invariant
for the actions U(1),SU(d),SU(d) x U(1),U(d* — 1).
But, other conditions S(A4,B),L(A S B), L(A —
B),S(Ay,..., A, B1,...By,), L(Ay,...,A,, By,...By,),
L(Ay,..., A, — By,...By,) are invariant only for SU(d).
Hence, Lemma [ cannot be applied to the pair of
these conditions and the actions U(1), SU(d), SU(d) x
U(1),U(d? —1). The following lemma is useful in such a
case.

Lemma 2 Assume that the group G1 includes another
group Go which satisfies the condition of Lemmalll If

BS ncn (S ello) =B, q, (< ello), Vo
then

Ban.c (£ ello)

= Ten%lge max B(T, (flg)af(a)")*™)

B(T, (f(9)of(9))*™)va, (dg).

= min
TGT;SG G1

Its proof is given in Appendix [Al

IV. TESTING FOR BINOMIAL
DISTRIBUTIONS

In this paper, we use several knowledges about test-
ing for binomial distributions for testing for a maximally
entangled state. Hence, we review them here.

A. One-sample setting:

As a preliminary, we treat testing for the coin flipping
probability p with a single trial. That is, we assume

that the event 1 happens with the probability p and the
event 0 happens with the probability 1 — p, and focus
on the null hypothesis p € [0,¢]. In this case, our test
can be described by a map T from {0,1} to [0, 1], which
means that when the data k is observed, we accept the
null hypothesis with the probability T'(k). Then, the
minimum second error probability among level-a tests is
given by

B(< ella) ' min {q(T)|¥p € [0.¢],p(T) 21~
T
p(T) = (1= p)T() +pT(1).

When we define the test T}, by

l—« : .
=1 = fe<a Jo ife<a
Teya(o) - { 1 lf € > ’ TE;Ot(l) - { e—a lf € > a,
the test T;a satisfies

(1 - G)Tel,a(o) + GTel,a(l) =1l-a (4)

Moreover, if p <'e,
(1 - p)Tela(O) +pTela(1) >1-q.

Hence the test Tel)a is level-a. Furthermore, we can easily

check that the minimum of ¢(7') with the condition (@)
for T can be attained by T =T}, if ¢ > e. Hence,

fe<a
if e > a.

) - (d-a)(1-q)
Ba(< ellg) = q(TC ) = { 1 _ad 5)

B. n-sample setting:

In the n-trial case, the data k = 0,1,...,n obeys the

distribution P} (k) def (})(1=p)"~*p* with the unknown

parameter p. Hence, we discuss the hypothesis testing

with the null hypothesis P2, “ {P7(k)[p < ¢} and the

alternative hypothesis (P2,)¢. In this case, our test T can
be described by a function from the data set {0,1,...,n}
to interval [0, 1]. In this case, when the data k is observed,
we accept the null hypothesis P2, with the probabil-
ity T(k). Then, the minimum second error probability
among level-a tests is given by

Bi(< dla) < min { P(T) ¥p € 0.1~ P}(T) < a |

We define the test Tg}a as follows.

y 1 k<ig,
Ta(k) = Yea k=14
0 k>,



where the integer [(", and the real number v, > 0, are
defined by

a1 2
S PME) <1-a< ) P'(k)
k=0 k=0

a1
FY:aPen(l?,oc) =l-a- Z Pen(k)
k=0

Theorem 1 The test TE"Q 1s level-a UMP test with the
null hypothesis PZ,. Hence,

n

e,a_l

Bi(<ellg) = P (Tea) = Y Pp(k)+7laPr(ls)-
k=0

For a proof, see Appendix

C. Asymptotic setting

In asymptotic theory, There are two settings at least.
One is the large deviation setting, in which the parameter
is fixed, hence we focus on the exponential component of
the error probability. The other is the small deviation
setting, in which the parameter is close to a given fixed
point in proportion to the number of samples such that
the error probability converges to a fixed number. That
is, the parameter is fixed in the former, while the error
probability is fixed in the later.

1. Small deviation theory

It is useful to treat the neiborhood around p = 0 as the
small deviation theory of this problem for the asymptotic
discussion of testing for an maximally entangled state.

Hence, we focus on the case that p = %: Since the prob-
ability P/, (k) = ()@ —2Lyn=k (%)k convergences to the
def _¢¢*

Poisson distribution P;(k) = e~ "%;. Hence, our testing
problem with the null hypothesis Ps and the alternative

hypothesis % is asymptotically equivalent with the test-
ing of Poisson distribution P;(k) with the null hypothesis
t € [0,6] and the alternative hypothesis /. That is, by
defining

Ba(< 81t % min {Pt/(T) }w €[0,8),1— P(T) < a}
T

P(T) ¥ i P,(k)T(k),
k=0

the following theorem holds.
Theorem 2
t/
i (< 22 = sut< al,
ni|n

Its proof is given in Appendix Similarly to the test
1", we define the test 15, as

_ 1 k< l6,o¢
Té,a(k) = Vs, k= lt5,o¢
0 k > l(;_’a,

where the integer l5, and the real number 5, > 0, are
defined by

ls,a—1 5o
S Pk <1-a <Y Ailk)
k=0 k=0
13,1
Vs,0Ps(ls0) =1 —a — Z Ps(k).
k=0

Similarly to Theorem [, the following theorem holds.
Theorem 3 The test T&a is level-ao UMP test with the
null hypothesis P<s f {P:|t < 4}. Hence,

ls,a—1

Br(<8lt) = Y Polk) +v50Pr(lsa).

k=0

2. Large deviation theory

Next, we proceed to the large deviation theory. Using
the knowledge of mathematical statistics, we can calcu-
late the exponents of the 2nd error probabilities 52 (e||p)
and B2 (e|lp)’ for any o > 0 as

-1
lim —=log fa (< ellp) = d(e|lp), if e <p
-1
lim —log 85(2 ellp) = d(ellp), if € > p,
where the binary relative entropy d(e||p) is defined as
1—e€

d(e||p) & e1og§ +(1-e)log 7—.

In the case of a = 0, we have

-1 n [ —log(l—p) ife=0
“ioggptel) = { 7

if e £ 0.

V. GLOBAL TESTS

First, we treat the hypotheses testing with a given
group invariance condition with no locality restriction.

A. One-sample setting:

When only one sample is prepared, the test
10%.5) (0% | is a level-0 test for the null hypothe-
sis Sp. If we perform the two-valued measurement



{|¢%7B>< ?47B|, I— |¢?4,B><¢?4,B|}7 the data obeys the dis-
tribution {1 — p, p}, where

def
p=1- <¢?4,B|U|¢?4,B>-

Hence, applying the discussion in subsection [V Al the
test Tp(|¢% 5) (0% 5l €) is a level-a test for the null hy-

pothesis S<., where the operator T}(T¢) is defined by

- .
) def [ 1=@ ife<a
Ta(T,E)_{T_i_%(I—T) ife > a.

B. n-sample setting:

In the n-sample setting, we construct a test for the
null hypothesis S<. as follows. First, we perform the two-
valued measurement {|¢% ) (6% |, I—|0% 5) (8% g} for
respective n systems. Tflen, if the number of cf)unting
I — 9% 5)(#% pl is described by k, the data k obeys the
binomial distribution P;'(k). In this case, our problem
can be reduced to the hypothesis testing with the null
hypothesis PZ,, which has been discussed in subsection
VBl -

For given « and ¢, the test based on this measurement
and the classical test T, is described by the operator

T, T(|6% ) (0% 5l €), where T2(T, ) is defined by

+TR---TRS®---®S.
n—k k

Note that the above sum contains all tensor products of
k times of S and n — k times of 7.

Since the operators [¢9 p)(¢% 5| and T —[6% 5) (9% 5
are U(d? — 1)-invariant, the test 77", is level-a U(d® —1)-
invariant test with the hypothesis S<.. Hence,

B8 (a1 (< ello) < BL(< ellp). (6)
On the other hand, as is shown in Appendix [E]
Bh oy (S ello) = Ba(< elp). (7)

Since U(1) C SU(d) x U(1) € U(d? — 1), the relations
([6) and (@) yield the following theorem.

Theorem 4 The equation
Bana(S ello) = Br(< ellp) (8)
holds for G = U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d?® — 1).

Therefore, The test T",, is the UMP G-invariant test, for
G =U(1),SU(d) x U(1) or U(d?* — 1). Moreover, we can
derive the same results for the hypothesis S>..

C. Asymptotic setting

Next, we proceed to the asymptotic setting. In the
small deviation theory, we treat the hypothesis testing
with the null hypothesis S<s/,,. in this setting, Theorem
and Theorem [4] guarantee that the limit of the optimal
second error probability of the alternative hypothesis o,
is given by Bo(d(|t') if (9% plon|d% p) =1 — % That is,

1imﬂZG(§§
’ n

an) — Ba(< 6]t (9)

for G =U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d* —1).
In the large deviation setting, we can obtain the same
results as subsection [V.C| i.e.,

1 d(e|lp) ifao >0
lim —log By (L ello) = 9 —log(l —p) if a=0,e=0
n 0 ifa=0,e >0
(10)

if e <p=1-(¢% plol¢% p). Moreover, we can derive
similar results with the null hypothesis S>..

VI. A-B LOCALITY

In this section, we treat optimization problems with
several conditions regarding the locality between A and
B.

A. One-sample setting

First, we focus on the simplest case, i.e., the case of
e =0 and a = 0. For this purpose, we focus on a POVM
with the following form on H 4
M= {pus)(uilbs, luil =1, 0<pi <1,
where such a POVM is called rank-one. Based on a rank-
one POVM M, a suitable test T'(M)

T(M) = pilus @ @) (u; @ @),

2

(11)

can be realized by the following one-way LOCC protocol.

From the definition, of course, we can easily check that

T (M) satisfies the condition of test, i.e.,
0<T(M)<I. (12)

One-way LOCC protocol of T(M):

1) Alice performs the measurement {p;|u;)(u;|};, and

sends her data ¢ to Bob.

2) Bob performs the two-valued measurement

{|w)(wil, I — |w;)(w;|}, where @; is the complex conjugate

of u; concerning the standard basis |0) g, |1) 5, ..., |[d—1) 5.



3) If Bob observes the event corresponding to |u;) (%],
the hypothesis |¢947B><¢947B| is accepted. Otherwise, it is

rejected.
This test satisfies
(@%,5IT(M)|¢4 5) = 1, (13)
TrT(M) = pi Trlu; @ ) (u; @ 5|
Hence, it is a level-0 test with the null hypothesis

10%.5) (6% pl- In particular, in the one-way LOCC set-
ting, our test can be restricted to this kind of tests as the
following sense.

Lemma 3 Let T be a one-way LOCC (A — B) level-0
test with the null hypothesis |¢% 5)(d#% pl. Then, there
exists a POVM with the form M = {p;|u;){u;|}; such
that

T = T(M), (15)
e., the test T(M) is better than the test T.

Moreover, concerning the separable condition, the fol-
lowing lemma holds. Hence, Corollary [ indicates that
it seems natural to restrict our test to the test with the
form () even if we adopt the separable condition.

Lemma 4 Assume that a separable test T': satisfies
<¢,04,B|T|¢%,B> =1L (16)

When we describe the test T as

T = dzpi|ui @ u'i)(u; @ u'i| + Z%‘M‘ ® V') (v @ V'),
i

j (17)

such that (¢% plu; ® u';) = ﬁ and (¢% plvi @ v';) =0,

we obtain
/ 1 0
Zpiui Qu,; = ﬁQM,B-

Tts proof is given in Appendix Note that we can easily
obtain the same statement if we replace the summation
>, by the integral [ at (I7). Since any separable test 7'
has the form ([IT), the following corollary holds concern-
ing the completely mixed state d—Iz

Corollary 1 If a separable test T' satisfies the conditions

<¢?4,B|T|¢?4,B> =1

TrT— =d= min

I
—=d=_mi T T’
d? T’GS(A,B){ 8

then the test T has a form (I1]).

60l = 1}

Next, we focus on the covariant POVM M}

ML, (de) € dlp)(plv(de),

where v(dp) is the invariant measure in the set of
pure states with the full measure is 1. Then, the test

Tl A—B d_ci T(Ml

ok ~ou) has the following form

73077 = [ dip 9 9e 0 B de)
1

(= 16855} (6%, ]

(18)

—|¢A B><¢A Bl +

where the last equation will be shown in Appendix [Hl
Note that the POVM M} = can be realized as follows:

cov
Realization of M} :

1) Randomly, we choose g € SU(d) with the invariant
measure.

2) Perform POVM {g|i)a a(ilg'};. Then, the realized
POVM is M}

cov”

Since the equation (I8) guarantees the U(d? — 1)-

invariance of the test Tilrf_B, we obtain
dp
T Tl A*}B —1_ I A T
T iny Pty + 1 d+1’
which implies
L(A—B) dp
0,1,U (d2— 1)(0”‘7) Td+1

Next, we apply the discussion in subsection [V A] to
il .. . d
the probability distribution {775,1 — 7 +1} Then, the

test T} AP def THT 4B, dcffl) is a level-aw U(d? — 1)-

invariant test. Since the test T1 A=B can be performed
by randomized operation with T1 A=B and I — ThA- B

mv muv
we obtain
L(A—B _
BEOTER (< elo) < TrThABo
(1-o)(1-74p) d
= gfg  D@ese (19)
1- % if dile >«

On the other hand, concerning SU(d)-invariance and
separable tests, the equation

3S(4.B)

a,l,sU(d)(S €||lo) = Tr Tel,’ffBa (20)

holds, which is shown in Appendix [[I The equation in
the case of a = 0, e = 0 is obtained by Hayashi et al.[22].
A similar result with the PPT condition is appeared in
Virmani and Plenio [28].

Since U (d?—1) is a larger group action than SU(d) and
the condition L(A — B) is stricter than the condition
S(A, B), the trivial inequalities

S(A,B AB
BT (S ello) < B2 (£ ello)
L(A B

<L (< elo)



hold. Therefore, relations (I9) and 20) yield

O-o)(-atip) 4 d oo

Bara(< elo) = (1% a1

_ ap 3
1 - 1fd+1e>a

for G = SU(d), SU(d)xU(1),U(d*—1),and C = L(A —

B),L(A < B),S(A, B). That is, the test T}~ is the
UMP G-invariant C test with level « for the null hy-
pothesis S<.. Furthermore, similar results for the null
hypothesis S, can be also obtained.

» (21)

B. Two-sample case

In this section, we construct a SU(d) x U(1)-invariant
test which is realized by LOCC between A and B, and
which attains the asymptotically optimal bound (IHI) For
this purpose, we focus on the covariant POVM M2

Mc20v( dgl dg?)

=d*(g1 @ g2)|u){ul(g1 ® g2)*v(dgr)v(dga),
where the vector u is maximally entangled and v is

the invariant measure on SU(d). Then, the operator
T3A=E 4t T(M?2,) has the form:

muv cov

def

T?,A*}B
:|¢,04,B><¢,04,B| & |¢104,B><¢?4,B|
1
b (1~ 16%5)(6%51) © (I~ 6% ) (6% 5.
(22)

which is shown in Appendix [JI This equation implies
that the testing T'(M?2,) does not depend on the choice

cov
of the maximally entangled state u. It also guarantees

the U(d?> — 1)-invariance of the test Tfm’?ﬁB We also
obtain the equation

2 d2 2
Tr72AB,®2 1 _ 2 P o

(23)

Since the test Tfm’?ﬁB is a level-0 test with the null hy-
pothesis Sy, the inequality

d2p2

dz -1
holds. Next, we apply the discussion of subsection [V Al

L(A—B)

0.2.0(a2—1)(0llo) <1 —2p+

2ABdef 1(2,A—=B d2e? y
Then, the test T T (T, h26 — i) s a
level-aw U(d? — 1)—1nvar1ant test. Since the test T2z~ 5
can be performed by randomized operation with Tfm’?ﬁB
and I — TfmA—’B we obtain
L(A—B) 2,A—B_®2
ﬁo¢,2,U(d271)(S EHO—) < ’I‘rTe,a o
2,2
(1—a)(1-2p+527) . d2e?
— == if 2¢ - 5= <a
_ 1— 26+dd22+12 d?+1
a(2p+ )
- 25—7;12221 if 2e — d2+1 > .

21

Furthermore, as a generalization of (23]), we obtain the
following lemma, which is more useful in the asymptotic
setting from an applied viewpoint.

Lemma 5 Let M = {p;|u;){u;|}(J|ui|]| = 1) be a POVM
on A’s two-sample space H%?. If every state |u;) is a

mazimally entangled state on H%G?, the test T(M) satis-

fies
T(M) = |¢%, 5, ® 0%,.5,)(PA, 5, © DAy p,| + PT(M)P,
(24)
and
(0hgloldhg)? < Tro®*T(M) (25)
< {$aplolehp)? + (1 — (#aploleas)?,
(26)
where
PE (L= 160,5,) (¢80 © (I = 6%,,5,)(0%, 5]
Indeed, it 1is difficult to realize the covaria:jn‘g

POVM M2 . The Bell measurement M3,

n,m |y (d—1, d 1)
R T SN
easily, where gbum 1s defined by

can be constructed more

U
—

LS anli)
\/E J)A1])A2

J

ef

o
Q.

0,
b1

Il
=]

Q.
[

(X"Z™) @ 1) ¢79

-
=S
o3
[le
—

U
_

>
IE:

)G = 1+ 0)(d —1]

Q. .
Il
—

ef Tid N
Z =N ey ().
0

Q.

<.
Il

As will be mentioned in subsection VID| the test
T(M%,,;) can be used as the alternative test of TfmA—’B
in an asymptotic sense.

C. n-sample setting

Next, we construct a U(d? — 1)-invariant test when 2n
samples of the unknown state o are prepared. It follows
from a discussion similar to subsection [VB] that the test

2n def . .
T2 T2 (T3A7E 9 C‘lig < 1) is level-a for given o and

The U(d? — 1)-invariance of the test THA=E implies

mnuv

the U(d? — 1)-invariance of the test 7">",. Since the test
T"?" can be realized by one-way LOCC A — B, the

€,
1nequality

ﬁL(A%B)

2
0(,277,,U(d271)(S 6”0) < ’I‘rTlejLU@Qn

d262 d2p2
= i < — —
/Ba <_ 26 d2_1H2p d2_1)
(27)




holds. In addition, we can derive a similar bound for the
hypothesis S>..

Concerning the case of ¢ = 0, we have another bound
as follows. For this purpose we focus on the test TA75

muv
in the case when H 4 = HA and Hp = ’H® . Denoting
®n
this test by T AP =B

i , we have

®n ®n
T 7B =169 p) (6% 52"

+ dn ot 1(1 - |¢?4,B><¢?4,B|®n)
Ty TLAS =B on _d"l-p)"+1
inv &+ 1

because Tr [¢9 p) (¢ 5|®"0®" = (1—p)™. Since this test

is U(d? — 1)-invariant, we obtain

d*(1—p)™ +1

L(A—B)
b dr+1

o,n,U(d2—1) (Offo) < (28)

D. Asymptotic setting

We proceed to asymptotic setting. First, we show that
even if our test satisfies the A-B LOCC condition, the
bound (8] can be attained in the asymptotic small devi-
ation setting. Indeed, since P" 2 (k) = Pi(k),

25— 8 (o)
t/ 2 [\
e S

2n d?—1\2n

can be proven similarly to Theorem [2I Hence, from (2))
and (@), we have

the equation

n(<yf 2 (5
hmﬁ( n d2—1<%)

= Ba(< 4[It")

4]
lim BT 5, (< ~lom) = Ba(< 6]t)
for G = U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d* - 1), C = 0,L(A —
B),L(A = B),S(A, B). However, it is difficult to real-
ized the covariant POVM M2, on H%?. Even if the test
12n def 1y, 2.2
T"*" is replaced by T"? copen = TH(T(M3,), 2¢— 55,
the bound Ba(<L 4||t') can be attained in the following
asymptotic sense. The test T’ . Be, May be not level-
« with the null hypothesis Sgé /2n, but is asymptotically
level-a, i.e.,

Te 7" R Bele% —1-4 (29)

it ( 947B|0'n|¢21,3> = 1 - 2 Moreover,  if
<¢?4,B|0n|¢?4,3> =1- % and t' > ¢, the relation

T T o pentn” = Ba(< OIIt)) (30)

holds. These relations (29) and (30) follow from Lemma
Hence, there is no advantage of use of entanglement

10

. n
! 2 Alice
Maximally Maximally Maximally
entangled? entangled? entangled?
ammssmmnEns
Maximally Maximally Maximally
entangled? entangled? entangled?
Bob

FIG. 1: Asymptotic optimal testing scheme when 2n identical
copies are given

between H 4 and Hp for this testing in the asymptotic
small deviation setting. Similar results for the null hy-
pothesis S>5/,, can be obtained. The asymptotic optimal
testing scheme is illustrated as Fig. [

Next, we proceed to the large deviation setting. The

inequality ([28) yields

>1
<1
d

lim logﬁan;(dz) 1)(0”0') Z { logdg( p) ifl—g
(31)

Hence, the relations (B]) and (I0]) guarantee that if 1—p >
1
a’

lim — log Bt (0]l =

—log(1 —p),

for G = U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d*> = 1), C = 0,L(A —
B),L(A <= B),S(A, B). Hence, we can conclude that if
1—-p> é, there is no advantage of use of entanglement
between H 4 and H p for this testing even in this kind of
the asymptotic large deviation setting.

VII. A-B LOCALITY AND SAMPLE LOCALITY

In this section, we discuss the locality among
Ay, By,..., A, B,. Since the case n = 1 of this setting
is the same as that of the setting section [VII Hence, we
treat the case n = 2, at first.

A. Two-sample setting

We construct a level-0 SU (d)-invariant test for the null
hypothesis So = {|¢% p)(¢% 5|} as follows. For this pur-

pose, we define a POVM M2 on Alice’s space H%?

cov

which can be realized by one-way LOCC A; — As from
the first system H4, to the second system Ha,.



Construction of M} ?:

1) Alice performs the covariant POVM M on the first
system Ha,, and obtain the data corresponding to the

state |¢){¢|.
2)We  choose  the  Projection-valued  measure
{lui () (ui ()|} satisfying that
_ . . 1
u'(p)|u? =0, (u' = —. 32
(u' () () (u'(#)le) Nz (32)

The existence of {u’(¢)}; is shown in Appendix [Kl
3) Alice randomly chooses g € U(d — 1) which acts on
the space orthogonal to ¢, and performs the Projection-
valued measure {|gu’(¢))(gu’(¢)|}: on the second system
Ha,-

Since Bob’s measurement of the test T'(M~?) can be

also realized by one-way LOCC on Bob’s space, this test
is a L(A1, Ay — Bq, Bs) test. Its POVM is given by

T (dg),

2 =

M2 (dg) = d?(g @ g)luy @ ug)(uy @ usl(g ® g)

where we choose u; and wug satisfying |<u1|uQ>
1. Thus, the SU(d)-covariance of M) ? guaran-

cov
tees the SU(d)-invariance of the test TA1 A BE2 def
T(ML;?). Moreover, as is shown in Appendix [ the
test /4142 =B i U (1)-invariant. Hence, the inequal-

mnuv
ity

L(Ay,A>s—B;,B2) A1 —A;—»B®2 2
02.s0xvy  Ollo) < TrTEy o

holds. On the other hand, the equation

Bosaiia 7P 0llo) =

2,5U(d) Ty AL A2 502 (33)

holds, which is shown in Appendix [Ml Hayashi et al.|[22]
have obtained a similar result in the two-dimensional
case. Thus,

oSty P Olle) =

L(A,Ay—B,,B
05 80 (h e (1] )

0,2,SU(d)xU(1)

A1 —A;—»B®? @2
=TrT; oo”.

Therefore, the test Ti‘zbﬂ’%ﬁBm is a UMP L(A;, Ay —
Bi, By) G-invariant test with level-0 for the null hypoth-
esis Sy, where G = SU(d), SU(d) x U(1).

B. n-sample setting

Next, we proceed to n-sample setting. Since the test

", def T(THA™E _de ) s level-a U(d? — 1)-invariant
test with the hypothesis S<., and satisfies the condition

mu Y d+1

of L(Ay,..., A, — Bi,...,By,), the inequality
A1,..;An—B1,...,By)
R G )
<TeT"! 0% = (34
=1 eal < d+1Hd+1> )

11

holds.
Conversely, as a lower bound of [35)(:15[']"(’3”’31"“’3") (<
€llo), we obtain
S(A1,...,An,B1,.... By

1 ﬂa,(n,AlS'U(d) ' )(OHU)

— log

n 1—«

> min

T u s (ufw) =1, ul|=1
/ log d(gu ® g |olgu ® Gu'Yu(dg),  (35)
SU(d)

which will be shown in Appendix

C. Asymptotic setting

Taking the limit in ([34]), we obtain

hmﬂi(rf‘b’ d2A 1)_)81"”’371) (S % O'n)
do dt’
B, (<2 | 2 36
(e ) -
if (0% glole% p) =1— % Conversely, by using the in-

equality (37, the compactness of the sets {u, u/||(u[u/)| =

1, |lu|]| = 1} and SU(d) yields

5(A1,...;An,Bi,....Bn

a,(n,lsU(d) ' )(O”UH)
l-«a

lim log

> min

> mi / limn
w,u:[(ulu)|=1,[ull=1J SU(d)

log d{gu @ gu'|oy|gu ® gu')v(dg)

wu' s {ulu/)| =1, |lul|=1 /SU(d)

= — min
limn (1 — d{gu @ gu'|on|gu ® gu')) v(dg)
limn Tr(I — Ty u )On,

=- min
w,w’:[{ulw’)[=1, [Jul|=1
where

def

T / dlgu ® gu') (gu ® gu'|v(dg).
SU(d)

Since Ty, is SU(d)-invariant. The test T,  has the
form to|¢% ) (0% pl+t1(I—[6% 5) (0% 5l)- The condition

|(u|u’)| = 1 guarantees that to = 1. The definition of
Tu « guarantees that TrT, ., > d, which implies ¢; >
F Hence,

d
Te(l = Tuw)on < oo Tr(l = 0% B)(¢%,B)on

d d_t
—ari0 (6,5l016%,5)) = d+1;'

Thus, we have

(37)

S(Ay,...;An,B1,...,
a,n,SU(d)

11—«

"Olow) - ar
d+1’

lim log



which implies

(1-a)e” T

-

S(Ay,...,An,B1,...
hmﬂanSU (d)

7 (Ollon) >
Combining (B6)) in the case of €, we obtain

(1—-a)e” a1

B,
'(0)l0n) =

for G = SU(),SU() x UQ1),U(d® — 1), C =
S(A1,...,Ap,B1,...,Bn), L(Ai,...,An,Bi,...,By),
L(Ay,...,A, = Bi,...,B,). Since (1 — a)e” #1 <

(1 —a)e™ = B, (0[|t), there is an advantage to use of
quantum correlation among samples.

VIII. TWO-SAMPLE TWO-DIMENSIONAL

SETTING

Next, we proceed to the special case n = 2 and d = 2.
For the analysis of this case, we define the 3 x 3 real
symmetric matrix V = (v; ;j)1<4j<3 as

dci

= §R<¢A B|U|¢A B>

fb,lq,B = E (110) + 110)),
def

1
Php = 7
1

When o satisfies the following condition p < 3,
shown in Appendix [Q] the equation

of 1 . .
g 7 (7il10) +il10))

(100) — [11)).

as is

B8 2,502 xu (1) (0llo)

_q-p2+ 23 (TI“£VQ ~(Tr £V)2) (38)

3 5 3 3

holds, where C'= L(A — B),L(A = B),S(A, B). Since
the quantity Tr §V2 — (Tr éV)2 is greater than 0, its %
times give the advantage of this optimal test against the
test introduced in subsectiodVIBl Hence, this merit van-
ish if and only if the real symmetric matrix V' is constant.
In addition, the optimal test 7" is given as follows. First,
we define a covariant POVM

def
Mop(dg) = 4/ 992 uop) (uop| (%) T (dg),
SU(2)

where the vector u,), is defined as

def 1
Uop = 5 (|01>A1 Ay —

\/_
+ 7 (|OO>A1,A2 + |11>A1,A2) :

|10>A17A2)

Then, as is shown in Appendix [Q] the relation

862,502 %01y 0l0) = Tr T(Mp)o®?

)
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holds. That is, the test T'(M,,) is the UMP SU (2)xU(1)-
invariant C' test with the condition p < %, where C' =
L(A— B),L(As B),S(A, B).

On the other hand, as is shown in Appendix [P the
RHS of [B3) is calculated as

L(Al,AQ—)Bl ,Bg

(A1,A ,
50251U(§_)Bl BZ)(OH 0) = 0,2,5U (2)xU(1) (0flo)

2
=(1-=p)?—= ﬁ-VQ ﬂ—VQ. 40
(=302 = 3 (1 - vy (10)

That is, the quantity % (Tr éV2 — (Tr éV)Q) presents the
effect of use of classical communication between A; and
As.

IX. TWO DIFFERENT SYSTEMS

In section [VIl we showed that if we can prepare the
two identical states simultaneously and we can perform
Bell measurement on this joint system, the asymptoti-
cally optimal test can be realized. However, it is a bit
difficult to prepare two identical states from the same
source simultaneously. However, as is discussed in this
section, if we can prepare two quantum states from the
different source independently, this Bell measurement is
asymptotically optimal.

A. Formulation

Since the state on H%QB
our hypotheses are given as

(1- <¢?4,B|01|¢,04,B>) }
+(1 - <¢94,B|02|¢?4,B>) Se

can be described as 01 ® o2,

def

Hol 82 =

{0’1 ®0’2

versus

Hi: 8% dc‘{(fl@o—g (% 5lo1lo% 5)) }

(1-
+(1 - <¢A B|0'2|¢A B)) > €

For any group action G introduced in subsection [ITB]
these hypotheses are invariant for G x G-action defined
as

= (91 ®g2)0 Y(g1,92) € G xG.

When only two particles Ha, B, ® Ha, B, are
prepared, similarly to subsection [IIC, we can
define the quantities S5, . o(<  €llor ® o3) for
the condition C = 0,S(A,B),L(A S B),L(A —
B),S(Al,Ag,Bl,Bg),L(Al,Ag,Bl,Bg),L(Al,AQ —
Bi,Bs), in which, “2” means two particles, i.e.,
there is only one sample of o7 ® os. When n
samples (07 ® 02)®" are prepared, we also de-
fine the quantities BY,, o a(<  €lor ® og) for
the condition C = 0,S(A,B),L(A S B),L(A —
B),S(Al,AQ,Bl,BQ),L(Al,AQ,Bl,BQ>,L(A1,A2 —

By, Bs).



B. One-sample setting

In this section, we treat the case of one — sample and
€ = 0 case. In the first step, we focus on the case of
C = (. In this case, the relations

ﬂg,szG(OHUl ® 02) = <¢?4,B ® ¢94,B|0'1 ® 02|¢?4,B ® ¢?4,B>

=(1—-p1)(1—p2)

hold for G = 0,U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d*> — 1), where
pi=1— (0% ploild% 5)-

Next, we focus on the case of C = L(A — B),L(A S
B),S(A, B). When we use the test 7247 the second
€error 18

B 01 ®02) = (11— p1)(1— p2) + 22

-1

Moreover, the optimal second error can also be calculated
as

Bs2.axaOllor ®o2) = (1= p1)(1 = p2) +

pb1p2
-1
for C = L(A — B),L(A = B),S(A, B) when 222 <
(1 = p1)p2,p1(1 — p2). Its proof is given in Appendix
Hence, the test Tfn’vA_’B is the C-UMP G-invariant test.
Using the PPT condition, Hayashi et al.[22] derived this
optimal test in the case of 01 = 03,d = 2.

Finally, we proceed to the case of C' = L((A1,A2) —
(Bi1,Bz3)), L(A1, Az, B1,B3),S(A1, Ay, By, By).  When

1,A,—B 1,A>—B
we use the test T, """~ @ T; "7 72, the second error
is

(41)

1,A1,—B 1,A2—B
ﬁ(Tinvl ! ®Tinv2 2’01 ®02)

_(1- dp: 1 dp2
d+1 d+1/)"°

In this case, as is proven in Appendix [R] the optimal
second error is calculated as

B o — dp dp
gQ,GXG(OH 1 ®02) <1 y 11) (1 - 21> 7
(42)

for G = SU(d), SU(d) x U(1),U(d? — 1). Thus, the test
LB g phA22 B2 g the CLUMP G-invariant test.

Hayashi et al.ﬂﬂ] derived this optimal test in the case of
g1 = 02, d=2.

C. Asymptotic setting

In the small deviation asymptotic setting with n sam-
ples, we focus on the case ¢ = % and % = 1-

(0% B0} ,|6% p). In this setting, as is shown in Appendix

. 1)
hmﬁfz,?n,GXG(S EHUi,n ® Ué,n) = BQ(S 6||t/1 + t/2)
(43)
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for G = U(1),SU(d) x U(1),U(d? — 1).

Next, we consider the case of C = L(A — B).

2,A—B

When we perform the test 777 for all systems
Ha, ® Hp,, -

s Ha, ® Hp, whose state is o7 ,, ® 05,
the number k of detecting T2275
(ty+t5)"

B

almost obeys the

. . . . — ’ ’ . .
Poisson distribution e~ (t1+%2) This is because

/ A
1t

D -9+ 55%)
hypothesis testing of this Poisson distribution, we can
show that the L(A — B) U(d? —1) x U(d? — 1)-invariant

test 772 L pr(p2A=E

5
,Q a( inv

satisfies that

n (1 -(1- — t} + t5. Treating the

d’p1ps
, MAXp, 4 po=e P1 + P2 — 21 )

lim SBT3 0 01 @ 05) = Bal< 81t + 1)

Hence, combining ([A3]), we obtain

. 0
hmﬁg,%z,GXG (S ﬁ Ui,n ® Ué,n) = BQ(S 6||t/1 + t/2)

for C =0,L(A— B),L(AS B),S(A,B), G=SU(d) x
U(1),U(d*> — 1). Therefore, the test 12 is C-UMP G-
invariant test in the asymptotic small deviation setting.
The asymptotic optimal testing scheme is illustrated as
Fig.

Alice
Maximally Maximally Maximally
entangled? entangled? entangled?
. ammssmmnEns
Maximally Maximally Maximally
entangled? entangled? entangled?
Bob

FIG. 2: Asymptotic optimal testing scheme when n identi-
cal copies are given and one sample system consists of two
different systems

Moreover, if we use the test based on the Bell mea-
surement in stead of the test 72277 the bound B, (<
||t} 4+ t5) can be attained because of a reason similar to

Lemma

X. THREE DIFFERENT SYSTEMS

Finally, we treat the case of three quantum states are
prepared independently. Similarly to section [X Al we



put two hypotheses

3
df
53, {®az L= S U o) Se}

i=1
Versus
3
3C def {®o’z 1-— Z<¢?4i7Bi|Ui|¢94i;Bi> > e} ,
i=1
where the given state is assumed to be

o1 ® 09 ® 0o3. Similarly we define the quantities
BS 5. axaxa(S €llor @ oy @ a3) for the condition C' =
(Z), S(A, B), L(A = B), L(A — B), L((Al, Ag, A3) —
(Bl, Bs, Bg)), L(Al, Ay, A3, By, B, Bg),
S(Al,AQ,Ag,Bl,BQ,Bg) under the similar G x G x G-
invariance.

Similarly to subsection [X Bl we focus on the case of
C = L(A — B),L(A S B),S(A, B) with one sample.
In this case, as is mentioned, the GHZ state |GHZ) = def

\/E Ei:o i)A,]7)4,]) 45 Plays an important role. Since
the SU(d) x SU(d) x SU(d)-action on Ha, @ Ha, @ H a,
is irreducible, the following is a POVM:

Mgov(dgladg2udg3)
Y g @ g, @ g3|GHZ)GHZ| (g1 © go ® g3)'
(dgl) (d92) (dga)-

As is proved in Appendix[T] the test TS:“)A_}B def T(M2,)
has the form

3,A—B
TZH'U

(d+2)PF @ P§ @ PS
(d+1)3(d-1)

P1®P2 QP+ P ®P® P+ Pf® Py ®P3

(d+1)2(d-1)

=PI ® P, ®P; +

(44)
where P; = [¢%, 5. )(¢%, 5,|, Pf = I — P;. Thus, this test
is U(d*> — 1) x U(d? — 1) x U(d? — 1)-invariant. Hence,

3,A—B
when we use the test 772", the second error is

B(TS A—B o1 ®0_2 ®0_3)

1= p) (- )1 =) + (DR

p1p2(1 —p3) +pi(1 — p2)ps + (1 —pl)pzpa
(d+1)2(d-1)

Moreover, the optimal second error can be also calculated
as

—p3) +

+

Bss.axaxcO0llor ® o2 @ o3)

_ (d + 2)p1p2p

=1 —p1)(1 —p2)(1 W(d—lg)

p1p2(1 —p3) +p1(1 — p2)ps + (1 — p1)paps (
d+1)2(d—1)

—p3) +

+ 45)
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for C=L(A— B),L(AS
Its proof is given in Appendix[T]l Hence, the test
is the C-UMP G-invariant test.

On the other hand, the <case of C =
L(Al, Ag, Az — By, Bo, Bg), L(Al, AQ, Ag, B, Bo, Bg),
S(A1, Aa, As, B, Ba, B3). Similarly to (42)), we can show
the optimality of the test T-l’f_)B Tllnf_)B Tllnf_)B.
Moreover, we can derive the same result in the small
deviation asymptotic setting with n samples.

B),S(A, B) when p; < =21,
T3 A%B

XI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we treated the hypotheses testing prob-
lem when the null hypothesis consists only of the required
entangled state or is its neighboor hood. In order to treat
the structure of entanglement, we consider three settings
concerning the range of accessible measurements as fol-
lows: M1: All measurements are allowed. M2: A mea-
surement is forbidden if it requires the quantum correla-
tion between two distinct parties. M3: A measurement
is forbidden if it requires the quantum correlation be-
tween two distinct parties, or that among local samples.
As a result, we found that there is difference between
the accuracies of M1 and M2 in the first order asymp-
totics. The protocol achieving the asymtotic bound has
been proposed in the setting M2. In this setting, it is
required to prepare two identical samples at the same
time. However, it is difficult to prepare the two states
from the same source. In order to avoid this difficulty,
we proved that even if the two states is prepared from
the different source, this proposed protocol works effec-
tively. In particular, this protocol can be realized in the
two-dimensional system if the four-valued Bell measure-
ment can be realized. Moreover, concerning the finite
samples case, we derived optimal testing in several ex-
amples. Thus, as was demonstrated by Hayashi et al.
[24], it is a future target to demonstrate the proposed
testing experimentally.

In this paper, the optimal test is constructed based
on continuous valued POVM. However, any realizable
POVM is finite valued. Hence, it is desired to construct
the optimal test based on the finite valued POVM. This
problem is partially discussed by Hayashi et al., and will
be more deeply discussed by another paper [30].

The obtained protocol is essentially equivalent with the
following procedure based on the quantum teleportation.
First, we perform quantum teleportation from the system
A to the system B, which succeed when the true state is
the required maximally entangled state. Next, we check
whether the state on the system B is the initial state
on the system A. Hence, an interesting relation between
the obtained results and the quantum teleportation is
expected, and it will be treated in a forthcoming paper
[31]).

As arelated research, the following testing problem has
been discussed [32,133]. Assume that N qubits state are
given, and we can measure only M qubits. The required



problem is testing whether the remaining N — M qubits
are the desired maximally entangled state. Indeed, this
problem is important not only for gurarantee of the qual-
ity of the prepared maximally entangled state, but also
for the security for the quantum key distribution. The
problem discussed in this paper is different from the pre-
ceding probelem in testing the given state by measuring
the whole system. In order to apply our result to the pre-
ceding problem, we have to randomly choose M qubits
among the given N qubits, and test the N qubits. When
the given N qubits do not satisfy the independent and
identical condition, their method [32, 133] is better than
our method. Since their method [32, 133] requires the
the quantum correlation among whole M qubits, it is
difficult to realize their method for testing the prepared
maximally entangled state, but it is possible to apply
their method to testing the security of quantum key dis-
tribution [32]. This is because the maximally entangled
state is only virtually discussed in the latter case. Hence,
for testing the prepared maximally entangled state, it is
natural from the practical viewpoint to restrict our test
among random sampling method. Since our results can
be applied this setting, they can be expected to be ap-
plied to the check of the quality of maximally entangled
state.

As another problem, Acin et al. [26] discussed the
problem testing whether the given n-i.i.d. state of
the unknown pure state is the n-tensor product of a
pure maximally entangled state (not the specific max-
imally entangled state) in the two-dimensional system.
This problem is closely related to universal entanglement
concentration|29). Its d-dimensional case is a future prob-
lem.
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF LEMMA [1] AND
LEMMA

Assume that a set of test satisfying the condition C
is invariant for the action of Gp. Let T' € T, be

a test satisfying the condition C, then the test T = ef
(f(g)")®"T f(g9)®™ also satisfies the condition C and be-
longs to the set 7. Since

BT, (f(9)of(9)")®") = B(f(9)'Tf(g).o®™),
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we obtain
(f(g)af(9))®)
L, P o f (9N )va(dg)
=B(T, (f(9)af(9)")*") = BS n.c, (< €l0).

Hence,

wex P

(f(9)af(g)")®™)

min max
TET) ., 9€C AT

2, 20
2 Ba,n,G(S EHU)

On the other hand, if the G-invariant test 7' € 7',
satisfies the condition C' and a

o f(9)")*™)va(dg)

(A1)

B(T,0%") = B 1.6, (< €llo),
then

B(T, (f(g)af(g)")®™)

:ﬁ(T7 0.®n) = Bgn,Gg (S EHU) Vg € G27

which implies

L (f(9)af(9)h)®

a.
max S(T

c
n) = ﬂa,n,Gg (S EHU)'
Thus, we obtain the inequality opposite to (AT]). There-
fore, the proof of Lemma [I]is completed.
Next, we proceed to prove Lemma [21 Since the equa-
tion

B(T, (f(g)of(9)")®

G1

BU(f(gHNH T f(g")®

G1

")va, (dg)

" (9o f(g)N) P ve, (dg)

holds for Vg’ € G2, we obtain

(9o f(e)h)®)

min max
TET! .. g€CGh AT

> min [ B ()9, o)
= /G L BGE@ETR (f)os )
va, (dg)va, (dg')
= | BUT, (f(9)of(9)He™)ve, (dg)
> / B (< el F(9)0 £ (9)ves, (dg)
/ BS  60 (< ell Fl9)o £ (9) v, (dg). (A2)



Since S(T",0) = B(T’

test 77, we have

,f(g)af(g)t) for any Gi-invariant

Banc (S ello) = 85 na, (< el f(9)af(9)),

which implies
/ Ben.cr (S ellf(9)af(9) e, (dg) = B 1 c, (< €llo).

We choose a Gi-invariant test 7' € 7' satisfying the
condition C' and -

BS n.c, (L ello) = B(T, o).
Then,
max 3(T L(f(9)af(g))®™) = B(T,0) = BS n.c, (< ello).

Thus, we obtain the inequality opposite to (A2), which
yields Lemma

APPENDIX B: BASIC PROPERTIES OF
CLASSICAL TESTS

In the classical hypotheses testing, Neymann Pearson
Lemma plays a central role.

Lemma 6 Assume that the null hypothesis is one prob-
ability distribution Py and the alternative one is another

probability distribution Py. For any > a > 0, we choose
r and v such that

PO {,T
PO {I
FPo

P AL S

and define the test Tpo,pha as

Po(z)
P1 (I)

PQ(,T)
Pl(:E < T} <«

>r}§1—a

~

—~
~—

Py(x)
Pi(z) ~ T} ’

1 if 3 P‘)gwg >r
TPO;Plxa(x) = Y f =
iz

P1 (I)

Then, the test Tp, p, o s the MP level-ac test.

In classical statistics, the function Ilzogwg is called the like-
lthood ratio, which plays an important role.

Proof: ~ Assume that T* is a level-a test. We fo-
cus on the weighted sum of two kinds of error proba-
bilities ", Po(z)(1 — T*(x)) + 7Y, Pi(z)T*(z). Since

S (Po(x) = P (x))T*(x) < 32, (Po(x) — rPi(x))T(x),
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Z Py(z)( )+ Z P (z
=1 (Po(a) = rP1(2))T"(x)

x

>1 - (Po(x) = rPi(2)Tr,,pr.a(z)
=" Ro(a)( NErY A

Hence, the relation " Py(x)(1—T*(z)) =
Tp,.py.a(x)) = a yields that

> Pi(@)T*(x) > > Pl

1—T*

I—Tpoﬁpla TPo Py, a( )

> Po(z)(1—

)TP(MPI o (I)
|
We have the following corollary.

Corollary 2 If the test T has the form (B1), i.e., a like-
lithood ratio test, then the inequality

Y Po(x)(1=T(x)) < Pia)(1 - T(x))

holds.

Proof: ~ We focus on the test T"(z) 1 — a. Since

the test T’ is trivially level-c, Lemma [6] guarantees that
Yo Pi(@)T(x) <>, Pi(x )T'( ) = 1 — «, which implies
that }° Po(z)(1 —T(z)) =a <>, Pi(z)(1-T(z)). W

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THEOREM [1

Since the likelihood ratio P:EZ; is the monotone de-

creasmg function of k, the test TE a equals the test
Tpgl7 Pra Lemma [6] guarantees that the test T6 o 1s the
MP level o test with the null hypothesis P*. Since a
level-a test with the null hypothesis PZ, is a level-a test
with the null hypothesis P, B

Ba (S ella) = P (Te,a)- (C1)

Ppo (R)
Py (k)

Since the likelihood ratio is the monotone de-

creasing function of k for py < pp, the test Taa is a
likelihood ratio test of Pji and Bj'. Hence, Corollary
guarantees that Py (Teo) > Py (T..). That is, the
probability P;‘(T@a) is a monotone decreasing function
of p. Since the definition of the test Te_’a implies that
P'(Tea) =1—a, P;(Téya) <1-—aif p <e In other
words, the test Te)a is level-a with the null hypothesis
PZ.. Hence, it follows from the inequality (CIJ) that the

test Te)a is level- UMP test with the null hypothesis
PZ..



APPENDIX D: PROOF OF THEOREM

Since Tgl/n ., is a level-a test the null hypothesis Ps ,
vVt €[0,6] limsupl—73", Pt(k)fén/ma(k) = limsup1 —
>k t/n( ) 5”/71 o (k) < a. Hence, for Ve > 0 there exists

N such that VYn > N,Vt €[0,0] 1-P(T% )<a+e
Hence,

6/n,o

Py (Tgl/n,a) > BOH-G(S 5Htl)
Since liminf Py (T7 5/m, W) =
lim inf 37 (g g 5),

lim inf B} ( 0 ’
n

lim inf Pt//n( 5”/7170[)

t/

2 ) 2 sl 310

Since the continuity of a — B, (< d]|t) follows from The-
orem [3]

lim inf 5]} ( °

Z) > Ba(<6||t).

Since Tgﬁa,é is level-a test the null hypothesis ¢ €
[0,0] for Ye > 0, we have ¥t € [0,0] limsupl —

>k Pl () Ts.0-c(k) = limsup 1 — 37 Po(k)T5.0-c(k) <

a — €. Hence, there exists N such that Vn > N,Vt €
0,0] 1-F/),(T5a-c) < . Hence,

Pl n(Tsa—e) 2 Ba(< 8/nllt'/n)
Thus,

Ba(< 0/nllt'/n) < Ba—e(< O,
which implies
limsup 85 (< 6/n[t'/n) < Ba—c(< 6|t).
The continuity of & — B, (< §||t') guarantees that

limsup B2(< 6/nllt'/n) < Ba(< 6t).

APPENDIX E: PROOF OF (7)

For a fixed density matrix ¢ on H4 g, we define a
density matrix o, as

of 1—
(e e LI L

1—
7 (b s)hsl + /20 - loh)hsD)).

where p ' 1—( %.51010% p). We also define the matrix

o’ by

1
1—?(1 - |¢?4,B><¢?4,B|)U(I - |¢?4,B><¢?4,B|)-
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Let T be a U(1)-invariant test with level-a. The U(1)-
invariance yields that

TeT(US™) p2 " US™ = Tr U T (US™) p2™ = Te TpS™.
Hence,
1 27
TeTp)" = 5- /0 TeT(US™) pE"US™ db = Tr Ty,

(E1)

where we define py as

:C —/ U®" i ®nU®nd9

Py

= qu(l - Q)n_kplg(|¢,04,3><¢%,3|a01)-

k=0

Thus, the test T is a level-« test with the null hypothesis
.

In the following, we focus on the hypotheses testing
with the null hypothesis p!' and the alternative hypoth-
esis p,. Since these two states are commutative with
each other, there exists a basis {ey;} diagonalizing them.

22 b

Pp = Dpd PFer ) ex|, our problem is essentially
equivalent with the classical hypothesis testing with the

null hypothesis Po = (Pok l) and the alternative hypoth-

esis P dof (Plk l). Since the likelihood ratio is given by

s
pF(1-p)n—F>

As they are written as p, = “leg 1) (er,| and

the ratio we have

T' =Y Tpypalers)(erl-

k l

Hence, Lemma [f] guarantees that
TrTp, > T by

because the test T is a level-a test with the null hypoth-
esis p. Since T/, is U(1)-invariant, the equation (EI)
guarantees that

TrTo®" > T:aa‘g".

The equation T,",0%"™ = B1(< €||p) yields (@).

APPENDIX F: PROOF OF LEMMA [3]

Let T be a one-way LOCC (A — B) level-0 test with
the null hypothesis [¢% 5)(¢% pl. We denote Alice’s first
measurement by M = {M;}. In this case, Bob’s mea-
surement can be described by two-valued measurement
{T¢,I — T¢}, where T corresponds to the decision ac-
cepting the state [¢% 5)(¢% pl. Hence the test T' can be
described as

T=>Y MeT.

i



When Alice observes the data i, the Bob’s state is

1 A7 q . . )
TrEMl' Since this test is level-0,

where P; is the projection to the range of the matrix M,;.

Here, we diagonalize M; as M; = ij”|u”><u”|
Since P, > |u;) (W, |, the POVM M =
{pi,j|ui,j><ui,j|}i,j, satisfies

T(M') = pijlui; @ Wig){(ui ; @]

i

=D pijluig)uis] © [wg) ()
i

< Zpi,jlui,j><ui,j| ® P = Z M; ® P,
7 z

<Y M;eT;=T.

APPENDIX G: PROOF OF LEMMA [

It follows from the condition (@) that ). p; = 1. We

def .
choose the vector p = \/Ezzpzul ® u';. Since the func-
tion  — |z|? is convex, we obtain

(@I Tlp) > d Y pilelus @ u's) (u; @ i)

=) pil(plus @u')[> > d| Y pilplus @ o)

3

1 2

\ elel| = el
Hence,
1z el e
"2

On the other hand,
<¢?4,B|<P> = \/Ezpi<¢?4,3|ui ®u'y) = 1.

Since [|¢% pll = 1, we obtain

Y= ¢,04,B-

APPENDIX H: PROOF OF (IB)

The representation space Ha @ Hp of SU(d)-action
can be irreducibly decomposed to two subspaces: One is
the one-dimensional space < ¢% 5 > spanned by ¢% 5.
The other is its orthogonal space < (;51041 B >+, Since the

T475 is SU(d)-invariant, it has the form

TilﬁuA_}B = t0|¢?4,B><¢?4,B| +t1 (] — |¢?4,B><¢,04,B|)-
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The equation <¢10413|Ti17{UA_’B|¢?4yB> = 1 implies to = 1.

Its trace can be calculated as

Mﬁz:ﬁ”=/m|so®¢><so®¢|u<dso> )

d—1 1
Hence, tl =21 = ari-

APPENDIX I: PROOF OF (Z0)

Lemma 7 If the test T is a separable on the space Ha ®
Hp, then

TeT > d{¢%, 5l TI6% 5)- (I1)
where d is the dimension of H .

Proof: Since T is separable, T has the form T' = 3, |u;®
u})(u; @uj|. For any two vectors u, v', Schwarz inequality
yields that
(ueu'lu@u') = (ufu)(u'|u’) = (ulu) (@) > |(ufu)]?
= d|(¢% plu® ).
Hence, we have
Tr |us @ ug) (ui @ uj| > d(¢% plui @ uj)(us @ uil ¢ p).

Taking the sum, we obtain (IIJ). |
Assume that T is a SU(d)-invariant separable test.
From the discussion in section [H] the test T has the form

T = t0|¢?4,B><¢?4,B| +t (- |¢?4,B><¢?4,B|)'

Lemma [T implies that t;(d? — 1) + tq > dto, i.e., t1 >
d+r1t0' Hence, the test T has another form

1
7 =t (1)@l + 77~ 650 ) )
d

+ t’lm(f — 0% 5) (0% 5)
:th_l,AﬁB + tll(I _ T_l,A—>B)'

Since
dp dp
Ty T_l,A—>B:1__ I
ag inv d + 17 ) d _|_ 17

our problem is equivalent with the hypotheses testing
concerning the probability (1 — %, %). Thus, we ob-
tain (20).

’I‘I’ O'(I _ T-l)A_)B

mnuv

APPENDIX J: PROOF OF LEMMA [5l AND (22)

Lemma 8 A state u € Ha, ® Ha, is mazimally entan-
gled if and only if

|¢?41,Bl><¢?41,31| ® (I - |¢?42,Bg><¢?42,82|)u ®u=0
(J1)

(I — |¢1041,Bl><¢?41,31|) ® |¢?42,B2><¢?42,Bg|u ®@u=0.
(J2)



Proof: The condition (II)) equivalent to the condition
that (¢%, p, lu®7) equals the constant times of [¢9, 5,).
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: 0 i 0 Lo
Since the subspace < ¢4, p, > ® < ¢, p, >~ Is irre-
ducible subspace, the equation (24]) implies

When we choose a matrix U as u = }_, ; Uﬁ 1) A, ]5) Ay s

2\ _ |40 0 0 0
this condition equals to the condition that UIU" is a con- T(Meoy) = |¢A1731 ® ¢’A2732><¢A1,B1 ® ¢A2,Bz| TP,

stant matrix. Thus, if and only if u is maximally entan-
gled, U is unitary, which is equivalent with the condition
(I). Similarly, we can show that the maximally entan-
gledness of u equivalent with the condition ([J2). Hence,
the desired argument is proved. |

The relations (I2) and (I3) guarantee that ¢% 5 ®

¢, B, 1s an eigenvector of T(M) with the eigenvalue 1.
Hence, Lemma [Blimplies (24]). On the other hand,

where ¢ is a constant. Since the equation (I4]) implies

. 2_
that TrT'(M2,,) = d?, we obtain t = (ddQle = .

APPENDIX K: PROOF OF (32)

We focus on the vertex of the simplex of the d — 1-
9 . . .
Tr Po®2p — (Tr ol — |¢1041731><¢1041131|)) dlmen51onal subspace orthogonal to ¢. That is, there
o o ) exist d vectors ui(p),...,uq(e) such that
= (1 - <<l5,41,B1 |0|¢A1,Bl>) .

Since 0 < PT(M)P < I, we obtain (24]).
Next, we consider the case of M = M2 .
T(M?2),) is invariant the following action, i.e.,

U(gl) ® U(QQ)T(Mfo'u)(U(gl) ® U(g2))T = T(Mczov)

-1 1
(ustolus(o) = { 24 177
The test d J:

Hence, the d vectors u’(y) def

condition (B2]).

u;(p) + %ga satisfy the

APPENDIX L: PROOF OF THE U(1)-INVARIANCE OF T..?

As is proved later, the test T, *2 has the form

A1*>A2 ‘)B®2
Tin'u

:dz/ (907 @ (929)|u1 @TT @ us @ Wz) (U1 @UT @ us @[ (g @ 9)" @ (9 29) v(dg)
G

—dQ/G(gw)@(g@ﬁ)(

1 1
E¢?417Bl ® ¢?427Bz> <ﬁ¢?41,31 ® ¢?427Bz

1 1 1 1
+ 305,041,31 ® (UZ DUz — a¢?42,32)> <E¢1041,Bl ® <U2 DUz — 395,042,32)‘

_ 1 1 _ 1 1

+ <’U,1 ®up — E¢?417Bl> ® E¢?42,Bz> <<’LL1 U — a¢?41,31> ® ad)?“z,Bz
1, 1, 1, 1,

+ || v ®@ur — E¢A17Bl ® | u2 @uz — E¢A2,Bg up @ur — E¢A1,Bl @ | u2 @ Uz — E¢A2,Bg

)(g®§)T ® (9@ 7)'v(dg). (L1)

Thus, we can easily check that the matrix 7.2 is commutative with the matrix

Ug? 2629i|¢?41,31><¢%1,31| ® |¢,042,Bz><¢,042,32|
+ e (|¢?41,Bl><¢,041,31| ® (Iay,B, — |¢?42,B2><¢?42,Bg|) + (Ia,,B, — |¢1041,Bl><¢?41,31|) ® |¢?42,B2><¢?42,Bg|)
+ (IA1731 - |¢?41,Bl><¢?41,31|) ® (IA2J32 - |¢?42,B2><¢?42,B2|) .

, we obtain U(1)-invariance.
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Next, we prove (L1]). Since

U @ U @ Uz ® Uz
1 0 0 1 0 —_ 1 0
:ﬁ(bAl,Bl ® ¢A2,Bz + E¢A17Bl ® | uz ®uz — E¢A27Bz
1 1 1 1
+ <U1 QU — a¢?41)31> ® a¢942)32 + <U1 QU — 3(25?41731) & <U2 X Uug — a¢?42)32> ,

it is sufficient to prove that the integrals of the cross terms equal to 0. We denote the invariant subgroup of u by G,
and its invariant measure by v,,. Then, we can calculate

_ 1 1 1
| @ e (om0 ) nd) = 3684, 5, - 1o =0

w1

Hence, the integral of one cross term can be calculated as
d2/(g®§>®(g®§) ®
e

1 1
(om20)) (o)
’1

E¢%2,Bz> <(u2 ©; — édﬂz,&) ’ (929" ® (9©7) v(dg)
=d2/G<g®§) ’ (u1 © 7 — é¢%1,31)> <(u1 © UL~ écﬁ%hgl) ’ (ge9)'®
— |1
/ (¢'®9g)
Guy

1 —
20 ) ( (29— 2, )| 0 © 7)1 a0t

=0.

Similarly, we can check that the integrals of other cross term is 0.
[

APPENDIX M: PROOF OF (33) Thus, we can restrict our tests to the tests T'(M) with
the form (MI). First, we calculate the following value:

Let T be an SU(d)-invariant L(A;, Ay — By, Ba) test
with level-0. Using the discussion of Proof of Lemma [3]
we can find a POVM M’ = {d?|ul @ u2)(ul @ u2|u(dz)}
satisfying the condition (IZ]), where p is a probability
measure. We define the covariant POVM M as

M (dgdx) = d*|g®%uy @ u2)(g®uy ® u|v(dg)p(dz).

The SU(d)-invariance of T guarantees that

Tz/ U(g)®2T(M")(U(9)®*)Tv(dg) = T(M). — —
s O TADW @ ) =D T [ Uleul o U gt @l
SU(d)
Note test T (M) can be expressed as @ |U(g)u2 @ u2)(U(g)u? @ uZ|v(dg)o®?.
Indeed, from the SU(d)-invariance, this value depends

_ 2 1 oo T T ol of
T(M) _//SU(d) d*U(g)ug ® uz)(U(g)uy @ ug only on the inner product r |(ul,u2)|?. Hence, we

i — can denote it by f(r). Without loss of generality, we can
® [U(g)uz @ uz)(U(g)uy @ ui|v(dg)p(de).
(M1) SU(d) has the subgroup:

assume that u} = |0),u2 = \/p|0)++/T — p|1). The group

d—1
¢ det {ge def €i9/2|0><0| + efw/2|1><1| + Z |4) (]

=2

0 e [0,27T]}.
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Hence,
2m - _ - —
/0 U (g0)ue @ up)(U(g0)uy @ ul| ® |U(go)uz ® ui)(U(ge)us @ uZ|do
=(00){00] & (p(l —p)[01){01] + p(1 — p)[10)(10]
+ (pI00) + (1 = p)|11)(00])(p(00] + (1 — p)(11]{00]))
~[00)(00] @ (p(1 = p)[10}{10] + p(1 — p)|01)(01]
+p?[00)(00] + p(1 = p)(|00)(11] + [11){00]) + (1 p)2|11><11|)
~[00)(00] @ (|11)(11]+ p* (=[01){01| — [10){10] + 00) (00] + [11){11|  [00)(11] — [11)(00])
+p (J01)(01] + [10)(10] = 2]11)(11] + 00) (11] + [ 11){00]) ).
We put
C1(o) déf/ (001U (9)aU (9) 1100} (= (01T (9)U (9)"|01) — (10]U(9)0U (9)"[10) + (00[T (g) ()" |00)
SU(d)
+ (11U (9)oU(9)"[11) — (11|U(9)oU (9)"|00) — <00|U(9)0U(9)T|11>)V(d9)
Cs(0) déf/ (00|U (9)oU (g)1|00) (01|U (9)T101) + (10U (9)oU (¢)|10)
SU(d)

— 2(11|U(9)oU(9) 1) + (11U (9)oU (9)1]00) + (00| ()0 (9)11) ) (dg)
Cs(0) % /5 1y WGV () 00) (1T ()0 5) 1))

Hence, putting p(z) < |{u}|u2)[2, we have because |(ul|u2)[> = p(z). As is shown later, C1(c) is
positive. Since [ p(z)?u(dz) > d_127
Te T(M)o®?

_ / i (Cy(0)p()? + Calo)p(x) + Cs(0)) u(d).

C C
Denoting the projection to the symmetric subspace of Te T(M)o®? > d? (M + ﬂ + 03(0')) .

2
7—[%2 by Pg, we obtain d d

The equality holds if p(z) = 3 for all x. That is, if
d(d+1) — Ty PsIPs T =T} 72 the equality holds. Therefore we obtain (B3]
_ 2 1 2 1 2 Letting
= d”Tr Ps|gug ® gug)(gu, @ guy|Psv(dg)u(de)
SU(d)
1 1) 40,2V |2
:// d2 + |<gum|gum>| V(dg)u(dx)
SU(d) 2 0 1
1 11,242 -
I

which implies

we obtain
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/SU(d) <00|U(9)UU(9)T|00>(—<01|U(9)UU(9)T|01> — (10U (9)aU (9)"[10) + (00U (9)aU (¢)]00)
+ (11[U(9)oU(9) 11) — (111U (9)oU (9)1]00) — (00]U ()T (9)[11) ) v(dg)
= /SU(d)<11|U(9')0U(9’)T|11>(—<01|U(9')0U(9’)T|01> — (10U (g")oU(g")1[10) + (00U (¢")oU (¢')"|00)
+ (11U (¢")oU(g")T11) = (11|U(¢")o U (¢')T|00) — <00|U(9’)0U(9/)T|11>)V(d9')-

Hence,
1
Cilo)= [ 5 (00U g)at(9)!00) + (11U (90U g) 11)
SU(d) 2
(—(011U(9)aU(9)7]01) — (10U (9)7U (9)'[10) + (001U ()T (9)]00)

+(11]U(9)oU(g)"11) — (11|U(9)oU (9)"|00) — <00|U(Q)UU(9)T|11>)V(d9)- (M2)
By using the notations

o def 1 def 1

det 1 def 1 ) )
y (|10>+ 110)), ¢ap = E(—ZI10>+ZI10>), Pap =

YA = E(|OO>+|H>)’ Yap = 5 (00) = [11)),

g
g

C1 (o) can be calculated as

Ci(o) :/ (6% lU(9)oU(9)"16% ) + (¢% 51U (9)oU(9)'|¢% 5))
SU(d)

N =

(2064 51U (9)0U (9116 5) — (04 51U (9)0U(9) 1[0k 5) — (&% 51U (9)oU(9)T[0% ) ) ().
Similarly to (M2)), focusing the elements g1 2, g2 3, 93,1 of SU(d) such that

g1,2 (¢A Bu¢A Ba¢A B) (¢?4,Ba—¢,14,37¢?4,3)
92,3 (¢A Baéf’A Bv¢A B) (¢,14,Ba¢?4,37—¢,24,3)
93,1 '(¢A,Bv¢A,B7¢A,B) (_¢§4,Bv¢124,37¢}4,8)7

we can prove

1[< . _ , ,
= w 3 (Z 64,510 (9)0U(9)" |64 5)* — Zm,g|U<g>oU<g>T|¢A,B><¢34,B|U<g>oU<g>T|¢34,B>) v(dg)
i=1 i>j
1 . . . 2
= / s 2 (@ slU (90U (9)1 164 ) = (4 51U (9)oU(9)! |6 ) ) v(dg) > 0.
sU@) © =5
APPENDIX N: PROOF OF (35) where |[u¥|| = 1, (uF|u'? > = 1. Smce T is level-aw and

k
( ?4)3||ulf®u/l><ulf®u ||<J5 ) = =, we have

Let T be a SU(d)-invariant separable level-a test
among Ai,...,A,, B1,..., B, with the null hypothesis
So. Then, T has the following form:

_ 0 QN 0 Xn o 1
T=> apuf @u)uf @uf|® - ©ul ©uy)ul @ u'y], L—a= (s [TI¢an >—Zk:akd—n-
k
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It follows from the SU(d)-invariance of T that Denoting the RHS by C', we obtain

— /k —_ /k

T:/ > axlgul @ gu'y) (guf @ gu'y|

sU(d)
—_ k —_ k

® - @ |guy @ gu', ) {gupy @ gu',|v(dg).

Tr To®" > are® = e ar = e“d"(1 — a).
The concavity of the function x — logx implies that ; ; ( )

_ k _ k
1ogTY(/ lguf @ gu'y) (guf @ gu'y| ® - -
SU(d)

_ ik _ ik n
® |guy @ gu',, ) (gul © QU’nIV(d9)> o® Hence,

—log Tr(gul @ gu'|olgul ® gu'y)
SU(d)
_ k _ Kk
- Tr(guy @ gu/y|o|guy, @ gu',, )v(dg)
n I
_ - op ETO™"
Z/ ( )ZlogTr@%“ @ gu't|olgul @ gu's )v(dg) SIS
SU(d) j=1

>n min
w,u’:[{ulu)[=1, [ull=1

>nlogd+ C,

/ log Tr(gu ® gu'|o|gu @ gu')v(dg).
SU(d) which implies (B5]).

|
APPENDIX O: PROOF OF (38) AND (33)

Let T be an SU(2) x U(1)-invariant A-B separable test. Then, the SU(2)-invariance guarantees that T =
U(g)®2T(U(g)®?)t for Vg € SU(2). Hence, T = fSU(z) U(g)®2T(U(g)®?)Tv(dg). Thus, the test T has the form

= 2|y, @ U M uy @' ®2)fy, x
T_/4/SU(2)U(9,9) e @ 0 2) (1, @ /| (U(g,0)92) v(dg)u(de),

where u, € Ha, @ Ha,, vz € Hp, ® Hp,, <¢1041731 ® ¢?42132|um ®@u'y) = %, and p is arbitrary probability measure.
Since our purpose is calculating the minimum value of the second error probability Tr To®2, we can assume that the
second term of ([I7) is 0 without loss of generality. Therefore, Lemma [l implies that

Ja] e @ mdgntdn) =265, 5, © 6%, 5, o)
SU(2)

Moreover, the SU(2) x U(1)-invariance guarantees that 7' = U(g, 0)®?T(U(g,0)®?)t for Vg € SU(2) and V6 € R.
Hence,

TrTo®? = Tr T(U(g,0)%%) 02U (g, 0)%2.

Taking the integral, we obtain

2
TrTo®? = Tr Ti/ / (U(g,0)%*)16®2U(g,0)%%v(dg)db.
27 Jo SU(2)

Therefore, the RHS can be written by use of projections of the irreducible spaces regarding the action of the group
SU(2) x U(1). Indeed, the tensor product space Ha, ® Ha, ® Hp, ® Hp, is decomposed to the direct sum product
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the following irreducible spaces regarding the action of the group SU(2) x U(1):

xQ el 74umu+u1ha 25 (2312 +3.2012). 5 (B D12+ [L3)12),

7 (11, 1)1,2 + w[2,2)12 +w?|3,3)12) , \if (11, 1)12 + w?|2,2)12 + w|3,3)12) >
2““\ﬁuanu+uﬁnw, 74m2hrﬂ2®w) 7=m3n2+mmu>
»2 def<|0 )1 > (02)
»0 det . 1 (11,1010 4 12,2012 + [3,3)1.2) >

V3

A9 d§f<\/i§(|1,2>1,2— 12,1)1,2), (|2 31,2 —13,2)12), (|3 Di2—[1,3)12) >

1
Al d§f<7§ (10,1)12 = [1,0)12),

~ Sl
Sl

(10,2)12 = [2,0)1,2) , (|Oa 3)12 —3,0)12) >

Sl

E

where |7, 7)1 2 denotes the vector ¢y 5 ® ¢>£2 B, and w = _1+T\/§Z The meaning of this notation is given as follows.

The superscript k& = 0,1,2 denotes the U(1)-action, i.c., the element e’ acts on this space as e*?. The subscript

[ =1,3,5 denotes the dimension of the space. In the spaces labeled as ¥, the action [i,5)1.2 — |, 7)1,2 is described as
the action of the constant 1. But, in the spaces labeled as A, it is described as the action of the constant —1. In the
following, for simplicity, we abbreviate the projection to the subspace Ef and Af as Ef and Af, respectively. Hence,
we obtain

2m
5| | Wao®)ie .0 g
SU(2

Tra®220 Tr 0®2%1
=— Sy0 4 3 YL+ (Tro®252)%82 + (Tro®?22))x29 +

Ag Tr O'®2Ag n A% Tr U®2A§
3 3 '

In order to calculate the quantities Tr a®22f and Tr a®2Af, we describe the matrix elements of o with the basis
def ;
< (3

< (b%)B, e (;5134)3 > by xz;; = B|a|¢f47B>. For our convenience, we treat this matrix by use of the notation

(fci,j)=<z g>,

where a is a real number, b is a 3-dimensional complex-valued vector, C' is a 3 x 3 Hermitian matrix. Thus, the
quantities Tr 0®2%F and Tr 0®?AF are calculated as

1 1 —
Tro®?%? = sz i+ Z ziix + v ? — ( +a3,) = 5 (TrC?) + (Tr C)?) — 3 Tr CC
1<i<j<3
3
Tl”0®22é = Z($070$i7i + |$O,i|2) =aTrC+ |b|2
i=1

®2y2 _ .2 _ .2
Tro®° ¥ =z50=a

1 1 —
Tro®250 = 3 Z 2. = gTrCC
1<i,j<3
Tra®2A0 Zx“x“ |3:Z-7j|2 =
1<J
3
Tro®?A3 = Z(fﬂo,ofvi,i —|20,:*) = aTr C — |b?,
i=1

((Tx C)? — (Tr Cz))
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where C is the complex conjugate of C. As is proven later, the inequalities

Tro®?AL — Tro®2A3 > 0 (03)
5Tro®?%) — 3Tro®?%? >0 (04)
10 Tro®?%) + Tr o®2%) — 5 Tr 0®2A3 > 0 (05)

hold, when p =TrC' < %
On the other hand, we focus on the following basis of the space Ha, ® Ha,:

def 1 def 1
90?41,142 = ﬁ (|01>A1,A2 - |10>A1,A2) ) 901141,142 = E (|00>A1,A2 + |11>A1,A2) )

def 1 def 1
30?41,142 = ﬁ (|OO>A1,A2 - |11>A1,A2) ) 30?417,42 = % (|01>A1,A2 + |10>A17A2) .

The other space Hp, ® Hp, is spanned by the complex conjugate basis:

def 1 def 1
<POB1,B2 = 75 (|01>31,Bz - |10>B1,B2)5 90131782 = E (|00>31,Bz + |11>B1,B2)7

def —1 def —1
szl,B2 = 75 (|00>31,Bz - |11>B1,B2)5 90331,32 = E (|01>31,Bz + |10>31,B2) .

By using this basis, the irreducible subspaces of Ha, ® Ha, ® Hp, ® Hp, are written as

»2 =< (|0 Oap+ |1, 0as+2,2)a8+(3,3)a5) >

50 =< f<|1 Dap+20as) (2845 +B2a5). 53 0as+L3)an).
7 (11105 + 612205 +623.3)45) . = (1045 +u?2 200 +wl33)05) >

By =< (12045~ 2 0an). Z= (2345~ B.2as). 55(31)ap = 13)as) >

ol =<¢%|O,O>A,B - (LD + R 2ap+13.345) >

A0—<f<|o Das+11,0)45). 700 2ap+12.0048). 700 3)am+ 13,0 4.m) >

A=<= (00ap = [1.0)45). 5 (0.205 = 200a5) (0,305 [3.045) >

where |4, j) 4,5 denotes the vector gaf417A2 ® wgg1732.

In the following, we denote the vectors u, € Ha, 4, and u!, € Hp, B, by use of scalars a,,a’,, and three-dimensional
vectors w,, W', as

3 3
/

def 0 i ’ ’ def , ¢ ’ i
Uy = (A, Wy) = AzPA, Ay T E Wz,iPA Ay U = (a'z,w w) = A y¥Pp, B, T E W z,iPB,,Bs-
=1 =1

Jasttantan) =3 [l uto) =5

where the inner product (wy|w’;) is defined by (w|w',) ef Z | Wy W'y ;. the condition (%, g @Y, g, |u.@u's) =

3 yields

The condition (Ol implies that

a.a y + (wew'y) =1



because of (O2)). Using this notation, we obtain

1 Wy | W 5 2
<’U/1 & ulm|2g|um & u/LIJ> = ‘5 (ww & wlm + wlm & w:l)) - HT)IS><3
2
1
<uw ® u'w|2§|um ® u/m> - ‘5 (wy ® Wy —w'y ® W)
/ / 2
xT T xT xT 1
<uz®u/z|2%|u1‘®u/x>: ArQ +(’LU |U) ) - -
2 4
3 1 2 3 1 2
e @ U 5| XUy @ u'y) = | —apa’s — — (wy W' 4 ( Rapa » — —R(wy|w', >
2
1
(U @ 3| AUz @ ') = 3 (azw'y + a ywy)
1 2
(g @ U o | Ad|up @ u'p) = 5 (azw'y —a'zws)||
where Rz denotes the real part of x. Since we can evaluate
2 1 2
3 (apw'y +d pws)|| + 3 (a0 — a'pwy)|| = [Japw o ||? + ||@/ pwe||? > 2Raza  R(we|w's)
1 W'y 2 2
5(wm(X)w/m_}_w/m@)wm)_&;}>]3X3 + H§(ww®w’w — W, @ w,)
2
wy|w' 5 2 2
s @ s — ) g NS 2 ) > 2 (R
3 3 3
the inequalities ([O3) and (O4)) yield
Tro®2A9 Tro®2AlL
%@z @ U |AG|uy @ u'y) + %(um @'y |A3|uy @ u'p) > Tro®?AY - 2Rad , - R(wy|w',)
T ®220 T ®221 T ®220 2
%@x ® oS0y @ Uy + %@x U | Dk up @ u'y) > % 2 (R(ws|w'2))? .

Letting r(z) = Raya',, we have

1
1 Tr To®?

Tro®2%2 3 1 ?
> [ 14 Ty e®2yY <—%awa’m — —R(wy v, >
_/ 4 7\ V2 V12 (waw's)

2T ®2A0 2T, ®220
L%agﬁa/z%(wﬂwlz) + %

7Tr U®2E% n Tr 0’®2E(1) n 2Tra®22g
4 12 15

(R(ws|w's))? p(dz)

+/ <_2Tr2®22(1) - 4Tr(1},§22g N 2Trc;®2Ag> o) + (4Trc;®22(1) n 2Tr(17;322g 3 2Tr(;)®2A(3)> r(2)2p(dx)
:Tr o®2%2  Tro®?%Y n 2Tr o®2%2
4 12 15
n 1 _2Tra®22(1) B 4Tro®2%) n 2Tr o®2AY n 4Tr o®2%9 n 2Tro®2%) B 2Tro®2Ag r(2)? p(da)
1 3 15 3 3 15 3 a

#HTro®2¥2  Tro®2x)  2Tro®2x)
> + +
- 4 12 15
1 2Tr 0’®22(1) 4Tr U®22g 2Tr 0’®2Ag 1 /4Tr O'®22(1) 2Tr U®2Eg 2Tr O'®2Ag
- - + + + -
3 15 3 3 15 3

16

4

=l 1 X 2 1 2
=173 TrC + 20(TrC) 50 Tr(RC)=. (06)

26
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Note that the inequality (x) follows from the inequality (Q5) and the inequality [ r(z)?u(dz) > ( ) =4
S

167
and the equation (xx) follows from the equation a =1 — Tr C'. Since RHS of (Of]) equals f (BEI) , we obtaln the
part > of (3]).

Conversely, the vector u,, ® Uop satisfies that

3
(ttop @ Top| Y5 [ttop @ Top) = (top ® ToplAzltop @ Tap) = < (top © Wop| T uop @ Top) =
(thop @ Top| S3lthop @ Top) = (Uop @ Ugp| X8 |tiop @ Top) = (Uop @ Top| A} |tep @ Tgp) = 0.
Hence,

1 3 Tro®2x? 3 Tro®2Ad 1

Y nron,) e = L ooy 3 o7 3 Tro A 1

4 (Mop)or 4 8 5 + 8 3 4
Therefore, we obtain ([B9), which implies the part < of ([B8]).

Finally, we proceed to prove the inequalities (Q3)), (O4), and (OF). The inequality (O5)) is shown as

7
20(

TrC)? — L Tr(RC)?.

TrC + 20

1
2

10 Tro®?%] + Tro®?%Y — 5 Tro®?A8 = 3Tr C* + CC) — 2(Tr C)* = 2 (3Tr(RC)* — (Tr C)?) > 0

In order to prove (O3]), we denote the eigenvalues of C' by A1, A2, A3 with the decreasing order, i.e., A1 > A2 > As3.
First, we prove that a\; > |b|? as follows. Let s be a arbitrary real number. Then,

0 < {(s,b)|o]|(s,b)) = as® + 2s||b||* + (b|C|b)

bl < ol

Since the discriminant is positive, we have [|b]|* < a(b|C|b), i.e < a~grz- < aAi. Hence, using the relation

a=1-—"TrC, we have

Tro®?A) — Tro®?Ad > a (TrC — \y) — % (TrC)> = TrC?) = (1 — 2A1 — (A2 4+ A3)) (A2 + A3) — Aods

At As\? Aot A2+ A
2(1—2)\1—()\2+)\3))()\2+)‘3)_< 22 3) - 22 : 22 3>

2% (2_4)\1 —8)\2;)\3> 4)‘2;)‘3 (— —TrC)

<2 40 =5

which implies (O3]). Next, we proceed to (O4]). For this proof, we focus on the relations
TrC? < (Tr0)?, Tr(IC0)? < (Tr O)?,

which follow from C' > 0, where Sz denotes the imaginary part of x. Hence,
5Tro®?y: —3Tro®?y8 =5(1 — TrC) Tr C + 5> — 3 (% (Tt C* + (Tr 0)*) — %TrCU)
1 2 2 1 Tal 13 2 1 2 2
>5(1-TrC)Tr C — 3 3 (Tr C? 4+ (Tr 0)?) — gTrCC =5TrC — 7(T&rC) - 51&«0 —2Tr(]C)

>5TrC —8(TrC)2 =Tr C(5—8TrC) > 0
which implies (O4]).

APPENDIX P: PROOF OF (40) Since [uy ®@ug) = 5(©%, A, +2h, 4, — 9%, 4, — 195, A,);
we have

In this section, we use the same notation as section
by using the vector u; = [0)4,,u2 = %(|O>A1 +|0)4,),

the POVM Mclojz is written as (u1 ® uy ®mlAglu1 ® Uz ® up @ uz)

(u1 @ ug @ ug ®UQ|E?)|U1 ® Uz ® U @ ug) =

(U ® us @ Uy @ ua| X% |u1 ® us @ Uy @ uz)

»Jkl}—wlkI»—wlkI»—t e O()I»—AOOI}—l

M2 (dg) = d*(g @ g)lur @ uz)(ur @ usl(g ® g) v (dg),
(U1 @ us ® U1 ® uz|Ei|ur ® ug @ Uy @ uz) =

(U1 @ ug ® Uy ® ua|L3|ur ® us ® Uy @ ug) =

(w1 ® us @ Uy @ ua|Ajlur ® us @ Uy ® uz) =



Hence,

Tr T(Ml—)2) ®2

cov

—1-Tr P+ 2mC - ()

3 15 - — Tr(%C)

15
which implies (0I).

APPENDIX Q: PROOF OF ({I)

Let T be an SU(d) x SU(d)-invariant A-B separable
test with level 0. Then, similarly to proof of 7?7, the
SU(d) x SU(d)-invariance implies that the test T has
the following form

T
:ao,o|¢,041,31><¢,041,31| Y |¢,042,Bz><¢,042,32|

+ayo(l — |¢941,Bl><¢?41,31 )® |¢?42,BQ><¢212,BQ|

+ a0,1|¢,041,31><¢,041,31| ® (I - |¢?42,B2><¢?42,B2|)

+ari (I =165, ) (%51 @ (I

Since the test T is level 0, ag,0 = 1. Lemma [7] yields that
TrT = d?. Hence,

d?—-1= (a170 + a071)(d2 — 1) + a171(d2 - 1)2.

— 84,5, (0,5, ])-
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In this case, the second error Tro; ® o021 can be calcu-
lated as

Troy ® o1
=1 =p1)(1 —p2) + (1 — p1)p2ao,1
+p1(1 = p2)ar,o + pip2aiy

1—
=(1—p1)(1 —p2) + 2 =ppz B ]il)lpzto,l
p1(1—p2) P1p2
——t t
+ 21 1’0+(d2 e 1,1

dcf dci
apa(d? = 1),t10 = aro(d® —1),t11 =

; P1p2 (1- :Dl):Dz p1(1—p2)
Since Grfiyz < o Z=1

where %o 1 def
al)l(d2 — 1)2.

P1p2 g2

Troy @ 02T < (1 —p1)(1—p2) +

APPENDIX R: PROOF OF ({42)

Let T be an SU(d) x SU(d)-invariant Ay, A2, By, Bs separable test with level 0. The SU(d) x SU(d)-invariance

implies that the test T has the form

T = Zpl/

SU(d)

(91 @71 ® g2 ®72) 'v(dgr)v(dge),

where <¢1041731|Ui,A1 ® ui,B,) =

<¢?42,B2|ui,A2 ® ’U/i732> — ﬁ

/ 91 ®TL® g2 @ Ta|Ui Ay @ Ui By, @ Ui Ay @ Ui By ) (Uia, Ui B ® Uia, @ UsB,
SU(d

In this case, Y, p; = d*. Thus,

T= sz/ g1 ®gl|uz Ay ®uz B1><uz Aq ®ul Bl|(gl ®gl) (dgl)

® / 92 @ Tz lti A, ® Ui, B, ) (Ui, A, ® Ui B, |(g2 © G2) T (dga)
SU(d)

1
=S (G0 @l + 16806 D) © (G108 2] 500 I8 ) )



Lemma [ implies a;, b; > T Thus,

= d+1)
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1
7 < (315 G + s~ 1050005 )

1 0 0 1
® <a|¢A2,Bg><¢A2,BQ| + FCESY)

1
(|¢A1,Bl><¢A1,Bl| + Fn 1( - |¢?41,Bl><¢?41,81|

1 Al—)Bl 1 AQ_)B2
_Tzn'u ® Tzn'u

Hence

TrToy ® oy < Te T Brglde=Beg o 60 — (1 -

muv muv

APPENDIX S: PROOF OF (43)

Similarly to proof of Theorem [ the U(1) x U(1)-

invariance implies that this testing problem can
be resulted in the testing problem of the proba-
bility distribution P (ki ko) = P2 (ki) P (ko)

with the null hypothesis p; + p» < 2.  When
n is large enough, the probability distribution
P (k1,k2) can be approximated by the Pois-

tl /’ﬂ,tz/’ﬂ
kltkg

o I — —
son distribution Py, 4, (k1,k2) = e 'le QW =

—(t1+t2) (fatta) 1 k2 (k1+k2)( b )kl( Lo )kQ
(k1+k2)! k1 t1+to t1+to :

In order to calculate the lower bound of the optimal
second error probability of the probability distribution
Py 4 (k1,k2), we treat the hypothesis testing with null
hypothesis t; 4+ t2 < ¢ only on the one-parameter prob-
ability distribution family {Ps 1 (k1,k2)[0 < s < oo}
In this case, the probability distribution Py o (K1, k2)
has the form

*Pst'l,st/2 (kl s k2)

sty (S + )R (ky 4 ks
(k1 + k2)! k1

() ()"
th+th t+ty)

(7 - |¢942,Bz><¢?42,32|>)

1

) © (1) 00 + 7~ 605G )

dp )1 - dpa )
d+1 d+17"

stl sth (k1,k2)

Hence, the likelihood ratio m

the sum k1 + k2. Since

depends only on

k
, , tl tl k
Z Py sty (k1 b — ky) = e—s(t1+tz)w,

k1=0

this hypothesis testing can be resulted in the hypoth-

esis testing of Poisson distribution e’t% with the null
hypothesis t < §. In this case, when the true distribu-

/ / / I \k
tion is e*(t1+t2)%, the second error is greater than
Ba(<L 8||t] + t5). Therefore, we can conclude that

hmﬂa an.oxc(< H‘71n®‘72 n) = Ba(S 0ty +15).

Conversely, we only focus on the random variable
k = ki + ks, we obtain probability distribution

k
e~(ti+t2) 1tt2)” - {ging the optimal hypothesis testing

of the Poisson distribution, we can construct test achiev-
ing the lower bound S, (< 48||t] + t5).

APPENDIX T: PROOF OF (@4) AND (@5)

Let T be an SU(d) x SU(d) x SU(d)- invariant A — B separable test with level 0. The SU(d) x SU(d) x SU(d)-

invariance implies that the test T has the form

T :Z%’dg/ / / 91®gs®gs @ T @ T2 @ Fsluia @ uip)(uia ® uj gl
, su(d) Jsu(a) Jsu(d

((1®RgRBITORIRH) v

(dg1)v(dge)v(dgs),
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where (6%, g, ® 6%, B, ® $%, B,lUiA O uiB) = \/%. In this case, ), ¢; = 1. First, we focus on

dCde/ / / 91 ® g3 ® g3 @ J1 ® J2 @ 7sluia @ ui, ) (uia @ U, B|
SU(d) JSU(d) JSU(d
(91 ® g3 ® g3 ©J1 ® T2 ® G3) 'w(dg1)v(dga)v(dgs)
=PL@P,®Ps+a) PP ®P§+aj, (Pf@Py®Ps+al o Pf @ P ® P
+ap11PL @ Ps @ P§ +aj 0, Py @ P @ P +ay, 0Py @ Ps @ Py +aj,,Pf @ P @ P

In order to calculate the coefficients a, , ;, we treat the quantities [[(¢%, g, [uia ® ui )|, (6%, 5, @ ¢4, 5,luia ®

u;, B)||?, etc. In the following, we omit the subscript i. Let X = (21,1)1<k<d,1<1<a2 (Y) be a dx d? matrix corresponding
the vector u4 (up) on the entangled state between two systems Ha, and Ha,QHa, (Hp, and Hp, @H B, ), respectively.
Then,

d?
(P4, By lua @up) = > (VIX)igallals),
=1

1
<¢A2,Bz ®¢A3 Bg|U’A ®uB =

d?
A=1l1
d d
Z Z X Y kA kBlkAukB>
Hence,
1
6%, 3, lua @ up)|* = & T (Y X) (Y X),
1 1
(2,5, @ Gy palua @ up)|* = & Tr(X'Y)(X'Y)! = o Te (Y X)(VX)T,

. def
That is, when we put £, = (6%, .5, lua@up)|?, %1 = (6%, B, ® %, B, lua @up)

%, plua ® up) = S TH(Y1X),

1. Since -z = (¢%, 5, ® Y%, 5, ®

dpy = Te(YEX)(YiIX)T >

ISR

The equality holds if and only if (Y*X) is the completely mixed state. Hence, the equality holds when ugq = ug =
|GHZ). Similarly, we define the quantities 82 and f3. We also define of lluall?|lug|/?, which satisfies the inequality

y> 1.

Indeed, when uq = up = |GHZ), v = 1. Thus, by calculating the trace of the products of corresponding projections
and |u; 4 ® u; ) {u; 4 ® u; g|, the coefficients can be calculated as

_ & (B 1 & Ba+B3 1
ao,o,l—ﬁ 0B ao,l,l—m B1— d +$

__ P (B B + Bs
o= g~ # ) ot ﬁ
& (B 1 B2 + 51
ai,0,0 = 2Z_1\d &) ai,1,0 B3 — E

d? d— 1
a1 = @17 <”Y (51 + B2+ Bs) — ﬁ)

Therefore, substituting 5; = d—12, ~v =1, we obtain (@4).
Moreover,

p1popsd®

TrTio1 @ 0o ® 03 = Co + C1 81 + Coffa + C383 + m%



where

def
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3p1p2ps — 2(p1p2 + p2p3 + p3p1)p1 + P2 + p3

Co =(1—p1)(1 —p2)(1 —p3) +

21
—3p1p2p3 +( D1D2 +p2p3 + p3p1) D1P2P3
+ a2 — (d2—1)3
def d 9 d d
o (d(d+1)( d+1)2(d—1)(1 = ——po)(1 — ——
L ECDrA T d+1 < + D = oogpopeps +pa(d+ 17(d = (1 = =) d+1p3))
G T (a1 - L poypap tpa(d £ 12— 1)1 )1 — =L )
(d? — d+1 d+1 d—1 d+1
el (g 1)1 - =T pypips + ps(d 12— 1)1 - =T p) (1 — L))
(@ —1)2(d+1) Cd+1 d—1 d+1

It follows from the condition p; < a1

1
TrTi01 ® 02 ® 03 Zco+(Cl+C2+C3)_2+

(d + 2)p1paps

=1 =p1)(1 = p2)(1 —p3) +

+

L that these coefficients C,Cy and Cs are positive. Hence,

p1popsd?
@ 17

p1p2(1 —p3) +p1(1 —p2)ps + (1 — pl)pzps

(d+1)%2(d -

Therefore,

TrTo1 ® 09 ® 03

(d+ 2)pipaps

1)

:Z%‘TI“TNl ® 02 ® 03

(d+1)2(d-1)

p1p2(1 —p3) +pi(1 — p2)ps + (1 — pl)pzps

>(1 —p1)(1 —p2)(1 —p3) +

(d+1)%2(d -

1)
Thus, we obtain [@H) for G = SU(d). Moreover, since this bound can be attained by a U (d? —

invariant test, the equation (5] holds for G = U(d? — 1).

(d+1)2(d-1)

)xU(d?>—1)xU(d*-1)-
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