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We study asymmetric binary channel discrimination, for qantum channels acting on separable
Hilbert spaces. We establish quantum Stein’s lemma for channels for both adaptive and parallel
strategies, and show that under finiteness of the geometric Rényi divergence between the two channels
for some 𝛼 > 1, adaptive strategies offer no asymptotic advantage over parallel ones. One major
step in our argument is to demonstrate that the geometric Rényi divergence satisfies a chain rule and
is additive for channels also in infinite dimensions. These results may be of independent interest.
Furthermore, we not only show asymptotic equivalence of parallel and adaptive strategies, but
explicitly construct a parallel strategy which approximates a given adaptive 𝑛-shot strategy, and give
an explicit bound on the difference between the discrimination errors for these two strategies. This
extends the finite dimensional result from [B. Bergh et al., arxiv: 2206.08350v1]. Finally, this also
allows us to conclude, that the chain rule for the Umegaki relative entropy in infinite dimensions,
recently shown in [O. Fawzi, L. Gao, and M. Rahaman, arxiv: 2212.14700v2] given finiteness of
the max divergence between the two channels, also holds under the weaker condition of finiteness of
the geometric Rényi divergence. We give explicit examples of channels which show that these two
finiteness conditions are not equivalent.
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1. Introduction
The task of quantum channel discrimination can be described as follows: Given an unknown quantum channel as a
black box and the side information that it is one of two possible channels, the task is to determine the channel’s
identity [CDP08, DFY09, Hay09, Har+10]. This task boils down to finding the optimal quantum state to send as an
input to the channel and then also the best measurement to perform on the output of the channel. If we are given
access to 𝑛 copies of the channel (i.e. we are given 𝑛 identical black boxes, each of which can be used once); then
there are different strategies (sometimes also called protocols) in which we could set up our decision experiment –
the so-called parallel and adaptive strategies. In a parallel strategy one prepares a joint state, usually entangled
between the input systems of all the 𝑛 copies of the channel and an additional ancillary (or reference or memory)
system. This state is then fed as an input to all the 𝑛 channels at once (with the state of the ancillary system being
left undisturbed). Finally, a binary positive operator-valued measure (POVM) is performed on the joint ouput state
of the channels and the ancillary system in order to arrive at a decision for the channel’s identity. In an adaptive
strategy, on the other hand, one prepares an input state for a single copy of the channel (again possibly entangled
with a ancillary system) which is fed into the first instance of the channel, with the state of the ancillary system
being left undisturbed. The input to the next use of the channel is then chosen depending on the output of the first
channel and the state of our ancillary system. This is done, most generally, by subjecting the latter to an arbitrary
quantum operation (or channel), which we call a preparation operation. This step is repeated for each successive
use of the channel until all the 𝑛 black-boxes have been used. Then, a binary POVM is performed on the joint
state of the output of the last instance of the channel and the ancillary system. See Figure 1 for a depiction of an
adaptive strategy. Adaptive strategies are also sometimes called sequential, which is however not to be confused
with the setting of sequential hypothesis testing [Mar+21, LTT22, LHT22], where samples (i.e. states or channels)
can be requested one by one.

One particularly interesting question is whether and to what degree adaptive strategies give an advantage over
parallel ones. Note that any parallel strategy can be written as an adaptive strategy by taking all but one channel
input as part of the ancillary system, and then choosing each preparation operation such that it extracts the next part
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of the joint input state for the next channel use and replaces it by the output of the previous channel use. However,
the converse is not true and hence adaptive strategies are more general. Parallel strategies are conceptually a lot
simpler than adaptive ones – aside from the measurement, everything is specified just by the joint input state – in
contrast to adaptive strategies, in which after each channel use we may perform an arbitrary quantum operation to
prepare the input to the next use of the channel. It is thus interesting to determine to what degree parallel strategies
can still be optimal. This problem has been recently studied in finite-dimensional settings. There, it has been
shown that in certain cases adaptive strategies can give an advantage over parallel ones. Specifically, in [Har+10]
the authors constructed an example in which an adaptive strategy with only two channel uses could be used to
discriminate the channels with certainty, which is not possible with a parallel strategy, even if arbitrarily many
channel uses are allowed.

Interestingly, asymptotically, there are multiple known cases in which adaptive strategies give no advantage
over parallel ones, i.e. the optimal exponential decay rate of the error probability per channel use is the same
in the asymptotic limit. For example, this is the case both in the symmetric and asymmetric settings when the
channels are classical [Hay09] or classical-quantum [Wil+20, SHW22]. For arbitrary quantum channels in finite
dimensions, the recently shown chain rule for the quantum relative entropy [Fan+20] and the characterization of
asymmetric channel discrimination in terms of amortized relative entropy [Wil+20, WW19b], also implies that in
the asymmetric setting, in the asymptotic limit where we also require the type I error to vanish, adaptive strategies
give no advantage over parallel ones (i.e. the optimal asymptotic exponential decay rate of the type II error per
channel use is the same for parallel and adaptive strategies). This is in contrast to the symmetric setting in which
the example of [SHW22] shows that there always is an advantage of adaptive strategies, also in the asymptotic
limit. Furthermore, [Ber+22] have shown explicitly how any adaptive strategy can be converted to a parallel
strategy bounding the additional error rate that occurs because of this conversion, and showing how this additional
error rate vanishes asymptotically, hence giving an operational version of the asymptotic equivalence of adaptive
and parallel strategies.

In this paper, our aim is to study quantum channel discrimination in the infinite dimensional setting. Infinite-
dimensional, continuous variable (CV) quantum systems are of huge technological and experimental relevance in
quantum information. This is because quantum optics, which utilizes continuous quadrature amplitudes of the
quantized electromagnetic field, has been shown to be a promising platform for efficient implementation of the
essential steps in quantum communication protocols, namely, preparation, (unitary) manipulation, and measurement
of (entangled) quantum states, (see e.g. [BL05] for a review). Examples of such systems include collections of
electromagnetic modes travelling along an optical fibre, and massive harmonic oscillators. Infinite dimensional
quantum channels which are of particular relevance include bosonic Gaussian channels (see e.g. [Guh08] and
references therein) and bosonic dephasing channels (see e.g. [LW22]). The study of quantum information in
infinite dimensions has found applications in quantum communication [HW01, WPG07, TGW14, Pir+17, WTB17,
RMG18, LW22], the most noteworthy of them being the experimental realization of quantum teleportation for
optical fields. Other applications include quantum computing and quantum error correction [GKP01, Mir+14,
Ofe+16, Mic+16, GM19], quantum simulations [Flu+17] and quantum sensing [Aas+13, Zha+18, Mey+01, McC+19]

To study channel discrimination in infinite dimensions, our approach will be to follow the path of [Ber+22]
and show that a similar 𝑛 shot result can also be obtained in infinite dimensions (Theorem 3.2). To achieve this,
we have to extend multiple parts of the finite dimensional quantum Shannon theory framework that has been
established over the years to separable Hilbert spaces, which we consider to be the main contribution of this paper.
Amongst our extensions is the chain rule for the geometric Rényi entropy in infinite dimensions, and some various
other entropy inequalities mostly involving the relation between one-shot quantities and Rényi entropies.

As a further application of this framework and techniques, we get asymptotic expressions for the asymmetric error
exponent (i.e. quantum Stein’s lemma) in separable Hilbert spaces. By taking suitable limits, our one-shot result
then allows us to conclude the asymptotic equivalence of adaptive and parallel strategies in terms of discrimination
power also in infinite dimensions, given some finiteness condition on the geometric Rényi divergence. We comment
on this finiteness condition (which is not needed to show equivalence of adaptive and parallel strategies in finite
dimensions) in subsection 3.1
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2. Notation and Preliminaries

2.1. Notation
In this paperH ,K denote complex (in general infinite dimensional) separable Hilbert spaces. B(H) denotes the
Banach space of bounded operators overH w.r.t the operator norm ∥ · ∥ and 1 will denote the identity operator in
B(H). B2 (H) and B1 (H) denote the Banach spaces of Hilbert-Schmidt and Trace-class operators onH with
their usual norms ∥ · ∥2, ∥ · ∥1, respectively. P(H) denotes the set of positive trace-class operators on H and
D(H) denotes the set of density operators on H , i.e. the positive operators of trace 1. We use ∗ to denote the
adjoint of an operator. For 𝐴 ∈ B(H), 𝐴∗ is the adjoint w.r.t the inner product ofH , while for any super-operator
𝑆 ∈ B(H) → B(H) we write 𝑆∗ for the adjoint with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. The spectrum
of an operator 𝐴 in B(H) is denoted as 𝜎(𝐴). For self-adjoint operators 𝐴 ∈ B(H) their positive and negative
parts are denoted as 𝐴+ and 𝐴− , respectively and the projections onto them with {𝐴}+, {𝐴}− respectively. In a
similar vain will {𝐴 = 0} denote the projections onto the kernel of 𝐴 and we we may write {𝐴 ≥ 𝐵} := {𝐴 − 𝐵}+
as the projector onto the support of the positive part of (𝐴 − 𝐵), when 𝐴, 𝐵 ∈ B(H) are both positive. In this
paper, log denotes the logarithm to base 2.
A quantum channel Λ is defined to be a linear, completely positive, and trace preserving (CPTP) map P(H𝐴) →
P(K𝐵), whereH𝐴,K𝐵 are separable Hilbert spaces. The indices 𝐴, 𝐵 label the physical systems described by
the Hilbert spaces H𝐴,K𝐵, respectively, and we may simply write Λ ≡ Λ𝐴→𝐵. To indicate 𝜌 ∈ D(H𝐴), we
may simply write 𝜌𝐴. The identity channel id : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐴′ ) maps 𝜌𝐴 ↦→ 𝜌𝐴′ , when H𝐴 is isomorphic
to H𝐴′ . We will often drop such identity channels when it is clear what systems a channel is acting on i.e.
(Λ𝐴→𝐵 ⊗ id𝐴‘→𝐵‘) (𝜌𝐴𝐴‘) ≡ Λ𝐴→𝐵 (𝜌𝐴𝐴‘) ≡ Λ(𝜌𝐴𝐴‘). In this paper all POVMs that occur are finite (or even
just binary). A finite POVM (positive operator valued measure) is a finite set of bounded and positive operators
{𝑀𝑖}𝑖 such that

∑
𝑖 𝑀𝑖 = 1. By measuring a state 𝜌 in a POVM {𝑀𝑖}, we mean that one obtains outcome 𝑖 with

probability Tr(𝜌𝑀𝑖). Occasionally we will also associate the quantum-classical chanelM : P(H) → P[H𝐼 ]
to the POVM {𝑀𝑖}, whereM(𝜌) = ∑

𝑖 Tr(𝜌𝑀𝑖) |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 | maps the state to the classical probability distribution of
measurement outcomes (and the |𝑖⟩ form a basis ofH𝐼 whose dimension equals the number of POVM elements).
The most general measurement for a binary state or channel discrimination can be described by a binary POVM
{𝐹,1 − 𝐹} where 0 ≤ 𝐹 ≤ 1.

2.2. Quantum Information measures
In the following we will give a quick overview of what is known about certain quantum divergences (interchangeably
called relative entropies) and distance measures in infinite dimensions.

2.2.1. Fidelity and Sine-distance

The quantum or Uhlmann fidelity [Uhl76] between two quantum states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H), whereH denotes a separable
Hilbert space, is given by

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) := ∥√𝜌
√
𝜎∥21. (2.1)

It is symmetric in its arguments and can only increase under the action of a quantum channel Λ: 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) ≤
𝐹 (Λ(𝜌),Λ(𝜎)), see e.g. [KW20]. The Sine-distance (or purified distance) [Ras02, Ras03, GLN05, Ras06]
between two states 𝜌, 𝜎 is defined as

𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) :=
√︁

1 − 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎). (2.2)

It is a metric on D(H), so in particular, it satisfies the triangle inequality. It also satisfies a so-called data
processing inequality (DPI): 𝑃(Λ(𝜌),Λ(𝜎)) ≤ 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) for any quantum channel Λ. Proofs of these properties
follow from elementary properties of the fidelity and Uhlmann’s theorem, and thus also hold in separable Hilbert
spaces, see e.g. [KW20].

Recall the well known relations between the Uhlmann Fidelity and the trace-distance between two states.
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Lemma 2.1 (Fuchs-Van-de-Graaf Inequality). [KW20] For two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable Hilbert space
H the following inequality holds:

1 −
√︁
𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) ≤ 1

2
∥𝜌 − 𝜎∥1 ≤

√︁
1 − 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎). (2.3)

The proof of this Lemma essentially relies only on Uhlmann’s theorem and thus holds true in arbitrary separable
Hilbert spaces.

2.2.2. Gentle Measurement Lemma

The Gentle Measurement Lemma [Win99] states that if a POVM measurement on a state almost always yields one
specific outcome, the post-measurement state of this outcome is close to the original state.

Lemma 2.2 (Gentle measurement Lemma). [Win99] Let 𝜖 ∈ [0, 1] and 𝜌 ∈ D(H) be a quantum state on
a separable Hilbert space H . Let 𝐹 ∈ B(H) be such that 0 ≤ 𝐹 ≤ 1 and Tr[𝐹𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 . Then the
post-measurement state

𝜌′ =

√
𝐹𝜌
√
𝐹

Tr[𝐹𝜌]

satisfies 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜌′) ≤
√
𝜖 .

As this lemma can again be proven using Uhlmann’s theorem it holds also in infinite dimensions.

2.2.3. The relative modular operator

The formalism of relative modular operators, Δ𝜌,𝜎 , provides a convenient way to define certain relative entropies
in von Neumann algebras and thus, manifestly, in infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces. Its formalism also proves
convenient for deriving inequalities for the Umegaki relative entropy [Ume62] and the Petz-Rényi relative
entropies [Pet86]. For its definition in general von Neumann algebras see e.g. [Hia18, Ara75]. Here we give a
more explicit definition for the infinite dimensional Hilbert space setting that we are considering from [Ara77].
Let 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ B1 (H), 𝜌, 𝜎 ≥ 0 and define the operator 𝑆𝜌,𝜎 : 𝐷 (𝑆) → B2 (H) as [AJ22, Hia18, Ara77]

𝑆𝜌,𝜎 : (𝐴
√
𝜎 + 𝐵{𝜎 = 0}) ↦→ {𝜎 > 0}𝐴∗√𝜌 (2.4)

where
𝐷 (𝑆𝜌,𝜎) := {𝐴

√
𝜎 |𝐴 ∈ B(H)} + {𝐵{𝜎 = 0}|𝐵 ∈ B2 (H)} ⊂ B2 (H).

It is shown in [Ara77] that 𝑆𝜌,𝜎 is a densely defined closable anti-linear operator. Denote its closure with 𝑆𝜌,𝜎
and its adjoint with 𝑆∗𝜌,𝜎 , which is also densely defined, anti-linear and closed. Now the relative modular operator
Δ𝜌,𝜎 : 𝐷 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) ⊂ B2 (H) → B2 (H) [Ara77] is defined as

Δ𝜌,𝜎 := 𝑆∗𝜌,𝜎𝑆𝜌,𝜎 . (2.5)

Hence it can be shown to be a densely defined self-adjoint operator, which is bounded from below and satisfies for
𝐴 ∈ B2 (H)

Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝐴𝜎) = 𝜌𝐴{𝜎 > 0} . (2.6)

This follows from the fact that by definition we have

{𝑋𝜎 + 𝑌 {𝜎 > 0}|𝑋 ∈ B(H), 𝑌 ∈ B2 (H)} ⊂ 𝐷 (Δ𝜌,𝜎)

and

Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝐴𝜎) = 𝑆∗𝑆(𝐴
√
𝜎
√
𝜎) = 𝑆∗ ({𝜎 > 0}(𝐴

√
𝜎)∗√𝜌) = √𝜌({𝜎 > 0}𝐴∗√𝜌)∗{𝜎 > 0}

= 𝜌𝐴{𝜎 > 0}.
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Hence, this can be seen as the analogue of the finite dimensional definition Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑋) := 𝜌𝑋𝜎−1. For a more
formal treatment and details see [Hia18, Ara77].

We denote its spectral measure with 𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 , i.e. Δ𝜌,𝜎 =
∫
[0,∞) 𝜆𝜉

Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆). Note, that if 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H), the
measure

𝜆 Tr[𝜎𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆)] = Tr[𝜌𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆)] (2.7)

is a probability measure.

2.2.4. Quantum divergences

In the following 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H) are positive trace-class operators on a separable Hilbert spaceH . A generalized
quantum divergence is a map D : P(H) × P(H) → R which satisfies the data-processing inequality (DPI), that is
for any quantum channel Λ : P(H) → P(K) it holds that

D(Λ(𝜌) | |Λ(𝜎)) ≤ D(𝜌 | |𝜎), (2.8)

for any two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H).1 For any such quantum divergence, we can define its action on any two (not
necessarily normalized) classical probability distributions 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℓ1, 𝑝, 𝑞 ≥ 0 as

D(𝑝∥𝑞) = D
(∑︁

𝑖

𝑝𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 |




∑︁

𝑖

𝑞𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 |
)

(2.9)

where {|𝑖⟩}𝑖 is a countable orthonormal basis ofH , and it is easy to see that the definition is independent of the
choice of basis.

We will use the following divergences throughout the rest of the paper:
For 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 1 the hypothesis testing divergence is defined as

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌∥𝜎) := − log

(
inf

0≤𝐹≤1
{Tr[𝐹𝜎] | Tr[𝐹𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜖}

)
. (2.10)

It is the negative logarithm of the minimal type II error, 𝛽 = Tr[𝐹𝜎], of a binary quantum hypothesis test between
𝜌 and 𝜎 under the constraint that the type I error, 𝛼 = Tr[(1 − 𝐹)𝜌], is not larger than a fixed threshold value
𝜖 > 0. It satisfies the DPI by a standard argument, which is repeated in appendix A.2 for the reader’s convenience.
The max-relative entropy [Dat09] is defined as

𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎) := inf{𝜆 ∈ R|𝜌 ≤ 2𝜆𝜎} = log ∥𝜎− 1
2 𝜌𝜎−

1
2 ∥. (2.11)

It satisfies the DPI and the triangle inequality [Dat09], a proof is included in appendix A.1.
For 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1), 𝜌 ∈ D(H) define the 𝜖-Sine-distance-ball around 𝜌 as

𝐵𝜖 (𝜌) := { 𝜌̃ ∈ D(H)|𝑃(𝜌, 𝜌̃) ≤ 𝜖}.

This is a convex subset of D(H), which is (norm)-compact if and only ifH is finite dimensional.
Now, the smoothed max-relative entropy [Dat09] is defined as

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌 | |𝜎) := inf

𝜌̃∈𝐵𝜖 (𝜌)
𝐷max ( 𝜌̃ | |𝜎). (2.12)

Note that this is sometimes defined differently in the literature, where the smoothing is sometimes taken over the
2𝜖-trace-norm-ball instead of the 𝜖-Sine-distance-ball, and may sometimes include sub-normalized states as well.
The smoothed max-relative entropy also satisfies the DPI which follows directly from the DPI of the max relative

1We abuse notation a bit here, in that formally we have not defined D on P(K) . One way to formally deal with this would be to require D to
be defined on P(H) for all Hilbert spaces H. Equivalently, since all infinite dimensional separable Hilbert spaces are isomorphic (and
hence unitarily equivalent) and we can embed any finite dimensional Hilbert space in an infinite dimensional one, we can argue that the
given definition indeed covers all Hilbert spaces if we add that it should be invariant under joint unitary transformations and embeddings
(this cans also easily be seen as necessary for the data-processing inequality to hold).
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entropy and the DPI of the Sine-distance.
The standard-f-divergence [Hia18, AJ22, Ara75] for a convex (or concave) function 𝑓 : (0,∞) ↦→ R is defined as

𝐷 𝑓 (𝜌 | |𝜎) :=
∫
(0,∞)

𝑓 (𝜆)⟨
√
𝜎 |𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |

√
𝜎⟩ + 𝑓 (0) Tr[𝜎{𝜌 = 0}] + 𝑓 ′ (∞) Tr[𝜌{𝜎 = 0}], (2.13)

where {𝜎 = 0} is the projector onto the kernel of 𝜎, 𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 is the spectral measure of the relative modular operator
Δ𝜌,𝜎 on the Borel sigma-algebra on R introduced above, 𝑓 ′ (∞) := lim𝑡→∞

𝑓 (𝑡 )
𝑡

, 𝑓 (0) := lim𝑡→0 𝑓 (𝑡), and the
inner product here is the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product ⟨𝐴|𝐵⟩ := Tr[𝐴∗𝐵] for 𝐴, 𝐵 ∈ B2 (H). Note that for convex
functions for which 𝑓 (0) = 0 and for states 𝜌, 𝜎 for which supp(𝜌) ⊂ supp(𝜎) it follows that

𝐷 𝑓 (𝜌 | |𝜎) :=
∫
(0,∞)

𝑓 (𝜆)⟨
√
𝜎 |𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |

√
𝜎⟩ =

∫
(0,∞)

𝑓 (𝜆) Tr[𝜎𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆)] = ⟨
√
𝜎 | 𝑓 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜎⟩

= ⟨√𝜌 | 𝑓 (Δ𝜌,𝜎)Δ−1
𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩ > −∞.

The advantage of this expression is that it is manifestly well-defined in separable Hilbert spaces and allows for
relatively simple manipulation.2
For the choice 𝑓 (𝜆) = 𝜆 log𝜆, the standard-f-divergence coincides with the important Umegaki relative entropy
[Pet86, Hia18]

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) := 𝐷 𝑓 (𝜌 | |𝜎) =
{
⟨√𝜌 | logΔ𝜌,𝜎 |

√
𝜌⟩ = Tr[𝜌(log 𝜌 − log𝜎)], 3 if supp𝜌 ⊂ supp𝜎

∞ otherwise
(2.14)

which satisfies the DPI [Lin75]4.
Choosing 𝑓𝛼 (𝜆) = 𝜆𝛼 for 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞) we get the 𝛼-Petz-Rényi [Hia18] divergence defined as

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) :=


1

𝛼−1 log 𝐷 𝑓𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) = 1
𝛼−1 log⟨√𝜌 |Δ𝛼−1

𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩ if 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1), or 𝛼 ∈ (1,∞)

and supp𝜌 ⊂ supp𝜎
∞ otherwise.

(2.15)

Note that in finite dimensions, this leads to

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) =
1

𝛼 − 1
log Tr[𝜌𝛼𝜎1−𝛼] . (2.16)

They can be shown to be monotonically increasing in𝛼 on (0, 1)∪(1,∞) [Jen18], and satisfies lim𝛼↗1 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) =
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) and lim𝛼↘1 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) = 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) if ∃𝛼0 > 1 such that 𝐷𝛼0 (𝜌 | |𝜎) < ∞ [BST18].

The geometric Renyi divergence (also refered to as the maximal Renyi divergence) [Mat18] to any 𝛼 ∈
[0, 1) ∪ (1,∞) can be defined in infinite dimensions through minimal reverse tests [Hia19]. For two positive
trace-class operators 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H), we say that (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎), if (𝑋, 𝜇) is a 𝜎-finite
measure space, 𝑔, ℎ ∈ 𝐿1 (𝑋, 𝜇) with 𝑔, ℎ ≥ 0, and Γ is a positive trace-preserving map Γ : 𝐿1 (𝑋, 𝜇) → B1 (H)
such that Γ(𝑔) = 𝜌, Γ(ℎ) = 𝜎. By Γ being positive, we mean that Γ( 𝑓 ) ≥ 0 for any 𝑓 ≥ 0, and by Γ being
trace-preserving we mean that Tr(Γ( 𝑓 )) =

∫
𝑓 𝑑𝜇.

We can then define the geometric Rényi trace function via the following optimization problem

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) B min
Γ,𝑔,ℎ,𝜇

{𝑆𝜇𝛼 (𝑔∥ℎ) | (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎)} (2.17)

where
𝑆
𝜇
𝛼 (𝑔∥ℎ) =

∫
ℎ

( 𝑔
ℎ

)𝛼
𝑑𝜇 , (2.18)

2Note that the integral in (2.13) is the same as
∫
(0,∞)

𝑓 (𝜆)
𝜆
⟨√𝜌 | 𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |√𝜌⟩.

3More precisely, the trace is evaluated in the eigenbasis of 𝜌 which gives 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
∑

𝑖, 𝑗 | ⟨𝑒𝑖 , 𝑓 𝑗 ⟩ |2𝑝𝑖 (log 𝑝𝑖 − log 𝑞 𝑗 ) , where
𝜌 =

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖 |𝑒𝑖 ⟩⟨𝑒𝑖 | and 𝜎 =

∑
𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑓 𝑗 ⟩⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | being the spectral decompositions of 𝜌 and 𝜎. As detailed in [Lin73] the convexity of

𝑥 ↦→ 𝑥 log 𝑥 implies that all terms of this sum are non-negative, which makes the expression well-defined.
4A slightly more readable proof of the DPI in infinite dimensions is given in [MR17].
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The geometric Rényi divergence is then defined as

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) B
1

𝛼 − 1
log 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) . (2.19)

In [Hia19], this is studied in detail in the case where 𝑥 ↦→ 𝑥𝛼 is operator convex (i.e. 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2]), and for most
of our applications we will restrict to this case and use many of the properties established there. It is easy to see
that for any 𝛼 the geometric Rényi divergence is the largest quantum 𝛼-Rényi divergence that still satisfies the
data-processing inequality. In the range 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2], we have the following inequalities:

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≤ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≤ 𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎). (2.20)

2.2.5. Quantum channel divergences

Given a quantum state divergence D, there are different ways to extend it to a divergence on quantum channels. If
D is a quantum state divergence and Λ1,Λ2 : P(H𝐴) → P(K) are two quantum channels, then the (stabilized)
quantum channel divergence is defined as

D(Λ1 | |Λ2) := sup
𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)

D((id𝑅 ⊗Λ1) (𝜌) | | (id𝑅 ⊗Λ2) (𝜌)), (2.21)

where the supremum is in principle taken over all possible auxiliary Hilbert spacesH𝑅 of arbitrary dimension
and all states therein. One can show by a standard argument that the DPI of the divergence D ensures that the
supremum can be restricted to pure states andH𝑅 may be taken to be isomorphic toH𝐴 by Schmidt decomposition.
For a given divergence D its regularized quantum channel divergence is defined as

Dreg (Λ1 | |Λ2) := sup
𝑛∈N

1
𝑛

D(Λ⊗𝑛1 | |Λ
⊗𝑛
2 ).

Note that if D is superadditive (i.e. D(𝜌1 ⊗ 𝜌2∥𝜎1 ⊗ 𝜎2) ≥ D(𝜌1∥𝜎1) + D(𝜌2∥𝜎2)), the supremum over 𝑛 can be
replaced with a limit 𝑛→∞.

2.3. Quantum channel discrimination, discrimination strategies, and notation
In binary hypothesis testing, if 𝐻0 and 𝐻1 denote the null hypothesis and the alternate hypothesis, respectively,
then the type I error (𝛼) is the probability of accepting 𝐻1 when 𝐻0 is true, while the type II error (𝛽) is the
probability of accepting 𝐻0 when 𝐻1 is true.

Quantum channel discrimination is the binary hypothesis testing task in which 𝐻0 : E and 𝐻1 : F , where E
and F are two quantum channels. In the asymmetric setting, the aim is to minimise the type II error under the
condition that the type I error is below some prescribed threshold value 𝜖 > 0.

There are two main ways in which we can set up our decision experiment when allowed 𝑛 uses of the black-box
channel.

Parallel (or non-adaptive) quantum channel discrimination, for a given pair of channels E and F , allows
only parallel uses of the given (unknown) channel. It effectively amounts to discriminating between a single use of
E⊗𝑛 or F ⊗𝑛 (for some 𝑛 ∈ N), using a single joint input state over all the 𝑛 parallel uses of the channel and some
ancilla system. Generically this input state is entangled between the 𝑛 channel inputs and the ancilla system. It
follows from the definition of the hypothesis testing divergence that the decay rate of the optimal type II error per
channel use, when using such a parallel setup, is given by

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) . (2.22)

By the infinite dimensional version of Quantum Stein’s lemma for channels (Theorem 3.1 below) we show that in
the limits 𝑛→∞ and 𝜖 → 0, this is equivalent to the regularized channel divergence of these two channels.
Adaptive (or sequential) quantum channel discrimination strategies are more general. They use the 𝑛 black-box
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. . .

. . .

E|F
Λ2

E|F
Λ3

E|F
Λn

E|F
Π

ρ1 = σ1 ρ2 |σ2 ρ3 |σ3 ρn |σn

Figure 1: Illustration of a general adaptive protocol with 𝑛 uses of a black-box channel. The top row makes use of
the given black-box E|F , which is either E or F , while the bottom row depicts the ancilla system 𝑅.
At various stages in the protocol, the green states 𝜌𝑖 occur if the channel is E and the purple states 𝜎𝑖

occur if the channel is F ; here 𝑖 ∈ 1, 2, . . . 𝑛. The intermediate preparation channels are denoted by Λ𝑖

and their action results in the preparation of the input state for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ instance of the black-box channel
depending on the output of the (𝑖 − 1)𝑡ℎ instance. This input state could be entangled with the ancilla
system 𝑅. The final state E(𝜌𝑛) or F (𝜎𝑛) is then subjected to a binary measurement described by the
POVM Π.

channels (all identical but unknown) sequentially, and allow for the input state for any use of the channel to be chosen
based on the outputs of previous channel uses. Specifically, we can perform arbitrary manipulations on the previous
output state and some additional ancilla system, described by preparation channels, to determine the next input state.
For an adaptive strategy that discriminates between E𝐴→𝐵 and F𝐴→𝐵 using 𝑛 queries, we denote the set of these
preparation channels as {Λ𝑖;𝐵𝑖𝑅𝑖→𝐴𝑖+1𝑅𝑖+1 }𝑛𝑖=2, where the {𝑅𝑖}𝑛𝑖=1 are some ancillary quantum systems of (possibly)
unbounded dimension. We call the initial input state 𝜌1 = 𝜎1 ∈ D(H𝐴1𝑅). Given the channel E, the output state
after an 𝑛 round adaptive strategy is given by E(𝜌𝑛) = (id𝑅𝑛

⊗E𝐴𝑛→𝐵𝑛
) (𝜌𝑛;𝐴𝑛𝑅𝑛

) := E ◦Λ𝑛 ◦ E ◦ ... ◦Λ2 ◦ E(𝜌1),
and similarly for F (𝜎𝑛) if the channel was F . Here we define

𝜌𝑖 := Λ𝑖 (E(𝜌𝑖−1)), (2.23)
𝜎𝑖 := Λ𝑖 (F (𝜎𝑖−1)), (2.24)

for 𝑖 ∈ {2, ..., 𝑛}. For such an adaptive strategy the decay rate in 𝑛 of the optimal type II error of this discrimination
task is then given by

sup
𝜌1 ,{Λ𝑖 }𝑖

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E(𝜌𝑛) | |F (𝜎𝑛)) (2.25)

where the supremum is over all possible initial states 𝜌1 = 𝜎1 and all preparation channels {Λ𝑖}𝑛𝑖=2.

2.4. Previous finite dimensional results
To facilitate comparison with the infinite dimensional results we state in the next section, we include here a list of
what has previously been proven for quantum channel discrimination in finite dimensions.

The following Stein’s lemma established the optimal asymmetric error exponent (i.e. decay rate of the type II
error in the number of channel uses) for adaptive and parallel channel discrimination strategies.

Theorem 2.3 (Stein‘s lemma for quantum channels, [WW19b, Wil+20]). LetH𝐴 andH𝐵 be two finite dimensional
Hilbert spaces, and E, F : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐵) be two quantum channels. The asymmetric asymptotic error
exponent of discirminating these two channels with a parallel strategy is then given by

lim
𝜀→0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ) (2.26)

Moreover, the asymmetric asymptotic error exponent of discriminating these two channels with an adaptive strategy
is given by

𝐷𝐴(E∥F ) = sup
𝜌𝑅𝐴,𝜎𝑅𝐴

(
𝐷 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) − 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎)

)
(2.27)

where the supremum goes over all possible sizes of reference systems 𝑅.
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The equivalence of adaptive and parallel error exponents was then shown using the following chain rule for the
quantum relative entropy.

Theorem 2.4 (Chain Rule, [Fan+20]). Let H𝐴 and H𝐵 be two finite dimensional Hilbert spaces, and E,
F : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐵) be two quantum channels. Then, for all states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H𝐴)

𝐷 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝐷reg (E∥F ) (2.28)

which implies that 𝐷reg = 𝐷𝐴.

While this shows the equivalence of the asymptotic rates for adaptive and parallel strategies, it does not allow
any conclusions about the relation of adaptive and parallel strategies for finite number of channel uses. Such a
relation for finite number of channel uses is given by the following “one-shot” result:

Theorem 2.5 ([Ber+22, Corollary 4]). Let H𝐴 and H𝐵 be two finite dimensional Hilbert spaces, and let
E, F : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐵) be two quantum channels such that 𝐷max (E∥F ) < ∞. Let there be an adaptive
discrimination protocol with 𝑛 channel uses, specified by the final states E(𝜌𝑛) and F (𝜎𝑛) (see above for a
more thorough explanation of this notation). Then, for any 𝛼𝑎 , 𝛼𝑝 ∈ (0, 1) there exists a parallel input state
𝜈𝑚 ∈ D

(
H⊗𝑚

𝐴
⊗ H⊗𝑚

𝐴′
)

such that

1
𝑚
𝐷

𝛼𝑝

𝐻
(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈𝑚)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈𝑚)) ≥

1 − 𝛼𝑎

𝑛
𝐷

𝛼𝑎

𝐻
(E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) −

𝐶𝑛
√
𝑚

log
(

8
𝛼𝑝

)
− 1
𝑛
. (2.29)

That is, the type II error rate of the parallel protocol is essentially at least as good as the adaptive one modulo an
additional error term, which decays as 𝑚 →∞. We have

𝐶 B 7 log(2𝐷2 (E ∥F) + 2) = 7 log(2𝐷̂2 (E ∥F) + 2) ≤ 7 log(2𝐷max (E ∥F) + 2) . (2.30)

As the proof of an infinite dimensional version of this one-shot result constitutes a large part of this paper, let us
briefly discuss the technical steps required for the proof, and how we generalized them to infinite dimensions. For
the derivation of this result in [Ber+22] the following inequalities (2.31)-(2.35) were instrumental.

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≤ 𝐷1−𝜖 2

𝐻 (𝜌 | |𝜎) + log
(

1
1 − 𝜖2

)
(2.31)

For 𝛼 ∈ (1,∞) it holds that

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≤ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) +

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
+ log

(
1

1 − 𝜖2

)
. (2.32)

For 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) it holds that

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) +

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖

)
. (2.33)

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≤

1
1 − 𝜖 [𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) + ℎ(𝜖)] (2.34)

where ℎ(𝜖) = −𝜖 log 𝜖 − (1 − 𝜖) log(1 − 𝜖) is the binary entropy.
For any two quantum channels E, F on finite dimensional Hilbert spaces and for any 𝜖, 𝜖 ′, we can find a state 𝜈,

s.t.
𝐷 𝜖 +𝜖 ′

max (E(𝜌) | |F (𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷 𝜖 ′
max (E(𝜈) | |F (𝜈)) + 𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌 | |𝜎). (2.35)
The original proofs of equations (2.31) and (2.32), given in [Ans+19, WW19a], respectively, are based on a

minimax expression for the smoothed max-relative entropy [Ans+19] which requires Sion’s minimax theorem.
However, the generalisation of this proof technique to infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces is not straightforward.
Hence, we give a new proof of these inequalities in Corollary 4.7 and 4.8 respectively. Even though the original
proof of (2.33) in [WW19a] was not done explicitly in infinite dimensions, the same proof works for the latter
case. Its proof (in infinite dimensions) is spelled out in Lemma 4.9. The proof of inequality (2.34) is a convenient
application of the DPI for the Umegaki relative entropy (as shown in [Lin75]), and thus also directly holds in
infinite dimensions. A proof may be found in [WR12]. Equation (2.35) (proved in [Ber+22, Lemma 8]) will have
to be slightly modified in the infinite dimensional setting, via the same proof idea as in [Ber+22]; its extension can
be found in Lemma 4.12.
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3. Main results and infinite dimensional entropic inequalities
Throughout this section, we will assume that H𝐴, H𝐵 are two separable Hilbert spaces and E, F : P(H𝐴) →
P(H𝐵) are two CPTP maps such that 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1, where we will discuss this last condition in
detail towards the end of this section. We then get the following results regarding the discrimination of these two
quantum channels in infinite dimensions.

Theorem 3.1 (Stein’s lemma for infinite dimensional channels). Let E, F : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐵) be two quantum
channels between separable Hilbert spaces H𝐴, H𝐵. Then, the asymmetric asymptotic error exponent of
discriminating these two channels with a parallel strategy is given by

lim
𝜀→0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ) . (3.1)

Moreover, if 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1, then this is also equal to the asymptotic error exponent using
adaptive strategies and hence adaptive strategies offer no asymptotic advantage.

This establishes the role of the regularised channel relative entropy as the asymptotic asymmetric discrimination
exponent also in infinite dimensions. Additionally to this asymptotic result, we have the following relation between
adaptive and parallel exponents for finite number of channel uses:

Theorem 3.2 (One-shot conversion of adaptive to parallel strategies). Let E, F : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐵) be two
quantum channels between separable Hilbert spacesH𝐴 andH𝐵, s.t. 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1. Then for
any given adaptive discrimination strategy specified by the final states E(𝜌𝑛) and F (𝜎𝑛) (see above for a more
thorough explanation of this notation) and for any 𝛼𝑎, 𝛼𝑝 ∈ (0, 1) and any 𝜇 > 0 there exists a parallel input state
𝜈 ∈ D

(
H⊗𝑛

𝐴
⊗ H⊗𝑛

𝐴′
)

such that

1
𝑛
𝐷

𝛼𝑎

𝐻
(E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≤

1
1 − 𝛼𝑎

1
𝑚
𝐷

𝛼𝑝

𝐻
(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝑓 (𝛼𝑎, 𝛼𝑝 , 𝑚, 𝑛, 𝜇), (3.2)

where the error term is

𝑓 (𝛼𝑎, 𝛼𝑝 , 𝑚, 𝑛, 𝜇) = 1
1 − 𝛼𝑎

[
𝐶𝑛
√
𝑚

log
(

8
𝛼𝑝

)
+ 1
𝑚

[
log

1
𝛼𝑝

− log
(
1 −

𝛼𝑝

4

)
+ 𝜇

]
+ ℎ(𝛼𝑎)

𝑛

]
(3.3)

and
𝐶 ≤ 8 inf

𝛼∈ (1,2]

1
𝛼 − 1

log
(
2(𝛼−1)𝐷̂𝛼 (E ∥F) + 2

)
. (3.4)

This means that the type II error scaling of the parallel strategy is at least as good as the one of the adaptive
strategy up to an error term vanishing for 𝑚, 𝑛→∞.

Remark 3.3. Note that [Ber+22, Theorem 6] also proved slightly tighter, but much more complicated version of
Theorem 2.5. A similar generalization to infinite dimensions along the lines of our proof of Theorem 3.2 also
holds for this more complicated version.

We will use Theorem 3.2 to prove the asymptotic equivalence of adaptive and parallel strategies in Theorem 3.1,
which means that unlike the original argument in finite dimensions [Fan+20, WW19b], we do not go the way of
establishing an amortized expression for the adaptive exponent and then applying a chain rule. However, we still
consider the chain rule for the quantum relative entropy to be of independent interest, and we are able to establish
it using our techniques under the following fairly weak condition:

Theorem 3.4. LetH ,K be separable Hilbert spaces, and E, F : P(H) → P(K) be two quantum channels, such
that 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1. Then, for any two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) it holds that:

𝐷 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝐷reg (E∥F ). (3.5)
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Remark 3.5. In the updated version of [FGR23] the authors prove this chain rule under the stronger condition
𝐷max (E∥F ) < ∞, and hence Theorem 3.4 can be seen as an improvement of their result. Please see our remarks
at the end of this section for a discussion on why this less restrictive finiteness condition can be relevant.

A key technical ingredient of our argument, and a major contribution of this paper is the following chain rule for
the geometric Rényi divergence, which we prove in subsection 4.1:

Theorem 4.2. For all 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1) ∪ (1, 2], the geometric Rényi divergence satsifies the chain rule, i.e. for all states
𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H) and any two channels E, F : P(H) → P(K) we have that

𝐷𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) . (3.6)

This also directly implies the addivity of the geometric Rényi channel divergence, i.e. for all channels E1, F1 :
P(H1) → P(K1), E2, F2 : P(H2) → P(K2) it holds that

𝐷𝛼 (E1 ⊗ E2∥F1 ⊗ F2) = 𝐷𝛼 (E1∥F1) + 𝐷𝛼 (E2∥F2). (3.7)

3.1. Finiteness condition
As mentioned previously, we are able to show the equivalence of adaptive and parallel discrimination strategies in
infinite dimensions only under the condition that 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1, whereas in finite dimensions no
such condition was needed. The reason for this is that in finite dimensions, most relative entropies are infinite at
the same time, and only if a support-condition is violated. Specifically,

𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) = ∞⇔ D𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = ∞ ∀𝛼 > 1⇔ 𝐷max (𝜌∥𝜎) = ∞⇔ 𝜌 3 𝜎 (3.8)

where D𝛼 is any quantum 𝛼-Rényi relative entropy (i.e. any function that satisfies the data-processing inequality
(DPI) and reduces to the classical 𝛼-Rényi entropy on commuting states). Hence, if our finiteness condition
𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ is violated in finite dimensions, also 𝐷 (E∥F ) = ∞, which then implies that a parallel strategy
(even a product strategy that just repeats the same input state) can achieve an asymmetric error exponent of infinity,
and hence there cannot be any asymptotic adaptive advantage.

In infinite dimensions, however, while the divergences in (3.8) will also all be infinite if the support condition is
violated, this is not the only possibility, and additionally infinity will occur if “one of the two states decays faster
than the other”. This appears already classically. As an example, consider the following three (unnormalized)
classical probability distributions on N: 𝑝 = {𝑝𝑛}, 𝑞 = {𝑞𝑛} and 𝑟 = {𝑝𝑛}, with

𝑝𝑛 =
2−𝑛

𝑛2 𝑞𝑛 =
𝑝𝑛

𝑛
𝑟𝑛 = 𝑝𝑛2−2𝑛 (3.9)

We could easily make these three probability distributions normalized by redefining them with a normalization
factor, however this does not change the finiteness of the divergences, so we omit the normalization factors to keep
the following calculations simpler. We have 𝑝𝑛, 𝑞𝑛, 𝑟𝑛 > 0 for all 𝑛, and hence they satisfy the support condition.
On the other hand, it is easy to see that 𝑝𝑛/𝑞𝑛 = 𝑛 is unbounded, and hence 𝐷max (𝑝∥𝑞) = ∞, whereas

𝐷𝛼 (𝑝∥𝑞) =
1

𝛼 − 1
log

∑︁
𝑛

𝑞𝑛

(
𝑝𝑛

𝑞𝑛

)𝛼
=

1
𝛼 − 1

log
∑︁
𝑛

2−𝑛𝑛𝛼−3 (3.10)

is finite for all 𝛼 > 1. Similarly,

𝐷𝛼 (𝑝∥𝑟) =
1

𝛼 − 1
log

∑︁
𝑛

2(𝛼−1)2𝑛−𝑛𝑛−2 (3.11)

is clearly infinite for all 𝛼 > 1, whereas

𝐷 (𝑝∥𝑟) =
∑︁
𝑛

𝑝𝑛 log
(
𝑝𝑛

𝑟𝑛

)
=

∑︁
𝑛

1
𝑛2 (1 − 2−𝑛) (3.12)
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is finite. Roughly speaking, in infinite dimensions the finiteness of these divergences is governed by how the tails
of the distributions 𝑝 and 𝑞 are related to each other. Finiteness of 𝐷max requires 𝑞𝑛 to be at most a constant factor
smaller than 𝑝𝑛. Assuming, that 𝑝𝑛 is such that also the sequence 𝑝′𝑛 = 𝑝𝑛𝑛

𝛽 is summable for some 𝛽 > 0, then
𝐷𝛼 (𝑝∥𝑞) will be finite for some 𝛼 > 1 if 𝑞𝑛 is at most a polynomial in 𝑛 smaller than 𝑝𝑛 (i.e. 𝑝𝑛/𝑞𝑛 = O(𝑛𝛽/𝛼)),
and 𝐷 (𝑝∥𝑞) will be finite if 𝑞𝑛 is at most exponentially smaller than 𝑝𝑛, i.e. 𝑝𝑛/𝑞𝑛 = O(2𝑛𝛽 ).

3.1.1. Different conditions for quantum channel discrimination

Given that in infinite dimensions finiteness conditions involving different relative entropies are no longer equivalent,
we would like to demonstrate, in this section and the next, that there are examples of quantum channels (which
are interesting in the context of channel discrimination) that satisfy some but not all of the finiteness conditions.
Specifically, given two quantum channels E and F we will be looking at the the following three finiteness
conditions

(a) 𝐷max (E∥F ) < ∞

(b) 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1

(c) 𝐷reg (E∥F ) < ∞
In the context of comparing adaptive and parallel strategies, the third condition would be the desired one, as it

amounts to imposing no condition at all. This follows from the fact that 𝐷reg = ∞ implies that both adaptive and
parallel strategies are able to achieve a rate of infinity, and so one then obtains asymptotic equivalence of adaptive
and parallel strategies for all channels.

By choosing replacer channels (i.e. channels that output a specific state independent of the input) outputting
classical states corresponding to the probability distributions 𝑝, 𝑞 and 𝑟 defined above, we see that there exist
classical channels for which these three finiteness conditions are not equivalent. However, these channels are
not particularly interesting from the perspective of channel discrimination and for studying the relation between
adaptive and parallel strategies. This is because for replacer channels, the input state and hence also the chosen
strategy is irrelevant already on the one-shot level. Additionally, for classical channels also on continuous systems
(which form the classical analogue of an infite dimensional quantum systems) it is known that adaptivity does not
give any asymptotic advantage, without requiring any finiteness conditions [Hay09].

Hence, in the next subsection, we give examples of fully quantum channels that are not replacer channels for
which the three finiteness conditions are not equivalent. This illustrates first, that there are interesting channels
satisfying only condition (b) but not (a), and hence being able to establish the equivalence of adaptive and parallel
strategies under condition (b) is significant. Additionally, we find channels for which only condition (c) holds and
for which we are currently unable to show the equivalence.

We conjecture that, in fact, no condition is necessary also in infinite dimensions, and the asymptotic equivalence
of adaptive and parallel strategies does hold for all channels also in infinite dimensions. However, we currently do
not have the necessary tools to prove this conjecture. We would also like to highlight that we believe the condition
(a) to be very restrictive in practice. Specifically, with this condition the data-processing inequality implies that in
all bases the diagonal elements of E(𝜈) and F (𝜈) have to decay while differing at most by a constant factor, and
this too for all input states 𝜈. For channels which do not just output states on some finite-dimensional subspace we
expect this to be the case only for very specific examples.

3.1.2. Fully quantum examples

For any state 𝜏 ∈ D (H𝐴) and any 𝜆 ∈ [0, 1], define the generalized depolarizing channel Λ𝜆
𝜏 : P(H𝐴) → P(H𝐴)

as
Λ𝜆

𝜏 (𝜔) B (1 − 𝜆)𝜔 + 𝜆 Tr(𝜔)𝜏 . (3.13)

Lemma 3.7. For any two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H𝐴), any 𝜆 ∈ [0, 1] and any quantum divergence D (i.e. any function
of two positive trace-class operators that satisfies the data-processing inequality) and any 𝑛 ∈ N, it holds that

D((Λ𝜆
𝜌)⊗𝑛∥(Λ𝜆

𝜎)⊗𝑛) ≤ D(𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) (3.14)

where the channel divergence on the left-hand side is defined as in subsubsection 2.2.5.
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Proof. For the sake of illustration, consider first the case 𝑛 = 1. For any normalized density matrix 𝜔 = 𝜔𝑅𝐴 we
then have

D(𝜌∥𝜎) = D(𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜌∥𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜎) (3.15)

≥ D(Λ1−𝜆
𝜔𝑅𝐴
(𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜌)∥Λ1−𝜆

𝜔𝑅𝐴
(𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜎)) (3.16)

= D(𝜆(𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜌) + (1 − 𝜆)𝜔𝑅𝐴∥𝜆(𝜔𝑅 ⊗ 𝜎) + (1 − 𝜆)𝜔𝑅𝐴) (3.17)

= D((id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆
𝜌) (𝜔𝑅𝐴)∥(id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆

𝜎) (𝜔𝑅𝐴)), (3.18)

where the first line also follows from the data-processing inequality, by using channels that add or trace out the
additional state 𝜔𝑅. As this holds for all states 𝜔𝑅𝐴, it then also holds for the supremum over all states.

For 𝑛 > 1, the argument is essentially the same. For a subset 𝑆 ⊂ {1, 2, ..., 𝑛} and a state 𝜏𝐴𝑛 = 𝜏𝐴1...𝐴𝑛
we

write 𝜏𝐴𝑆
for Tr𝐴𝑆𝑐

(𝜏𝐴𝑛 ), where we trace out all the systems 𝐴𝑖 whose index is not in 𝑆, and 𝑆𝑐 is the complement
of 𝑆. Given any state 𝜔𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 , we can then define a channelM : 𝐴𝑛 → 𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 via

M(𝜏𝐴𝑛 ) B
∑︁

𝑆⊂{1,...,𝑛}
𝜆 |𝑆 | (1 − 𝜆) |𝑆𝑐 |𝜏𝐴𝑆

⊗ 𝜔𝑅𝑆
⊗ 𝜔𝑅𝑆𝑐 𝐴𝑆𝑐

, (3.19)

with the idea being that

(id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆
𝜌)⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 ) =M(𝜌⊗𝑛) (3.20)

(id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆
𝜎)⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 ) =M(𝜎⊗𝑛) (3.21)

and hence the claim follows again from an application of the data-processing inequality:

D(𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ D(M(𝜌⊗𝑛)∥M(𝜎⊗𝑛)) = D((id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆
𝜌)⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 )∥(id𝑅 ⊗Λ𝜆

𝜎)⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝑛𝐴𝑛 )) . (3.22)

□

Note specifically that for any divergence D that is additive on states (e.g. D = 𝐷), this implies

Dreg (Λ𝜆
𝜌∥Λ𝜆

𝜎) ≤ D(𝜌∥𝜎) . (3.23)

To continue constructing our examples, given any orthonormal basis {|𝑎𝑖⟩}∞𝑖=0 of a Hilbert space, we construct
the basis {|𝑏𝑖⟩}∞𝑖=0 as

|𝑏𝑖⟩ B
{ 1√

2
( |𝑎𝑖⟩ + |𝑎𝑖+1⟩) 𝑖 even

1√
2
( |𝑎𝑖−1⟩ − |𝑎𝑖⟩) 𝑖 odd .

(3.24)

For any classical probability distribution 𝑝 ∈ ℓ1 we then define the states

𝜌𝑝 B
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖 |𝑎𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑎𝑖 | 𝜎𝑝 B
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖 |𝑏𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑏𝑖 | . (3.25)

Lemma 3.8. Let D be one of 𝐷, 𝐷𝛼 (with 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2]) or 𝐷max, and 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℓ1 be normalized probability
distributions. Then, for all 𝜆 ∈ (0, 1]

D(𝜌𝑝 ∥𝜎𝑞) = ∞⇒ D(Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) = ∞ . (3.26)

Proof. Throughout this proof we will write 𝜌 B 𝜌𝑝 and 𝜎 B 𝜎𝑞 for simplicity. Let us start with just chosing the
reference system of the input state as trivial and picking the input state 𝜔 = 𝜎. Then

D(Λ𝜆
𝜌 (𝜔)∥Λ𝜆

𝜎 (𝜔)) = D((1 − 𝜆)𝜎 + 𝜆𝜌∥𝜎) (3.27)

If D = 𝐷max we can use the monotonicity of 𝐷max in the first variable to conclude that

D((1 − 𝜆)𝜎 + 𝜆𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ D(𝜆𝜌∥𝜎) = ∞ . (3.28)
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If D = 𝐷, we can use the almost-concavity of 𝐷 in the first argument (we provide a proof in Lemma E.1) to find

D((1 − 𝜆)𝜎 + 𝜆𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ (1 − 𝜆)D(𝜎∥𝜎) + 𝜆D(𝜌∥𝜎) − ℎ(𝜆) = ∞ (3.29)

where ℎ is the binary entropy. Note that so far we have not used any of the structure of the states 𝜌 and 𝜎.
For D = 𝐷𝛼 we could use a similar monotonicity argument for 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1], but for 𝛼 > 1, the function 𝑡 ↦→ 𝑡𝛼 is
unfortunately not operator monotone, so we need a different argument, which is where the assumptions on the
states come in. Let 𝑗 be such that 𝑞 𝑗 > 0 and then pick the state 𝜔 =

��𝑏 𝑗 ⟩⟨ 𝑏 𝑗

��. Let also 𝑘1, 𝑘2 be the odd and
even index of the block associated to 𝑗 , i.e. 𝑘1 = 2

⌊
𝑗

2

⌋
, 𝑘2 = 2

⌊
𝑗

2

⌋
+ 1. Consider the subspace of our Hilbert

space spanned by {|𝑎𝑖⟩}𝑖=𝑘1 ,𝑘2 , and its orthogonal complement (this is the same as the span of {|𝑏𝑖⟩}𝑖=𝑘1 ,𝑘2 and
its orthogonal complement), and letM be the POVM measurement channel between these two subspaces, i.e.
M(𝜈) = ∑

𝑖=1,2 Π𝑖𝜈Π𝑖 , where the Π1 projects onto the subspace, and Π2 projects onto its orthogonal complement.
Then,

D(Λ𝜆
𝜌 (𝜔)∥Λ𝜆

𝜎 (𝜔)) ≥ D(M ◦ Λ𝜆
𝜌 (𝜔)∥M ◦ Λ𝜆

𝜎 (𝜔)) (3.30)

≥ D(Π2Λ
𝜆
𝜌 (𝜔)Π2∥Π2Λ

𝜆
𝜎 (𝜔)Π2) (3.31)

= D(𝜆Π2𝜌Π2∥𝜆Π2𝜎Π2), (3.32)

where we used the data-processing inequality, Lemma D.3, and the fact that 𝜔 lies in the kernel of Π2. Since
D(𝜌∥𝜎) is infinite and 𝜌 and 𝜎 are block-diagonal in the decomposition, either the term in (3.32) has to be infinite
(which proves our statement), or D(Π1𝜌Π1∥Π1𝜎Π1) is infinite, which (since the subspace is finite dimensional)
implies that Π1𝜌Π1 3 Π1𝜎Π1, which implies 𝜌 3 𝜎. Since 𝑞 𝑗 > 0, we have 𝜔 ≪ 𝜎, and hence this also implies
Λ𝜆
𝜌 (𝜔) 3 Λ𝜆

𝜎 (𝜔) and so also the channel divergence has to be infinite. □

Lemma 3.9. Let D be one of 𝐷, 𝐷𝛼 (with 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2]) or 𝐷max. Let 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℓ1 be positive, and define the following
variants of q, which take the minimum/maximum over a block of two indices:

𝑞
↑
𝑖
B max{𝑞2⌊ 𝑖2 ⌋

, 𝑞2⌊ 𝑖2 ⌋+1
} 𝑞

↓
𝑖
B min{𝑞2⌊ 𝑖2 ⌋

, 𝑞2⌊ 𝑖2 ⌋+1
} . (3.33)

Then,
D(𝑝∥𝑞↑) ≤ D(𝜌𝑝 ∥𝜎𝑞) ≤ D(𝑝∥𝑞↓) . (3.34)

Proof. All the three divergences we consider are anti-monotonous in the second variable. For 𝐷max this is obvious
from the definition, for 𝐷 this is shown in [Hia19, Theorem 4.1], and for 𝐷𝛼 we show it in Lemma D.2. It is easy
to see that 𝜎𝑞↓ ≤ 𝜎𝑞 ≤ 𝜎𝑞↑ , but 𝜎𝑞↓ = 𝜌𝑞↓ , and 𝜎𝑞↑ = 𝜌𝑞↑ , which implies the desired statement. □

The probability distributions 𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑟 defined in the previous section are such that the three terms in (3.34) are all
either finite or infinite at the same time. Hence, all these lemmas together imply that for D one of 𝐷, 𝐷𝛼 (with
𝛼 ∈ (1, 2]) or 𝐷max, 𝜆 ∈ (0, 1] and 𝑝, 𝑞 one of these three probability distributions it holds that

D(Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) = ∞⇔ D(𝑝∥𝑞) = ∞ . (3.35)

Additionally, since 𝐷 ≤ 𝐷reg and the upper bound in Lemma 3.7 also includes the statement for tensor products
of the channels, we get

𝐷reg (Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) = ∞⇔ 𝐷 (𝑝∥𝑞) = ∞ . (3.36)

Specifically, for 𝜆 ∈ (0, 1] and

𝑝𝑛 =
2−𝑛𝑛−2∑
𝑘 2−𝑘𝑘−2 𝑞𝑛 =

2−𝑛𝑛−3∑
𝑘 2−𝑘𝑘−3 (3.37)

we have 𝐷𝛼 (Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) < ∞ for all 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2], while 𝐷max (Λ𝜆

𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) = ∞. Similarly, for

𝑟𝑛 =
2−𝑛2−2𝑛𝑛−2∑
𝑘 2−𝑘2−2𝑘

𝑘−2
(3.38)

we have 𝐷reg (Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑟
) < ∞, while 𝐷𝛼 (Λ𝜆

𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑟
) = ∞ for all 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2] (and hence also for all 𝛼 > 1, as the

geometric Rényi divergence is easily seen to be increasing in 𝛼) and also 𝐷max (Λ𝜆
𝜌𝑝
∥Λ𝜆

𝜎𝑞
) = ∞.
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4. Proofs of Main Results
In this section we establish the necessary tools and then prove our infinite dimensional results. We start with
a section on the geometric Rényi divergence in infinite dimensions, where we show that it satisfies a chain
rule, similarly to what has previously been proven in finite dimensions. Secondly, we extend some inequalities
involving quantum divergences to separable Hilbert spaces in subsection 4.2. These may be of independent
interest. In subsection 4.3 we prove quantum Stein’s lemma for in separable Hilbert spaces. and the one-shot
result Theorem 3.2 in subsection 4.4.

4.1. The Geometric Rényi divergence in infinite dimensions
Let us recall the definition of the geometric Rényi divergence as stated in the mathematical preliminaries section:
For 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H), we say that (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎), if (𝑋, 𝜇) is a 𝜎-finite measure space,
𝑔, ℎ ∈ 𝐿1 (𝑋, 𝜇) with 𝑔, ℎ ≥ 0, and Γ is a positive trace-preserving map Γ : 𝐿1 (𝑋, 𝜇) → B1 (H) such that
Γ(𝑔) = 𝜌, Γ(ℎ) = 𝜎. By Γ being positive, we mean that Γ( 𝑓 ) ≥ 0 for any 𝑓 ≥ 0, and by Γ being trace-preserving
we mean that Tr(Γ( 𝑓 )) =

∫
𝑓 𝑑𝜇.

Definition 4.1 ([Hia19]). In infinite dimensions, for 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H) and any 𝛼 ∈ [0,∞), the geometric Rényi trace
function can be defined via the following optimization problem

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) B min
Γ,𝑔,ℎ,𝜇

{𝑆𝜇𝛼 (𝑔∥ℎ) | (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎)} (4.1)

where
𝑆
𝜇
𝛼 (𝑔∥ℎ) =

∫
ℎ

( 𝑔
ℎ

)𝛼
𝑑𝜇 , (4.2)

The geometric Rényi divergence is then defined as

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) B
1

𝛼 − 1
log 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) . (4.3)

This can be seen as a special case of what is called a maximal 𝑓 -divergence for 𝑓 (𝜆) = 𝜆𝛼. A lot is known about
these divergences when 𝑓 is operator convex (e.g. if 𝛼 ∈ [1, 2]), in which case the solution to the optimization
problem can be explicitly characterized [Hia19].

Our main theorem of this section is the following:

Theorem 4.2. For all 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1) ∪ (1, 2], the geometric Rényi divergence satsifies the chain rule, i.e. for all states
𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H) and any two channels E, F : P(H) → P(K) we have that

𝐷𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) . (4.4)

This also directly implies the addivity of the geometric Rényi channel divergence, i.e. for all channels E1, F1 :
P(H1) → P(K1), E2, F2 : P(H2) → P(K2) it holds that

𝐷𝛼 (E1 ⊗ E2∥F1 ⊗ F2) = 𝐷𝛼 (E1∥F1) + 𝐷𝛼 (E2∥F2). (4.5)

We show this by proving that at least for some restricted set of states, the optimization in the reverse tests
can be restricted to probability distributions on a countable set, rather than continuous 𝐿1 functions (although
the optimum might not necessarily be achieved anymore in this case), which then allows us to adapt the finite
dimensional chain rule proof of [BT22] to show the desired result. To simplify the argument also in the case where
𝛼 ∈ [0, 1), we show this first step in the slightly more general setting of maximal 𝑓 -divergences for an operator
convex function 𝑓 defined as follows:

𝑆 𝑓 (𝜌∥𝜎) B min
Γ,𝑔,ℎ,𝜇

{𝑆𝜇
𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) | (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎)} (4.6)

where
𝑆
𝜇

𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) =

∫
ℎ 𝑓

( 𝑔
ℎ

)
𝑑𝜇 , (4.7)
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Furthermore, for 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H), we say (Γ, 𝑝, 𝑞) is a discrete reverse test for (𝜌, 𝜎), if 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℓ1, 𝑝, 𝑞 ≥ 0, and
Γ : ℓ1 → B(H) is a linear, positive, and trace-preserving (in the sense of Tr(Γ(𝑟)) = ∑

𝑖 𝑟𝑖 for all 𝑟 ∈ ℓ1) map
such that Γ(𝑝) = 𝜌, Γ(𝑞) = 𝜎.

Lemma 4.3. Let 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D (H) be such that ∃𝑐 ≥ 0 s.t. 𝜌 ≤ 𝑐𝜎 ≤ 𝑐2𝜌. Let 𝑓 be a continuous operator convex
function on [0,∞) for which there exists a finite function 𝑓 , such that | 𝑓 (𝛼𝑥) | ≤ 𝑓 (𝛼) | 𝑓 (𝑥) | for all 𝑥, 𝛼 ∈ [0,∞).
Then, the maximal 𝑓 divergence can expressed as the following optimization problem:

𝑆 𝑓 (𝜌∥𝜎) = inf
Γ, 𝑝,𝑞
{𝑆 𝑓 (𝑝∥𝑞) | (Γ, 𝑝, 𝑞) is a discrete reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎)} (4.8)

where
𝑆 𝑓 (𝑝∥𝑞) B

∑︁
𝑖

𝑞𝑖 𝑓

(
𝑝𝑖

𝑞𝑖

)
(4.9)

Proof. For any measure 𝜇 on [0, 1], we say (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a piecewise reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎) if (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a
reverse test, and additionally there exists a countable partition of [0, 1] into disjoint 𝜇-measurable sets {𝐴𝑖} of
non-zero measure, such that

𝑔 =

∞∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔 (𝑖)1𝐴𝑖
ℎ =

∞∑︁
𝑖=1

ℎ (𝑖)1𝐴𝑖
. (4.10)

where the 𝑔 (𝑖) and ℎ (𝑖) are constants. We first show the following statement:

𝑆 𝑓 (𝜌∥𝜎) = inf
Γ,𝑔,ℎ,𝜇

{𝑆𝜇
𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) | (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) is a piecewise reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎)} (4.11)

Since any piecewise reverse test is also a reverse test, we only have to show that there exists a sequence of
piecewise reverse tests that converges to the optimum value. By [Hia19, Theorem 6.3], since the function 𝑓 is
operator convex, we can restrict to the case where the measure space 𝑋 is [0,1], and furthermore the optimum
reverse test can be chosen as 𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑡, ℎ(𝑡) = 1 − 𝑡, 𝑡 ∈ [0, 1], for some suitable Γ and 𝜇 (see [Hia19] for the exact
expression of Γ and 𝜇).

For 𝑛 ≥ 2, consider the following piecewise aproximation 𝑔𝑛 of 𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑡:

𝑔𝑛 (𝑡) =
∞∑︁
𝑘=1

1
𝑛(𝑘 + 1) 1( 1

𝑛(𝑘+1) ,
1
𝑛𝑘
] (𝑡) +

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑖

𝑛
1(𝑖/𝑛, (𝑖+1)/𝑛] (𝑡) (4.12)

This satisfies the following properties:

1. |𝑔𝑛 (𝑡) − 𝑔(𝑡) | ≤ 1
𝑛

∀𝑡 ∈ [0, 1]

2. 1
2𝑔(𝑡) ≤ 𝑔𝑛 (𝑡) ≤ 𝑔(𝑡) ∀𝑡 ∈ [0, 1] .

As ℎ(𝑡) = 𝑔(1 − 𝑡), we then set ℎ𝑛 (𝑡) B 𝑔𝑛 (1 − 𝑡). See Figure 2 for an illustration of 𝑔𝑛 (𝑡).
The motivation for this approximation is that we want 𝑔𝑛 and ℎ𝑛 to approximate 𝑔 and ℎ from below, but we

also would like 𝑔𝑛/ℎ𝑛 to be well-defined everywhere except for 𝑡 = 1 (where also 𝑔/ℎ is infinite), hence the need
for an infinite series at least in the definition of ℎ𝑛. Note that the measurability of these functions follows from the
measurability of 𝑔 and ℎ, and (since 𝑛 ≥ 2) we also have 𝑔𝑛

ℎ𝑛
≤ 2 𝑔

ℎ
. These approximations will no longer form a

reverse test, since for example in general Γ(𝑔𝑛) < 𝜌, but the goal is now to modify these further to construct a
(Γ̄𝑛, 𝑔̄𝑛, ℎ̄𝑛) that does form a piecewise reverse test. Define

Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔 B Γ(𝑔) − Γ(𝑔𝑛) (4.13)

Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ
B Γ(ℎ) − Γ(ℎ𝑛) . (4.14)

By the linearity and positivity of Γ, we have that these are positive operators. Moreover,

Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔 = Γ(𝑔 − 𝑔𝑛) ≤ Γ

(
1
𝑛

1[0,1]
)
=

1
𝑛
Γ(𝑔 + ℎ) = 1

𝑛
(𝜌 + 𝜎) ≤ 1 + 𝑐

𝑛
𝜎 . (4.15)
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Figure 2: Illustration of the piecewise approximation 𝑔𝑛 (𝑡) of 𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑡.

and similarly for Δ(𝑛)
ℎ

(remember that 𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑡, ℎ(𝑡) = 1− 𝑡). Subsequently we will want to ensure that Δ(𝑛)𝑔 ≤ Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ

.

This will generally not be satisfied, but we can achieve this by replacing ℎ𝑛 with ℎ̃𝑛 =

(
1 − 1√

𝑛

)
ℎ𝑛. This is still a

piecewise approximiation of ℎ that converges pointwise in the limit 𝑛→∞, but also

Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ̃

=

(
1 − 1
√
𝑛

)
Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ
+ 1
√
𝑛
𝜎 ≥ 1

√
𝑛
𝜎 ≥

√
𝑛

1 + 𝑐Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔 . (4.16)

For 𝑛 large enough,
√
𝑛

1+𝑐 ≥ 1 and then Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔 ≤ Δ

(𝑛)
ℎ̃

. We will construct our piecewise reverse test by extending 𝑔𝑛

and ℎ𝑛 to functions on [0, 2] and setting suitable values on (1, 2] (this still proves (4.11), since functions on [0, 1]
and [0, 2] are obviously equivalent). As a measure on [0, 2], we choose 𝜈 B 𝜇 ⊕ 𝜆, where 𝜆 is the Lebesgue
measure on [1, 2], and we mean by the notation that when integrating functions w.r.t. 𝜈, we integrate with 𝜇 over
[0, 1] and with 𝜆 over [1, 2], i.e. ∫ 2

0
𝑓 𝑑𝜈 =

∫ 1

0
𝑓 𝑑𝜇 +

∫ 2

1
𝑓 𝑑𝜆 . (4.17)

Let

𝑥 B
Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )
Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)
∈ [0, 1] (4.18)

and if 𝑥 < 1, define the state 𝜔 by:

(1 − 𝑥)𝜔 B
Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ̃

Tr(Δ(𝑛)
ℎ̃
)
− 𝑥

Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔

Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )
=

1

Tr(Δ(𝑛)
ℎ̃
)
(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
− Δ(𝑛)𝑔 ) ≥ 0 (4.19)

which satisfies Tr(𝜔) = 1. We employ the convention 0
0 = 0, i.e. if Δ(𝑛)𝑔 = 0, the term (Δ(𝑛)𝑔 /Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )) is zero. If

𝑥 = 1, 𝜔 turns out to be irrelevant, so we can just set 𝜔 = 0. Define further the following two normalized functions
on [0, 2]:

𝑔̄𝑛 = 𝑔𝑛1[0,1] +
Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )

𝑥
1(1,1+𝑥 ] = 𝑔𝑛1[0,1] + Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)1(1,1+𝑥 ] (4.20)

ℎ̄𝑛 = ℎ̃𝑛1[0,1] + Tr(Δ(𝑛)
ℎ̃
)1(1,2] (4.21)
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and the following map from 𝐿1 functions on [0, 2] to bounded operators

Γ̄𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) B Γ( 𝑓 1[0,1]) +
Δ
(𝑛)
𝑔

Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )

∫ 1+𝑥

1
𝑓 𝑑𝜆 + 𝜔

∫ 2

1+𝑥
𝑓 𝑑𝜆 . (4.22)

This is positive, in the sense that Γ̄𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) ≥ 0 if 𝑓 ≥ 0, and normalization-preserving in the sense that

Tr(Γ̄𝑛 ( 𝑓 )) =
∫ 2

0
𝑓 𝑑𝜈 . (4.23)

It also satisfies

Γ̄𝑛 (𝑔̄𝑛) = Γ(𝑔𝑛) + Δ(𝑛)𝑔 𝑥
Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)

Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )
= Γ(𝑔𝑛) + Δ(𝑛)𝑔 = 𝜌 (4.24)

Γ̄𝑛 ( ℎ̄𝑛) = Γ( ℎ̃𝑛) + Δ(𝑛)𝑔 𝑥
Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)

Tr(Δ(𝑛)𝑔 )
+ (1 − 𝑥)𝜔 Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
) = Γ( ℎ̃𝑛) + Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)

Δ
(𝑛)
ℎ̃

Tr(Δ(𝑛)
ℎ̃
)
= 𝜎 (4.25)

and hence (Γ̄𝑛, 𝑔̄𝑛, ℎ̄𝑛, 𝜈) is a piecewise reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎). It remains to show that

𝑆𝜈𝑓 (𝑔̄𝑛∥ ℎ̄𝑛)
𝑛→∞−−−−→ 𝑆

𝜇

𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) . (4.26)

On (1, 2], we have∫ 2

1

����ℎ̄𝑛 𝑓 (
𝑔̄𝑛

ℎ̄𝑛

)����𝑑𝜆 =

∫ 2

1
Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)

������ 𝑓 ©­«
Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
)1[1,1+𝑥 ]

Tr(Δ(𝑛)
ℎ̃
)

ª®¬
������𝑑𝜆 ≤ 𝐶 Tr(Δ(𝑛)

ℎ̃
) = 𝐶

∫ 1

0
(ℎ − ℎ̃𝑛)𝑑𝜇→ 0 (4.27)

by monotone convergence, where 𝐶 = max{| 𝑓 (0) |, | 𝑓 (1) |} < ∞. On [0, 1] we have

𝑔𝑛

ℎ̃𝑛
≤ 2

1 − 1√
𝑛

𝑔

ℎ
≤ 4

𝑔

ℎ
(4.28)

and thus by the assumption on 𝑓 : ����ℎ̃𝑛 𝑓 (
𝑔𝑛

ℎ̃𝑛

)���� ≤ 𝑓 (4)
���ℎ 𝑓 ( 𝑔

ℎ

)��� . (4.29)

If 𝑆𝜇
𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) = ∞ there is nothing to show, otherwise by dominated convergence (and continuity of 𝑓 )∫ 1

0
ℎ̃𝑛 𝑓

(
𝑔𝑛

ℎ̃𝑛

)
𝑑𝜇→

∫ 1

0
ℎ 𝑓

( 𝑔
ℎ

)
𝑑𝜇 = 𝑆

𝜇

𝑓
(𝑔∥ℎ) (4.30)

This completes the proof of (4.11). Finally, we still have to show that the formulation in terms of piecewise
reverse tests is equivalent to the formulation in terms of discrete reverse tests. Let (Γ, 𝑝, 𝑞) be a discrete
reverse test of (𝜌, 𝜎). Then let 𝜇 be the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1], and {𝐴𝑖}∞𝑖=1 be a countable collection of
disjoint measurable subsets of [0, 1], such that 𝜇(𝐴𝑖) > 0, for all 𝑖 and

∑
𝑖 𝜇(𝐴𝑖) = 1. Define 𝑔′ B

∑
𝑖

1𝐴𝑖

𝜇 (𝐴𝑖 ) 𝑝𝑖 ,

ℎ′ B
∑

𝑖

1𝐴𝑖

𝜇 (𝐴𝑖 ) 𝑞𝑖 and Γ′ ( 𝑓 ) B ∑
𝑖 Γ𝑖

∫
𝐴𝑖

𝑓 𝑑𝜇 for any 𝑓 ∈ 𝐿1. Then, Γ′ (𝑔′) = Γ(𝑝) = 𝜌 and Γ′ (ℎ′) = Γ(𝑞) = 𝜎,
and so (Γ′, 𝑔′, ℎ′, 𝜇) is a piecewise reverse test, and additionally also 𝑆𝛼 (𝑝∥𝑞) = 𝑆

𝜇

𝑓
(𝑔′∥ℎ′). Conversely, if

(Γ′, 𝑔′, ℎ′, 𝜇) is a piecewise reverse test as in (4.10), then define 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℓ1 by 𝑝𝑖 B 𝑔′(𝑖)𝜇(𝐴𝑖), 𝑞𝑖 B ℎ′(𝑖)𝜇(𝐴𝑖),
and Γ𝑖 B

1
𝜇 (𝐴𝑖 ) Γ

′ (1𝐴𝑖
), which defines a discrete reverse test again achieving the same value in the optimization

problem.
□
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Lemma 4.4. For any 𝛼 ∈ [0,∞), any states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H𝐴), and any two positive real numbers 𝑝, 𝑞 the geometric
trace function satisfies

𝑆𝛼 (𝑝𝜌∥𝑞𝜎) = 𝑝𝛼𝑞1−𝛼𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎). (4.31)

Proof. For any two functions 𝑔 and ℎ and any measure 𝜇, it is easy to see that

𝑆
𝜇
𝛼 (𝑝𝑔∥𝑞ℎ) = 𝑝𝛼𝑞1−𝛼𝑆𝜇𝛼 (𝑔∥ℎ) (4.32)

The statement then follows from the variational expression of 𝑆𝛼 and the fact that if (Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, 𝜇) forms a reverse
test of (𝜌, 𝜎), then (Γ, 𝑝𝑔, 𝑝ℎ, 𝜇) form a reverse test of (𝑝𝜌, 𝑞𝜎) and vice versa. □

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴, 𝜎 = 𝜎𝐴 ∈ D (H𝐴) and fix 𝜀 > 0. Then, define 𝜌̃𝐴 = 𝜌𝐴 + 𝜀(𝜌𝐴 + 𝜎𝐴),
𝜎̃𝐴 = 𝜎𝐴 + 𝜀(𝜌𝐴 + 𝜎𝐴). Let (Γ, 𝑝, 𝑞) be a discrete reverse test of ( 𝜌̃𝐴, 𝜎̃𝐴). We write Γ𝑖 = Γ(1𝑖) ∈ B1, where
1𝑖 ∈ ℓ1 is the sequence that is one at index 𝑖 and zero otherwise. We then have

𝜌̃𝐴 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖Γ𝑖 𝜎̃𝐴 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑞𝑖Γ𝑖 . (4.33)

Hence, taking 𝑅 an additional infinite dimensional system with countable basis {|𝑖⟩}𝑖 , we can define

𝜌̃𝑅𝐴 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 |𝑅 ⊗ Γ𝑖 𝜎̃𝑅𝐴 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑞𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 |𝑅 ⊗ Γ𝑖 (4.34)

such that 𝜌̃𝐴 = Tr𝑅 ( 𝜌̃𝑅𝐴), 𝜎̃𝐴 = Tr𝑅 (𝜎̃𝑅𝐴). We start with the case where 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2], for which it is well-known
that the function 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥𝛼 is operator convex. We have,

𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃𝐴)∥F (𝜎̃𝐴)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃𝑅𝐴)∥F (𝜎̃𝑅𝐴)) (4.35)

= 𝑆𝛼

(∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 | ⊗ E(Γ𝑖)∥
∑︁
𝑖

𝑞𝑖 |𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝑖 | ⊗ F (Γ𝑖)
)

(4.36)

=
∑︁
𝑖

𝑆𝛼 (𝑝𝑖E(Γ𝑖)∥𝑞𝑖F (Γ𝑖)) (4.37)

=
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖 𝑆𝛼 (E(Γ𝑖)∥F (Γ𝑖)) (4.38)

≤
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖 sup

𝜈∈D(𝐴)
𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜈)∥F (𝜈)) (4.39)

= 𝑆𝛼 (𝑝∥𝑞) sup
𝜈∈D(𝐴)

𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜈)∥F (𝜈)) (4.40)

where the first inequality follows from the data-processing inequality for the geometric trace function [Hia19,
Theorem 2.9] (remember that the channels act only on system 𝐴), the third line follows from Lemma D.3, and the
fourth equality is Lemma 4.4.

We write 𝑆𝛼 (E∥F ) = sup𝜈∈D(𝐴) 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜈)∥F (𝜈)). Taking the infimum over all discrete reverse tests, we find
by Lemma 4.3 that

𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃)∥F (𝜎̃)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 ( 𝜌̃∥𝜎̃)𝑆𝛼 (E∥F ) . (4.41)

It remains to show convergence in the limit 𝜀 → 0. For the right-hand side, by [Hia19, Definition 2.8]

lim
𝜀→0

𝑆𝛼 ( 𝜌̃∥𝜎̃) = 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) . (4.42)

For the left-hand side, by [Hia19, Theorem 2.9], we have

𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃)∥F (𝜎̃)) = 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌) + 𝜀E(𝜌 + 𝜎))∥F (𝜎) + 𝜀F (𝜌 + 𝜎)) (4.43)

≤ 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) + 𝜀𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌 + 𝜎)∥F (𝜌 + 𝜎)) (4.44)

≤ 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) + 𝜀𝑆𝛼 (E∥F ). (4.45)
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Now, if 𝑆𝛼 (E∥F ) = ∞ the statement of our theorem is empty, so we can assume it to be finite. In that case we get

lim sup
𝜀→0

𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃)∥F (𝜎̃)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) . (4.46)

The opposite direction
lim inf
𝜀→0

𝑆𝛼 (E( 𝜌̃)∥F (𝜎̃)) ≥ 𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) (4.47)

follows by the lower semi-continuity of 𝑆𝛼 [Hia19, Theorem 5.5]. The statement then follows upon taking the
logarithm and dividing by 𝛼 − 1 (which is positive).

For 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1), 𝑓 (𝑥) = −𝑥𝛼 is well-known to be operator convex, and in that case we can apply all the above
reasoning to 𝑆 𝑓 = −𝑆𝛼 (all the properties from [Hia19] we used apply to 𝑆 𝑓 with an operator convex function 𝑓 ).
We then find that

𝑆 𝑓 (E(𝜌𝐴)∥F (𝜎𝐴)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) sup
𝜈∈D(𝐴)

𝑆 𝑓 (E(𝜈)∥F (𝜈)) (4.48)

which corresponds to
𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜌𝐴)∥F (𝜎𝐴)) ≥ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) inf

𝜈∈D(𝐴)
𝑆𝛼 (E(𝜈)∥F (𝜈)) . (4.49)

The desired statement follows again after taking logarithms and dividing by 𝛼 − 1 (which is now negative, so it
turns around the inequality and changes the infimum into a supremum).

To see how the chain rule implies additivity, let E1, F1 : P(H𝐴1 ) → P(H𝐵1 ), E2, F2 : P(H𝐴2 ) → P(H𝐵2 ) be
channels, and consider any joint input state 𝜈 = 𝜈𝑅𝐴1𝐴2 . Then (supressing identities as before)

𝐷𝛼

(
(E1 ⊗ E2) (𝜈)∥(F1 ⊗ F2) (𝜈)

)
= 𝐷𝛼

(
E1 (E2 (𝜈))∥F1 (F2 (𝜈)

)
(4.50)

≤ 𝐷𝛼 (E1∥F1) + 𝐷𝛼 (E2 (𝜈)∥F2 (𝜈)) (4.51)

≤ 𝐷𝛼 (E1∥F1) + 𝐷𝛼 (E2∥F2) (4.52)

where we used the chain rule in the first inequality. This implies

𝐷𝛼 (E1 ⊗ E2∥F1 ⊗ F2) ≤ 𝐷𝛼 (E1∥F1) + 𝐷𝛼 (E2∥F2), (4.53)

and the other direction follows by just restricting the supremum over input states 𝜈𝑅𝐴1𝐴2 to product states. □

Remark 4.5 (Chain Rule for the Belavkin-Staszewski Relative Entropy). By using a very similar argument as in
Theorem 4.2, one can also show that the Belavkin-Staszewski relative entropy, which is defined as the maximal
𝑓 -divergence for the operator convex function 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥 log 𝑥, satisfies the chain rule. To see this, note that now
instead of Lemma 4.4, we have

∑
𝑖 𝑆 𝑓 (𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 ∥𝑞𝑖𝜎𝑖) = 𝑆 𝑓 (𝑝∥𝑞) +

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖𝑆 𝑓 (𝜌𝑖 ∥𝜎𝑖), and the 𝑝𝑖 are normalized. The

remainder of the argument is then almost identical to Theorem 4.2.

4.2. Some infinite dimensional relative entropy inequalities
In this section we prove the infinite dimensional version of the inequalities (2.31)-(2.35). We start with the
following Lemma

Lemma 4.6. For two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable Hilbert space and for any 𝜆 ∈ (−∞, 𝐷max (𝜌∥𝜎)], if
𝜖 = TrΣ, where Σ := (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)+, then

𝐷
√
𝜖

max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝜆 − log(1 − 𝜖). (4.54)

Remark. This lemma is similar to [Dat09, Lemma 15]. However, there the definition of the smoothed max-relative
entropy was with respect to the trace-norm ball of sub-normalized states, whereas in this work we smooth over the
Sine-distance (or purified distance) ball of normalized states, which yields a quantitatively different result.
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Proof. The proof is similar to [Tom16, Lemma 6.21]. Let Λ := 2𝜆𝜎 and Σ := (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)+ and define
𝐺 := Λ

1
2 (Λ + Σ)− 1

2 . This is well-defined since 𝐺 and 𝐺∗𝐺 are contractions, as

𝐺∗𝐺 = (Λ + Σ)− 1
2 Λ(Λ + Σ)− 1

2
Λ≤Λ+Σ
≤ (Λ + Σ)− 1

2 (Λ + Σ) (Λ + Σ)− 1
2 = 1,

=⇒ ∥𝐺∗𝐺∥ = ∥𝐺𝐺∗∥ = ∥𝐺∥2 ≤ 1.

Now observe that

𝜌 ≤ Λ + Σ = 2𝜆𝜎 + (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)+ ⇐⇒
0 ≤ (2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌) + (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)+ = (2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌)+ − (2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌)− + (2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌)− = (2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌)+,

which is obviously true. Thus it follows that

𝐺𝜌𝐺∗ ≤ 𝐺 (Λ + Σ)𝐺∗ = Λ
1
2 (Λ + Σ)− 1

2 (Λ + Σ) (Λ + Σ)− 1
2 Λ

1
2 = Λ = 2𝜆𝜎,

and

1 − Tr[𝐺∗𝐺𝜌] = Tr[(1 − 𝐺∗𝐺)𝜌]
𝜌≤Λ+Σ
≤ Tr[(1 − 𝐺∗𝐺) (Λ + Σ)]

= Tr[Λ + Σ] − Tr[(Λ + Σ)− 1
2 Λ(Λ + Σ)− 1

2 (Λ + Σ)] = Tr[Σ]
⇐⇒ Tr[𝐺∗𝐺𝜌] ≥ 1 − Tr[Σ] = 1 − 𝜖

So defining the state 𝜌̃ := 𝐺𝜌𝐺∗

Tr[𝐺∗𝐺𝜌] ∈ D(H), we have by the above that

𝜌̃ ≤ 2𝜆

Tr[𝐺∗𝐺𝜌]𝜎 ≤
2𝜆

1 − 𝜖 𝜎 = 2𝜆−log(1−𝜖 )𝜎

and so by the Gentle Measurement Lemma (Lemma 2.2) it holds that𝑃(𝜌, 𝜌̃) ≤
√︁

Tr[(1 − 𝐺∗𝐺)𝜌] ≤
√︁

Tr[Σ] =
√
𝜖 .

Thus the desired result follows immediately:

𝐷
√
𝜖

max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝐷max ( 𝜌̃∥𝜎) ≤ 𝜆 − log(1 − 𝜖)

□

Note, that we could have equally have chosen 𝜖 = 1 − Tr[𝐺∗𝐺𝜌], which would give a numerically slightly
tighter bound in the Lemma. What we chose though suffices for the argument we are making and makes some
calculations simpler later on. Now, as a simple Corollary we get the upper bounds on the smoothed max divergence
in terms of the 𝛼-Petz-Rényi and the hypothesis testing divergences.

Corollary 4.7. For any 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1) and two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable Hilbert space H the following
inequality holds:

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝐷1−𝜖 2

𝐻 (𝜌∥𝜎) − log(1 − 𝜖2) (4.55)

Proof. Fix some 𝜆 and let 𝜖 = Tr[Σ] be as in Lemma 4.6 above w.r.t this 𝜆. Let 𝑃+ = {𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎}+ be the projector
onto the support of (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)+. Now consider the POVM {𝑃+, 𝑃−} as the decision rule for a hypothesis test
between 𝜌 and 𝜎. The associated type I and II errors are, respectively,

𝛼 = Tr[𝑃−𝜌] = 1 − Tr[𝑃+𝜌]
2𝜆𝜎≥0
≤ 1 − Tr[𝑃+ (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎)] = 1 − Tr[Σ] = 1 − 𝜖

𝛽 = Tr[𝑃+𝜎] ≤
𝑃+ (𝜌−2𝜆𝜎)≥0

2−𝜆 Tr[𝑃+𝜌] ≤ 2−𝜆

Therefore it follows that

𝐷1−𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌∥𝜎) = − log inf

0≤𝐹≤1
{Tr[𝐹𝜎] | Tr[(1 − 𝐹)𝜌] ≤ 1 − 𝜖} ≥ − log 2−𝜆 = 𝜆.
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Thus the claim follows immediately from Lemma 4.6 when substituting 𝜖 by 𝜖2:

𝐷
√
𝜖

max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝜆 − log(1 − 𝜖) ≤ 𝐷1−𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌∥𝜎) + log

(
1

1 − 𝜖

)
.

□

Corollary 4.8. For any 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1) and 𝛼 ∈ (1,∞) and two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable Hilbert spaceH
the following inequality holds:

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ D𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) +

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
+ log

(
1

1 − 𝜖2

)
. (4.56)

where D𝛼 can be any quantum 𝛼-Rényi divergence, i.e. any function on quantum states that satisfies the data-
processing inequality, and reduces to the classical 𝛼-Rényi divergence when evaluated on commuting states.
Specifically, the result will hold for the Petz-Rényi divergence.

Proof. The proof is the same as in [Tom16, Proposition 6.22]. Fix some 𝜆 and let 𝜖 = Tr[Σ] be as in Lemma 4.6
above w.r.t this 𝜆. Denote the spectral measure of the compact operator (𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎) with {|𝜈𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝜈𝑖 |}𝑖∈𝑆 and set
𝑆+ := {𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 |⟨𝜈𝑖 |𝜌 − 2𝜆𝜎 |𝜈𝑖⟩ ≥ 0}. Set 𝑝𝑖 := ⟨𝜈𝑖 |𝜌 |𝜈𝑖⟩ and 𝑞𝑖 := ⟨𝜈𝑖 |𝜎 |𝜈𝑖⟩, then 𝑃 := {𝑝𝑖}𝑖∈𝑆 and 𝑄 := {𝑞𝑖}𝑖∈𝑆
are probability measures on 𝑆. Now if 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆+, then 𝑝𝑖 − 2𝜆𝑞𝑖 ≥ 0⇔ 𝑝𝑖

𝑞𝑖
2−𝜆 ≥ 1. Let 𝛼 ∈ (1,∞). Now we have

that

𝜖 = Tr[Σ] =
∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆+

𝑝𝑖 − 2𝜆𝑞𝑖 ≤
∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆+

𝑝𝑖 ≤
∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆+

𝑝𝑖

(
𝑝𝑖

𝑞𝑖
2−𝜆

)𝛼−1

= 2𝜆(1−𝛼)
∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆+

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖 ≤ 2𝜆(1−𝛼)

∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖

=⇒ log 𝜖 ≤ −𝜆(𝛼 − 1) + log

(∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖

)
⇐⇒ 𝜆(𝛼 − 1) ≤ log

(∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖

)
− log 𝜖

⇐⇒ 𝜆 ≤ 1
𝛼 − 1

log

(∑︁
𝑖∈𝑆

𝑝𝛼
𝑖 𝑞

1−𝛼
𝑖

)
+ 1
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
≤ 𝐷𝛼 (𝑃∥𝑄) +

1
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
.

Where 𝐷𝛼 (𝑃∥𝑄) is the classical 𝛼-Renyi divergence. It is upper bounded by any quantum 𝛼-Rényi divergence
D𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎), via the data processing inequality applied to the channel that implements a measurement in the
{|𝜈𝑖 ⟩⟨ 𝜈𝑖 |}𝑖 basis. With the previous Lemma 4.6 we thus have

𝐷
√
𝜖

max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝜆 + log
(

1
1 − 𝜖

)
≤ D𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) + log

(
1

1 − 𝜖

)
+ 1
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
.

The result then follows when replacing 𝜖 with 𝜖2. □

Lemma 4.9 (Proposition 4 from [WW19a]). For any two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable Hilbert spaceH
and any 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1), 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1) it holds that

𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) +

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖

)
. (4.57)

Proof. The proof of this statement in the finite dimensional case from [WW19a] also holds in the infinite
dimensional case. For the convenience of the reader it is repeated here.
Claim 1: If 𝜌0, 𝜌1, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) are s.t. supp(𝜌1) ⊂ supp(𝜎), 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1), and 𝛽 := 2 − 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2), then it holds that

𝐷𝛽 (𝜌0∥𝜎) − 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌1∥𝜎) ≥
2

1 − 𝛼 log
(
1 − 1

2
∥𝜌0 − 𝜌1∥1

)
≥ 2

1 − 𝛼 log(1 − 𝑃(𝜌0, 𝜌1)). (4.58)
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Proof of claim 1: By definition 𝛼 − 1 = 1 − 𝛽, so that

𝐷𝛽 (𝜌0∥𝜎) − 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌1∥𝜎) =
1

𝛽 − 1
log Tr[𝜌𝛽0 𝜎

1−𝛽] − 1
𝛼 − 1

log Tr[𝜌𝛼
0 𝜎

1−𝛼]

=
1

𝛽 − 1
log{Tr[𝜌𝛽0 𝜎

1−𝛽] Tr[𝜌𝛼
0 𝜎

1−𝛼]}

=
1

𝛽 − 1
log{∥𝜌

𝛽

2
0 𝜎

1−𝛽
2 ∥22∥𝜎

1−𝛼
2 𝜌

𝛼
2

1 ∥
2
2}

𝐶.𝑆.
≥ 1

𝛽 − 1
log{∥𝜌

𝛽

2
0 𝜎

1−𝛽
2 𝜎

1−𝛼
2 𝜌

𝛼
2

1 ∥
2
1} =

2
𝛽 − 1

log ∥𝜌
𝛽

2
0 𝜌

1− 𝛽

2
1 ∥1

≥ 2
𝛽 − 1

log Tr[𝜌
𝛽

2
0 𝜌

1− 𝛽

2
1 ]

[Aud+07]
≥ 2

𝛽 − 1
log Tr[ 1

2
(𝜌0 + 𝜌1 − |𝜌0 − 𝜌1 |)]

=
2

𝛽 − 1
log Tr[1 − 1

2
∥𝜌0 − 𝜌1∥1] ≥

2
𝛽 − 1

log Tr[1 − 𝑃(𝜌0, 𝜌1)] .

The first inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (C.S.), the second from [Aud+07, Theorem 1], which
is applicable since 𝛽

2 ∈ (
1
2 , 1) ⊂ [0, 1] and which holds in infinite dimensions. The last inequality follows by the

Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality, Lemma 2.1.
Claim 2: For any 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) it holds that 𝐷max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷2 (𝜌∥𝜎).
Proof of Claim 2:

𝐷2 (𝜌∥𝜎) = log Tr[𝜌2𝜎−1] = log Tr[𝜌𝜌 1
2 𝜎−1𝜌

1
2 ]

≤ log sup
∥𝜏 ∥1≤1

Tr[𝜏𝜌 1
2 𝜎−1𝜌

1
2 ] = log ∥𝜌 1

2 𝜎−1𝜌
1
2 ∥ = 𝐷max (𝜌∥𝜎)

Now to proof the statement of the Lemma, fix 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) and 𝜌̃ ∈ 𝐵𝜖 (𝜌), then for 𝛽 = 2 − 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2) we have, by
the second claim and the monotonicity of 𝛼 ↦→ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) on (0,1), that

𝐷max ( 𝜌̃∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷𝛽 ( 𝜌̃∥𝜎)
claim 1
≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) +

2
1 − 𝛼 log(1 − 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜌̃))

≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) +
2

𝛼 − 1
log

(
1

1 − 𝜖

)
.

Optimizing over all 𝜌̃ ∈ 𝐵𝜖 (𝜌) yields the desired statement for 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1). Taking the limit 𝛼 → 0 gives the
statement for 𝛼 = 0. □

4.3. Quantum Stein’s lemma for channels in infinite dimensions (Theorem 3.1)
One of the most fundamental questions of hypothesis testing is to study asymptotic error decay rates. In asymmetric
settings these asymptotic error decay rates often turn out to be expressible in terms of relative entropies, and the
statements proving such expressions are usually called Stein’s lemmas, in honour of Stein’s original result for
classical binary asymmetric hypothesis testing.

The parallel quantum Stein’s lemma for channels between finite dimensional Hilbert spaces, recently proven by
Wang and Wilde [WW19b, Theorem 3], is the statement that in the asymmetric setting the optimal asymptotic
decay rate of discriminating between two channels E, F using a parallel strategy5 in the limit of vanishing type I
error 𝜖 → 0 is given by the regularized Umegaki-channel divergence between these two channels, i.e.

lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛). (4.59)

5It also holds for adaptive strategies, since there the optimal decay rate is given by the amortized channel divergence, which was recently
shown to be equal to the regularized in [Fan+20].
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It was proven by separately upper [WW19b, WR12] and lower bounding [WW19b, Li14, TH13] the l.h.s of
(4.59) by the regularized channel divergence. The upper bound relies on inequality (2.34) which holds in infinite
dimensional Hilbert spaces. Its proof is repeated for the convenience of the reader in Appendix B. The lower
bound in [WW19b], however, does not evidently hold in the infinite dimensional case. The following proof we
give based on inequalities (4.55) and (2.33), though, does.

Proposition 4.10. Let E, F : P(H) → P(K) be two quantum channels (CPTP maps) whereH ,K are arbitrary
separable Hilbert spaces. Then

lim
𝜖→0

lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷reg (E∥F ). (4.60)

Proof. Combining inequalities (4.55) and (4.57) and rearranging we get

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) − log

(
1
𝜖

)
+ 2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
1 −
√

1 − 𝜖

)
for any 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) and for any states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H). Since the 𝛼-Petz-Rényi divergence is additive, i.e. 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 ⊗
𝜔∥𝜎⊗𝜏) = 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎)+𝐷𝛼 (𝜔∥𝜏) it follows that 1

𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻
(𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎)+ 1

𝑛

(
2

𝛼−1 log
(

1
1−
√

1−𝜖

)
− log

(
1
𝜖

))
holds for any 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1). Thus we have

1
𝑛𝑚

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (E⊗𝑛𝑚∥F ⊗𝑛𝑚) =

1
𝑛𝑚

sup
𝜌𝑅𝐴𝑛𝑚

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (E⊗𝑛𝑚 (𝜌𝑅𝐴𝑛𝑚 )∥F ⊗𝑛𝑚 (𝜌𝑅𝐴𝑛𝑚 ))

≥ 1
𝑛𝑚

sup
𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 ((E⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 ))⊗𝑛∥(F ⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 ))⊗𝑛)

≥ 1
𝑛𝑚

sup
𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑛

{
𝑛𝐷𝛼 (E⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 )∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 )) − log

(
1
𝜖

)
+ 2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
1 −
√

1 − 𝜖

)}
=

1
𝑚
𝐷𝛼 (E⊗𝑚∥F ⊗𝑚) +

1
𝑛𝑚

(
2

𝛼 − 1
log

(
1

1 −
√

1 − 𝜖

)
− log

(
1
𝜖

))
.

Here the first inequality follows since the supremum in the second line is over a smaller set of states and the second
inequality follows from above. Taking the lim inf𝑛𝑚→∞ on both sides yields

lim inf
𝑛𝑚→∞

1
𝑛𝑚

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (E⊗𝑛𝑚∥F ⊗𝑛𝑚) ≥ 𝐷

reg
𝛼 (E∥F )

for any 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1). Now, since lim𝛼↑1 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = sup𝛼∈ (0,1) 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) holds also in infinite
dimensions (see e.g. [BST18]), it follows that

lim
𝛼↑1

𝐷
reg
𝛼 (E∥F ) = sup

𝛼∈ (0,1)
𝐷

reg
𝛼 (E∥F ) = sup

𝛼∈ (0,1)
sup
𝑚∈N

sup
𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚

1
𝑚
𝐷𝛼 (E⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 )∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 ))

= sup
𝑚∈N

sup
𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚

sup
𝛼∈ (0,1)

1
𝑚
𝐷𝛼 (E⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 )∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜌𝑆𝐴𝑚 )) = sup

𝑚∈N

1
𝑚
𝐷 (E⊗𝑚∥F ⊗𝑚)

= 𝐷reg (E∥F ).

Thus we have the desired result

lim inf
𝑛𝑚→∞

1
𝑛𝑚

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (E⊗𝑛𝑚∥F ⊗𝑛𝑚) ≥ sup

𝛼∈ (0,1)
𝐷

reg
𝛼 (E∥F ) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ).

□

Therefore quantum Stein’s lemma for parallel strategies (4.59) holds also in infinite dimensions.
The statement of the adaptive quantum Stein’s lemma for channels is analogous to the parallel one, just employing
an adaptive discrimination strategy instead of a parallel one. In the finite dimensional setting it was proved by
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combining a statement that the asymptotic optimal adaptive scaling is given by the amortized relative channel
divergence [WW19b], instead the regularized one, and a chain rule for the quantum relative entropy [Fan+20]
which implies that the amortized and regularized quantum channel divergences are indeed equivalent. Here we
use our one-shot result Theorem 3.2 to show this equivalence directly and without going through the amortized
channel divergence. Note that as mentioned and discussed in subsection 3.1, in infinite dimensions, we are not
able to show this equivalence for all channels, but only under the condition that the geometric Rényi divergence
between the channels is finite for some 𝛼 > 1.

Proposition 4.11 (Quantum Stein’s Lemma for adaptive strategies in infinite dimensions). Let E, F : P(H) →
P(K) be two quantum channels (CPTP maps) whereH ,K are arbitrary separable Hilbert spaces. If there exists
𝛼 > 1, s.t. 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞, then

lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑛→∞

sup
𝜌1=𝜎1;{Λ𝑖 }𝑖

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ). (4.61)

Proof. Since adaptive strategies are more general than parallel ones, it follows that

sup
𝜌1=𝜎1;{Λ𝑖 }𝑖

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≥ sup
𝜌

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 (𝜌)∥F ⊗𝑛 (𝜌)) =
1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛). (4.62)

which implies

𝐷reg (E∥F ) ≤ lim
𝜖→0

lim inf
𝑛→∞

sup
𝜌1=𝜎1;{Λ𝑖 }𝑖

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) . (4.63)

If 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1, then Theorem 3.2 holds. In Theorem 3.2, taking the supremum over parallel
input states 𝜈𝑚, and then the limits 𝑚 →∞, 𝑛→∞, 𝛼𝑎 → 0, 𝛼𝑝 → 0 in this order, we find that:

lim
𝛼𝑎→0

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷

𝛼𝑎

𝐻
(E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≤ lim

𝛼𝑝→0
lim sup
𝑚→∞

sup
𝜈𝑚

𝐷
𝛼𝑝

𝐻
(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈𝑚)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈𝑚)) = 𝐷reg (E∥F ) (4.64)

which allows us to conclude that the limit exists without requiring lim inf or lim sup, and:

𝐷reg (E∥F ) ≤ lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑛→∞

sup
𝜌1=𝜎1;{Λ𝑖 }𝑖

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≤ 𝐷reg (E∥F ).

□

These two propositions together prove Theorem 3.1.

4.4. One-shot relation between adaptive and parallel strategies (Theorem 3.2)
Our way of proving our one-shot result proceeds by making sure that the main technical lemmas from [Ber+22]
also hold in the infinite dimensional setting. We will be fairly explicit in our proofs here, ocasionally repeating
some of the finite-dimensional arguments, and making use of the formalism of quantum- 𝑓 -divergences and the
entropic inequalities we proved in subsection 4.2.

4.4.1. Infinite dimensional one-shot version of the chain rule

Lemma 4.12. (An extended infinite dimensional version of [Ber+22, Lemma 8], see also [Fan+20, Prop. 3.2]) Let
E, F : P(H) → P(K) be two quantum channels, whereH ,K are separable Hilbert spaces and 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H)
be some states. Then for any 𝜖, 𝜖 ′, 𝜇 > 0 and any 𝑚 ∈ N there exists a state 𝜈 ≡ 𝜈(𝑚, 𝜇, 𝜌, 𝜎) ∈ 𝐵𝜖 (𝜌) s.t.

𝐷 𝜖 +𝜖 ′
max

(
(E(𝜌))⊗𝑚∥(F (𝜎))⊗𝑚

)
≤ 𝐷 𝜖 ′

max
(
(E(𝜈))⊗𝑚∥(F (𝜈)

)⊗𝑚)
+ 𝑚𝐷

𝜖 /𝑚
max (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝜇 . (4.65)

Additionally it holds that:

𝐷 𝜖 +𝜖 ′
max

(
(E(𝜌))⊗𝑚∥F (𝜎))⊗𝑚

)
≤ sup

𝜈∈D(H)
𝐷 𝜖 ′

max
(
(E(𝜈))⊗𝑚∥(F (𝜈))⊗𝑚

)
+ 𝑚𝐷

𝜖 /𝑚
max (𝜌∥𝜎) . (4.66)
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Proof. The proof is essentially the same as for non-infinite dimensional version in [Ber+22], just that we cannot
assume that the infimum in the smoothed max-relative entropy is achieved since 𝐵𝜖 (𝜌) is a non-compact set, as
the underlying Hilbert space is not finite dimensional.
Assume the same requirements on E, F , 𝜌, 𝜎, 𝜖, 𝜖 ′, 𝜇 as stated in the Lemma. Pick 𝜈 ∈ 𝐵𝜖 /𝑚 (𝜌) s.t. 𝐷 𝜖 /𝑚

max (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥
𝐷max (𝜈∥𝜎) − 𝜇

2 , i.e. close to ’the optimal smoothing state’. Note that this implies 𝜈⊗𝑚 ≤ 2𝑚𝐷
𝜖 /𝑚
max (𝜌∥𝜎)𝜎⊗𝑚.

Similarly pick 𝜏 ∈ 𝐵𝜖 ′ (E(𝜈)⊗𝑚) s.t. 𝐷max (E(𝜈)⊗𝑚∥F (𝜈)⊗𝑚) ≥ 𝐷max (𝜏∥F (𝜈)⊗𝑚) − 𝜇

2 .
Now 𝜏 ≤ 2𝐷max (𝜏 ∥ F(𝜈) )⊗𝑚F (𝜈)⊗𝑚 ≤ 2𝐷 𝜖 ′

max (E (𝜈)⊗𝑚 ∥ F(𝜈)⊗𝑚 )+
𝜇

2 2𝑚𝐷
𝜖 /𝑚
max (𝜌∥𝜎)+

𝜇

2 F (𝜎), where we used that 𝜔 ≥
𝜔̃ =⇒ E(𝜔) ≥ E(𝜔̃) for any two states 𝜔, 𝜔̃. Now by the triangle inequality and DPI for the sine distance we
have 𝑃(𝜏, E(𝜌)⊗𝑚) ≤ 𝑃(𝜏, E(𝜈)⊗𝑚) + 𝑃(E(𝜈)⊗𝑚, E(𝜌)⊗𝑚) ≤ 𝜖 ′ + 𝑃(𝜈⊗𝑚, 𝜌⊗𝑚) ≤ 𝜖 ′ + 𝑚𝜖/𝑚 = 𝜖 ′ + 𝜖 .

The second inequality follows by taking the supremum over 𝜈 on the right-hand side and then the limit 𝜇→ 0. □

4.4.2. Continuity of the Petz-Rényi divergence in 𝛼

First we establish a continuity bound on the 𝛼-Petz-Rényi divergence in 𝛼 (Lemma 4.13), after which we establish
that the explicit bound on the convergence speed of the asymptotic equipartition property established in [Ber+22,
Lemma 11] holds equally in infinite dimensions by way of the two inequalities (4.56), (4.57).

Lemma 4.13 (infinite dimensional version of Lemma 9 in [Ber+22], simplified). Let 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) be any two
states on a separable Hilbert spaceH and 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1].
Define 𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎) := 1

𝛾
log

(
2𝛾𝐷1+𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 2−𝛾𝐷1−𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 1

)
. Then for all 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1] and 0 < 𝛿 ≤ 𝛾

2 :

𝐷1+𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝛿(𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2. (4.67)

Furthermore, if 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) < ∞, then for all 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1] and 0 < 𝛿 ≤ log 3
2𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)

𝐷1−𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) − 𝛿(𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2. (4.68)

Proof. Recall the definitions of the Umegaki relative entropy and the Petz-Rényi relative entropies via the relative
modular operator as

𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
∫
(0,∞)

log𝜆⟨√𝜌 |𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |√𝜌⟩ = ⟨√𝜌 | logΔ𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩,

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
1

𝛼 − 1
log

∫
(0,∞)

𝜆𝛼−1⟨√𝜌 |𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |√𝜌⟩ = 1
𝛼 − 1

log⟨√𝜌 |Δ𝛼−1
𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩,

𝐷1+𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
1
𝛿

log
∫
(0,∞)

𝜆𝛿 ⟨√𝜌 |𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝑑𝜆) |√𝜌⟩ = 1
𝛿

log⟨√𝜌 |Δ𝛿
𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩.

To prove the lemma we follow the proof in [Ber+22, Proof of Lemma 9], essentially replacing 𝑋 = 𝜌 ⊗ (𝜎−1)𝑇 by
Δ𝜌,𝜎 and |𝜙⟩ = ∑

𝑖

√
𝜌 |𝑖⟩ ⊗ |𝑖⟩ ∈ H ⊗H with |√𝜌⟩ ∈ B2 (H). It is repeated here for the convenience of the reader.

We write 𝑡 𝛿 = 1 + 𝛿 ln(𝑡) + 𝑟 𝛿 (𝑡), where the first two summands are the Taylor-coefficients of 𝑡 𝛿 when expanding
in 𝛿 around 𝛿 = 0. Set 𝑟 𝛿 (𝑡) := 𝑡 𝛿 − 𝛿 ln(𝑡) − 1. Using 𝑒𝑥 ≥ 1 + 𝑥 we can upper bound it by

𝑟 𝛿 (𝑡) = 𝑡 𝛿 − 𝛿 ln(𝑡) − 1 ≤ 𝑡 𝛿 + 𝑒−𝛿 ln(𝑡 ) − 2 = 𝑒𝛿 ln(𝑡 ) + 𝑒−𝛿 ln(𝑡 ) − 2
= 2(cosh(𝛿 ln(𝑡)) − 1) =: 𝑠𝛿 (𝑡).

It is easy to check that 𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) is monotonically increasing in 𝑡 on [1,∞), concave in 𝑡 on [3,∞) if 𝛿 ≤ 1
2 , and

satisfies 𝑠−𝛿 (𝑡) = 𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) = 𝑠𝛾𝛿 (𝑡
1
𝛾 ). We get for 𝑡 ≥ 0 and 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1]

𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) = 𝑠 𝛿
𝛾
(𝑡𝛾) ≤ 𝑠 𝛿

𝛾
(𝑡𝛾 + 𝑡−𝛾) ≤ 𝑠 𝛿

𝛾
(𝑡𝛾 + 𝑡−𝛾 + 1).

It is easy to see that 𝑡𝛾 + 𝑡−𝛾 + 1 ≥ 3 for all 𝑡 ∈ (0,∞). Thus, we can use Jensens inequality to get

⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |
√
𝜌⟩ =

∫
(0,∞)

𝑠𝛿 (𝜆)𝑑𝜇𝜌 (𝜆) ≤
∫
(0,∞)

𝑠 𝛿
𝛾
(𝜆𝛾 + 𝜆−𝛾 + 1)𝑑𝜇𝜌 (𝜆)

Jensen
≤ 𝑠 𝛿

𝛾

(∫
(0,∞)
(𝜆𝛾 + 𝜆−𝛾 + 1)𝑑𝜇𝜌 (𝜆)

)
= 𝑠 𝛿

𝛾

(
2𝛾𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)

)
.
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where we wrote d𝜇𝜌 (𝜆) ≡ Tr[𝜌d𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝜆)] = ⟨√𝜌 |d𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝜆) |√𝜌⟩, where d𝜉Δ𝜌,𝜎 (𝜆) is the spectral measure of the
relative modular operator Δ𝜌,𝜎 . Now using Taylor‘s theorem with the Lagrange remainder we can bound

𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) = 𝑠0 (𝑡) +
𝑑

𝑑𝛿
𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) | 𝛿=0𝛿 +

1
2

𝑑2

𝑑𝛿2 𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) | 𝛿=𝜉 𝛿
2

= 𝛿2 (ln(𝑡))2 cosh(𝜉 ln(𝑡)) ≤ 𝛿2 (ln(𝑡))2 cosh(𝛿 ln(𝑡))

for all 𝑡 ≥ 0 and some 𝜉 ∈ (0, 𝛿), where we used that 𝑠0 (𝑡) = 𝑑
𝑑𝛿

𝑠𝛿 (𝑡) | 𝛿=0 = 0. Hence

⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |
√
𝜌⟩ ≤ 𝑠 𝛿

𝛾

(
2𝛾𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)

)
≤ (𝛿 ln(2)𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2 cosh(𝛿 ln(2)𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)).

We can now apply this to derive the upper bound in the Lemma. For 𝛿 > 0 have

𝐷1+𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
1
𝛿

log⟨√𝜌 |Δ𝛿
𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩ = 1

𝛿
log⟨√𝜌 |1 + 𝛿 ln(2) logΔ𝜌,𝜎 + 𝑟 𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜌⟩

=
1
𝛿

log(1 + 𝛿 ln(2)𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + ⟨√𝜌 |𝑟 𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |
√
𝜌⟩)

≤ 1
𝛿

log(1 + 𝛿 ln(2)𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + ⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |
√
𝜌⟩)

=
1
𝛿

log(1 + 𝛿 ln(2)𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎)) + 1
𝛿

log
(
1 +
⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜌⟩

1 + 𝛿 ln(2)𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎)

)
≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 1

𝛿
log

(
1 + ⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜌⟩

)
≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 1

𝛿
log

(
1 + (𝛿 ln(2)𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2 cosh(𝛿 ln(2)𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))

)
≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝛿 ln(2) (𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2,

where in the third line it was used that log(1 + 𝑥) ≤ 𝑥
ln(2) and 𝛿 > 0. The final inequality follows from the fact that

𝑘 ↦→ 𝑘2 − ln(1 + 𝑘2 cosh(𝑘)) is monotonically increasing and hence positive. For the lower bound in the Lemma,
i.e. the case 𝛿 < 0, a slightly different argument has to be applied.

𝐷1+𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
1
𝛿

log⟨√𝜌 |Δ𝛿
𝜌,𝜎 |
√
𝜌⟩ = 1

𝛿
log⟨√𝜌 |1 + 𝛿 ln(2) logΔ𝜌,𝜎 + 𝑟 𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜌⟩

≥ 1
𝛿

log(1 + 𝛿 ln(2)𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + ⟨√𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |
√
𝜌⟩)

≥ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 1
𝛿 ln(2) ⟨

√
𝜌 |𝑠𝛿 (Δ𝜌,𝜎) |

√
𝜌⟩

≥ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝛿 ln(2) (𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2 cosh(𝛿 ln(2)𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)),

where in the second inequality again log(1 + 𝑥) ≤ 𝑥
ln(2) was used. If now |𝛿 | ≤ log(3)

2𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥
𝛾

2 , then
ln(2) cosh(ln(3)/2) < 1 and thus

𝐷1+𝛿 (𝜌∥𝜎) ≥ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝛿(𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎))2.

□

4.4.3. Asymptotic equipartition property

With Lemma 4.13 and the inequalities (2.32), (2.33), the authors of [Ber+22] derive the following non-asymptotic
𝑛 shot version of the asymptotic equipartition property (AEP) of the smoothed-max-relative entropy. Having
established these in the infinite dimensional setting allows us to conclude the analogous result:
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Lemma 4.14 (Infinite dimensional version of Lemma 11 in [Ber+22], simplified). Let 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) be any states
on a separable Hilbert spaceH , and for 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1] define 𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎) as in Lemma 4.13. Then for all 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1] and
𝑛 ∈ N

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) −
4𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)√

𝑛
log

(
2

1 − 𝜖

)
, (4.69)

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) +
4𝑐𝛾 (𝜌∥𝜎)√

𝑛
log

(
2
𝜖

)
+ 1
𝑛

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖2

)
. (4.70)

Proof. The proof may be found in [Ber+22]. Since it is based on inequalities (4.56), (4.57) and Lemma 4.13, all
of which we established to hold in infinite dimensions, it also holds. For the reader’s convenience the argument is
repeated in Appendix C. □

Remark 4.15. The authors of [FGR23] also recently proved a different version of an AEP for the smoothed max
divergence in infinite dimensions. However, their version is not suitable for our applications. Specifically, they
show what is known as second-order asymptotics, where the second order term is controlled by the relative entropy
variance 𝑉 (𝜌∥𝜎). For our result we subsequently need to upper bound the error terms in the AEP by something
that satisfies a chain rule (we will use the geometric Rényi divergence for this purpose), and we are not aware of
any way to do this for the relative entropy variance, which is why we cannot make use of the results from [FGR23].
For a similar discussion in finite dimensions, see also [Ber+22, Remark 13].

4.4.4. Proof of Theorem 3.2

Having established these above lemmas we can proceed to give the proof of the main theorem. It now proceeds ba
a very similar argument as the proof in [Ber+22, Theorem 6].

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Let an adaptive channel discrimination strategy between E and F through 𝑛 channels uses
be given. Then, inequality (2.34) implies

𝐷
𝛼𝑎

𝐻
(E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≤

1
𝑛

1
1 − 𝛼𝑎

[𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) + ℎ(𝛼𝑎)] .

Now we rewrite

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) = 𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑛∥𝜎𝑛) + 𝐷 (Λ𝑛 (E(𝜌𝑛−1))∥Λ𝑛 (F (𝜎𝑛−1)))
DPI
≤ 𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑛∥𝜎𝑛) + 𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑛−1)∥F (𝜎𝑛−1))
iterate
≤ ... ≤

𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1
[𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑘)∥F (𝜎𝑘)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑘 ∥𝜎𝑘)]

≤ 𝑛(𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙)),

where 𝑙 := argmax𝑘∈{1,...,𝑛} [𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑘)∥F (𝜎𝑘)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑘 ∥𝜎𝑘)]. Then with Lemma 4.14 we can upper bound this
relative entropy difference by a smoothed max-relative entropy difference and an error term.

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤
1
𝑚

[
𝐷

𝜖1
max (E(𝜌𝑙)⊗𝑚∥F (𝜎𝑙)⊗𝑚) − 𝐷

𝜖2
max (𝜌⊗𝑚𝑙

∥𝜎⊗𝑚
𝑙
)
]

+ 1
√
𝑚

[
4𝑐𝛾1 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) log

(
2

1 − 𝜖1

)
+ 4𝑐𝛾2 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) log

2
𝜖2

]
+ 1
𝑚

log

(
1

1 − 𝜖2
2

)
for any 𝛾1,2 ∈ (0, 1] and 𝜖1,2 ∈ (0, 1]. Setting 𝑐𝑙 := 4 inf𝛾1 ,𝛾2 [𝑐𝛾1 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙))+𝑐𝛾2 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙)] and 𝜖 =: 𝜖2 = 1−𝜖1
gives

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤
1
𝑚

[
𝐷1−𝜖

max (E(𝜌𝑙)⊗𝑚∥F (𝜎𝑙)⊗𝑚) − 𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌⊗𝑚𝑙

∥𝜎⊗𝑚
𝑙
)
]
+ 𝑐𝑙√

𝑚
log

2
𝜖
+ 1
𝑚

log
1

1 − 𝜖2 .
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Now, due to the fact that the Petz-Renyi divergence is positive when evaluated on normalized states, and upper
bounded by the geometric divergence (as in (2.20)), we get

𝑐𝛾 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) ≤
1
𝛾

log(2𝛾𝐷̂1+𝛾 (E (𝜌𝑙 ) ∥ F(𝜎𝑙 ) ) + 2) . (4.71)

Now, by repeated use of the chain rule for the geometric Rényi divergence (Theorem 4.2), we get

𝐷1+𝛾 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) ≤ 𝐷1+𝛾 (E∥F ) + 𝐷1+𝛾 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) (4.72)

= 𝐷1+𝛾 (E∥F ) + 𝐷1+𝛾 (Λ𝑙 (E(𝜌𝑙−1))∥Λ𝑙 (F (𝜎𝑙−1))) (4.73)

≤ 𝐷1+𝛾 (E∥F ) + 𝐷1+𝛾 (E(𝜌𝑙−1)∥F (𝜎𝑙−1)) (4.74)

≤ . . . ≤ 𝑙𝐷1+𝛾 (E∥F ) . (4.75)

Defining the corresponding channel quantity

𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) B
1
𝛾

(
2𝛾𝐷̂1+𝛾 (E ∥F) + 2

)
, (4.76)

we find that

𝑐𝛾 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) ≤
1
𝛾

log(2𝑙𝐷̂1+𝛾 (E ∥F) + 2) ≤ 𝑙

𝛾
log(2𝐷̂1+𝛾 (E ∥F) + 2) = 𝑙 𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) . (4.77)

Using the same argument we find that also 𝐷1+𝛾 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤ 𝑙𝐷1+𝛾 (E∥F ) and hence also

𝑐𝛾 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤ 𝑙 𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) . (4.78)

Thus,
𝑐𝑙 ≤ 8𝑙 inf

𝛾∈ (0,1]
𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) ≤ 8𝑛 inf

𝛾∈ (0,1]
𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) , (4.79)

Remember that we assumed that, 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ for some 𝛼 > 1, and hence (as the geometric Rényi divergence
is increasing in 𝛼, which is easy to see from the definition through minimal reverse tests) it follows that 𝑐𝑙 is upper
bounded as 𝑐𝑙 ≤ 𝐶 · 𝑙 ≤ 𝐶 · 𝑛, where 𝐶 = 8 inf𝛼∈ (1,2] 1

𝛼−1 log
(
2(𝛼−1)𝐷𝛼 (E ∥F) + 2

)
.

Now, applying Lemma 4.12 with some 𝜇 > 0 to 𝐷1−𝜖
max (E(𝜌𝑙)⊗𝑚∥F (𝜎𝑙)⊗𝑚) we get a state 𝜈(𝜖, 𝜇, 𝑙, 𝑚; 𝜌) ≡

𝜈 ∈ 𝐵𝜖 (𝜌⊗𝑚
𝑙
), s.t.

𝐷1−2𝜖 +𝜖
max (E(𝜌𝑙)⊗𝑚∥F (𝜎𝑙)⊗𝑚) ≤ 𝐷1−2𝜖

max (E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝐷 𝜖
max (𝜌⊗𝑚𝑙

∥𝜎⊗𝑚
𝑙
) + 𝜇.

So

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤
1
𝑚

[
𝐷1−2𝜖

max (E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝜇
]
+ 𝑐𝑙√

𝑚
log

2
𝜖
+ 1
𝑚

log
1

1 − 𝜖2 .

Now, to convert the max-divergence on the r.h.s of this expression to a hypothesis testing divergence we apply
inequality (4.56) to this and get

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤
1
𝑚
𝐷

1−(1−2𝜖 )2
𝐻

(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝑐𝑙√
𝑚

log
2
𝜖
+ 1
𝑚

[
log

1
1 − 𝜖2 + log

1
1 − (1 − 2𝜖)2

+ 𝜇
]
.

Setting 𝛼𝑝 := 1 − (1 − 2𝜖)2 ⇔ 𝜖 = 1
2 (1 −

√︁
1 − 𝛼𝑝) we get

𝐷 (E(𝜌𝑙)∥F (𝜎𝑙)) − 𝐷 (𝜌𝑙 ∥𝜎𝑙) ≤
1
𝑚
𝐷

𝛼𝑝

𝐻
(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝑐𝑙√

𝑚
log

8
𝛼𝑝

+ 1
𝑚

[
log

1
𝛼𝑝

− log(1 −
𝛼𝑝

4
) + 𝜇

]
where we used, that 2𝜖 = 1 −

√︁
1 − 𝛼𝑝 ≥

𝛼𝑝

2 and 1 − 𝜖2 ≥ 1 − 𝛼𝑝

2 . So now putting everything together we get

1
𝑛
𝐷

𝛼𝑎

𝐻
(E(𝜌𝑛)∥F (𝜎𝑛)) ≤

1
1 − 𝛼𝑎

[
1
𝑚
𝐷

𝛼𝑝

𝐻
(E⊗𝑚 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑚 (𝜈)) + 𝑐𝑙√

𝑚
log

8
𝛼𝑝

+ 1
𝑚

[
log

1
𝛼𝑝

− log(1 −
𝛼𝑝

4
) + 𝜇

]
+ ℎ(𝛼𝑎)

𝑛

]
,

where 𝜇 can be chosen as small as desired. □

30



4.5. Proof of Theorem 3.4 (Chain rule for the quantum relative entropy)
The chain rule (Theorem 3.4) for the quantum relative entropy in infinite dimensions, can be be proved quite
straightforwardly combining Lemma 4.14 and Lemma 4.12:

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.12 with 𝜌 ← 𝜌⊗𝑛, 𝜎 ← 𝜎⊗𝑛, E ← E⊗𝑛 and F ← F ⊗𝑛 we get

𝐷 𝜖 +𝜖 ′
max

(
(E(𝜌))⊗𝑛𝑚∥(F (𝜎))⊗𝑛𝑚

)
≤ sup

𝜈∈D(H⊗𝑛 )
𝐷 𝜖 ′

max
(
(E⊗𝑛 (𝜈))⊗𝑚∥(F ⊗𝑛 (𝜈))⊗𝑚

)
+ 𝑚𝐷

𝜖 /𝑚
max (𝜌⊗𝑛∥𝜎⊗𝑛) . (4.80)

Now, dividing my 𝑛𝑚 and using Lemma 4.14 we get

𝐷 (E(𝜌)∥F (𝜎)) − O
(

1
√
𝑛𝑚

)
≤ 1

𝑛
sup

𝜈∈D(H⊗𝑛 )

(
𝐷 (E⊗𝑛 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑛 (𝜈)) +

4𝑐𝛾 (E⊗𝑛 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑛 (𝜈))√
𝑚

log
(

2
𝜖

)
+ O

(
1
𝑛𝑚

))
+ 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + O

(
log

(
2𝑚
𝜖

)
1
√
𝑛

)
+ O

(
1
𝑛

)
(4.81)

Similarly to [Ber+22], we now have that

𝑐𝛾 (E⊗𝑛 (𝜈)∥F ⊗𝑛 (𝜈)) ≤ 𝑐̂𝛾 (E⊗𝑛∥F ⊗𝑛) = 𝑛𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) ≤ 𝑛𝑐̂(E∥F ) (4.82)

where
𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) B

1
𝛾

log(2𝛾𝐷̂1+𝛾 (E ∥F) + 2) 𝑐̂(E∥F ) B inf
𝛾∈ (0,1]

𝑐̂𝛾 (E∥F ) . (4.83)

and the equality in the first line follows from the chain rule for the geometric Rényi divergence (Theorem 4.2),
which implies additivity of the channel divergence. Now, by assumption, 𝑐̂(E∥F ) is finite. Hence, we can take
𝑚 = 𝑛3 and then in the limit 𝑛→∞ all error terms will disappear, so that we get the desired expression. □

5. Outlook
In this final section we discuss multiple ways in which our results could possible be extended.

Recall that we stated our main theorems under the condition that our two channels satisfy 𝐷𝛼 (E||F ) < ∞ for
some 𝛼 > 1. As discussed in subsection 3.1 this condition is not required when restricting to classical channels
or finite dimensional quantum channels. We would hence conjecture that it is unnecessary also in the infinite
dimensional quantum case, however we do not currently know how to prove this. In addition, it would be interesting
to obtain simple characterizations of channels for which 𝐷𝛼 (E∥F ) < ∞ holds for some 𝛼 > 1. In subsection 3.1
we establish a simple condition for generalized depolarizing channels, but we leave finding such conditions for
more general channels open to further work.

Since we extend the finite dimensional results of quantum channel discrimination to separable Hilbert spaces,
it would seem a natural step to attempt an extension of our results to the more general setting of von Neumann
algebras, where quantum hypothesis testing and state discrimination have also already been studied [HP91, FGR23,
BST18, Jen18, Jen21].

While we proved quantum Stein’s lemma for channels in Theorem 3.1, we were only able to prove the so-called
weak converse, where we show that the achievable rate is optimal for all rates that have the type I error also going to
zero. In many cases, also a so-called strong converse holds, which states that allowing the type I error to be at any
value (just strictly less than one) does not allow for a better asymptotic error decay rate of the type II error. This
holds for example in the case of simple asymmetric quantum state discrimination in finite dimensions. Given that
this problem is still open though, both in the case of finite dimensional channel discrimination (see e.g. [FGW22])
and in the case of infinite dimensional state discrimination [Mos22] we do not tackle this problem here.
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𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎) := inf{𝜆 ∈ R| 𝜌 ≤ 2𝜆𝜎}.

To prove the data-processing inequality, note that for any positive (and thus of course also for any completely
positive), trace-preserving linear map Λ : P(H) → P(K) it holds that if 𝜌 ≤ 2𝜆𝜎 ⇔ 2𝜆𝜎 − 𝜌 ≥ 0 then
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𝐷max (Λ(𝜌) | |Λ(𝜎)) ≤ 𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎).

For the triangle inequality, let 𝜌, 𝜎, 𝜔 ∈ D(H). If 𝜌 ≤ 2𝜇𝜔 and 𝜔 ≤ 2𝜂𝜎, then 𝜌 ≤ 2𝜇+𝜂𝜎. Taking infima over
suitable 𝜇, 𝜂 gives the desired result

𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜔) + 𝐷max (𝜔 | |𝜎) ≥ 𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎).
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A.2. Data processing inequality (DPI) for the Hypothesis testing divergence
Recall the definition of the hypothesis testing relative entropy between two states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ D(H) on a separable
Hilbert space as

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌 | |𝜎) := − log inf

0≤𝐹≤1
{Tr[𝐹𝜎] | Tr[𝐹𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜖}.

Now to prove the data-processing inequality use that if Λ : P(H) → P(K) is a completely positive trace
preserving map, then its adjoint w.r.t the Hilbert Schmidt inner product, Λ∗, is a completely positive unital map.
Thus

0 ≤ 𝐹 ≤ 1 =⇒ 0 ≤ Λ∗ (𝐹) ≤ 1,

where the same obviously holds for 1 − 𝐹. Thus

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (Λ(𝜌) | |Λ(𝜎)) = − log inf

0≤𝐹≤1
{Tr[𝐹Λ(𝜎)] | Tr[𝐹Λ(𝜌)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖}

= − log inf
0≤𝐹≤1

{Tr[Λ∗ (𝐹)𝜎] | Tr[Λ∗ (𝐹)𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜖}

≤ − log inf
0≤𝐸≤1

{Tr[𝐸𝜎] | Tr[𝐸𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜖} = 𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (𝜌 | |𝜎).

B. Proof of upper bound in parallel channel quantum Stein’s lemma
(Theorem 3.1)

Lemma B.1. Let E, F : P(H𝐴) → P(K) be two quantum channels (CPTP maps) where H ,K are arbitrary
separable Hilbert spaces. Then

lim
𝜖→0

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷reg (E||F ). (B.1)

Proof. [WW19a] We use inequality (2.34) on the states E⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝐴𝑛 ) and F ⊗𝑛 (𝜔𝑅𝐴𝑛 ) and optimize over 𝜔𝑅𝐴𝑛 ∈
D(H𝑅 ⊗ H⊗𝑛𝐴

) to get

𝐷 𝜖
𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) ≤

1
1 − 𝜖 [𝐷 (E

⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) + ℎ(𝜖)] .

Now multiplying both sides of the above inequality by 1
𝑛

and taking the limit 𝑛→∞ yields

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) ≤
1

1 − 𝜖 lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
[𝐷 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) + ℎ(𝜀)] = 1

1 − 𝜖 𝐷
reg (E||F )

=⇒ lim
𝜖→0

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

𝐻 (E⊗𝑛 | |F ⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷reg (E||F ).

□

C. Proof of Lemma 4.14
Proof of Lemma 4.14. To prove inequality (4.69), we start with inequality (4.57) from Lemma 4.9 for some
𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) applied to the states 𝜌⊗𝑛 and 𝜎⊗𝑛, which, with the additivity of the 𝛼-Petz-Rényi divergence yields

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌 | |𝜎) +
1
𝑛

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖

)
.

Combining this with inequality (4.68) from Lemma 4.13 gives

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) − (1 − 𝛼) (𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎))2 −
1
𝑛

2
1 − 𝛼 log

(
1

1 − 𝜖

)
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under the constraint that 0 < (1 − 𝛼) ≤ log 3
2𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎) . Choosing 1 − 𝛼 =

log 3
2
√
𝑛𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎)

satisfies this and gives

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜎⊗𝑛) ≥ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) −
𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎)√

𝑛

[
log 3

2
+ 4

log 3
log

(
1

1 − 𝜖

)]
≥ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) − 4

√
𝑛
𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎) log

(
2

1 − 𝜖

)
,

where in the last inequality we used that log 3 > 1 and log 3
2 < 4.

To prove inequality (4.70), we start analogously with inequality (4.56) from Equation 4.8 for some 𝛼 > 1.
Applying this to 𝜌⊗𝑛, 𝜎⊗𝑛, using the additivity of the Petz-Rényi divergence, and inequality (4.67) gives

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜎⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) + 1
𝑛

2
𝛼 − 1

log
(

1
𝜖

)
+ 1
𝑛

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖2

)
+ (𝛼 − 1) (𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎))2

with the condition 0 < 𝛼−1 ≤ 𝛾

2 . Picking again 𝛼−1 =
log 3

2
√
𝑛𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎)

, satisfies the condition since 𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎) ≥ log 3
𝛾

and gives similarly to above

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖

max (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜎⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜎) + 4
√
𝑛
𝑐𝛾 (𝜌 | |𝜎) log

(
2
𝜖

)
+ 1
𝑛

log
(

1
1 − 𝜖2

)
.

□

D. Some more properties of the geometric Rényi divergence
Subsequently we write 𝑠(𝜌) for the support of any operator 𝜌, and Π𝜌 for the orthogonal projection onto the
support of 𝜌.

Proposition D.1 (Alternative definition of the geometric Rényi trace function, [Hia19]). If 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H) are
such that 𝜌 ≤ 𝑐𝜎 for some 0 < 𝑐 < ∞, then there exists a unique bounded operator 𝐴 with support and image in
𝑠(𝜎), such that 𝜌1/2 = 𝐴𝜎1/2, and this operator also satisfies 𝐴∗𝐴 ≤ 𝑐Π𝜎 and hence ∥𝐴∥∞ ≤

√
𝑐. If furthermore

𝑏𝜎 ≤ 𝜌 for some 0 < 𝑏 < ∞ we additionally have 𝑏Π𝜎 ≤ 𝐴∗𝐴. We will subsequently also write 𝐴 = 𝜌1/2𝜎−1/2

and 𝐴∗𝐴 = 𝜎−1/2𝜌𝜎−1/2. We can now define the geometric Rényi trace function between 𝜌 and 𝜎 such that
𝑏𝜎 ≤ 𝜌 ≤ 𝑐𝜎 as

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = Tr(𝜎(𝐴∗𝐴)𝛼) = Tr(𝜎(𝜎−1/2𝜌𝜎−1/2)𝛼) . (D.1)

which can be extended to general 𝜌, 𝜎, via

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = lim
𝜀→0

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎)∥𝜎 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎)) . (D.2)

For 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1) ∪ (1, 2] this definition agrees with the one given above in terms of minimal reverse tests.

Lemma D.2. If 𝜎1 ≤ 𝜎2, and 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1) ∪ (1, 2], then

𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎1) ≥ 𝐷𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎2). (D.3)

Proof. We start with the case 𝛼 ∈ (1, 2]. From [Hia19, Prop. 2.10], for all 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ P(H), we have

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎) = 𝑆1−𝛼 (𝜎∥𝜌). (D.4)

where 𝑆1−𝛼 (𝜎∥𝜌) is defined as in Proposition D.1. If we now assume that there exists some 𝑐 < ∞ such that
𝜌 ≤ 𝑐𝜎1 ≤ 𝑐𝜎2 ≤ 𝑐2𝜌, then by Proposition D.1 there exists a bounded 𝐴2 such that 𝐴2𝜌

1/2 = 𝜎
1/2
2 , and also

a bounded 𝐵, with 𝐵∗𝐵 ≤ 1, such that 𝐵𝜎1/2
2 = 𝜎

1/2
1 . Hence, 𝐴1 = 𝐵𝐴2 satisfies 𝐴1𝜌

1/2 = 𝜎
1/2
1 , and we have

𝐴∗1𝐴1 = 𝐴∗2𝐵
∗𝐵𝐴2 ≤ 𝐴∗2𝐴2. From Proposition D.1 it also follows that 𝐴∗1𝐴1 and 𝐴∗2𝐴2 have bounded inverses on
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the support of 𝜌, and so all the following expressions are well-defined. It is well-known that 𝑡 ↦→ 𝑡 𝑝 is operator
anti-monotone for 𝑝 ∈ [−1, 0], and thus,

𝑆1−𝛼 (𝜎1∥𝜌) = Tr(𝜌(𝐴∗1𝐴1)1−𝛼) ≥ Tr(𝜌(𝐴∗2𝐴2)1−𝛼) = 𝑆1−𝛼 (𝜎2∥𝜌) . (D.5)

The statement without requiring the existence of a 𝑐 < ∞ then follows by taking limits as in Proposition D.1. For
this, note that

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)∥𝜎2 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)∥𝜎1 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)) (D.6)

= 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎1) + 𝜀(𝜎2 − 𝜎1)∥𝜎1 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎1) + 𝜀(𝜎2 − 𝜎1)) (D.7)

≤ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎1)∥𝜎1 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎1)) (D.8)

where we used the generalized joint convexity [Hia19, Theorem 2.9] together with 𝜎1 ≤ 𝜎2 in the last step.
For 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1), 𝑡 → 𝑡1−𝛼 is operator monotone, and with the analogous argument we get

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)∥𝜎1 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)) ≤ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)∥𝜎2 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)) . (D.9)

For taking limits, note that

lim inf
𝜀→0

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)∥𝜎1 + 𝜀(𝜌 + 𝜎2)) ≥ 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌∥𝜎1) (D.10)

by the lower semi-continuity of 𝑆𝛼 [Hia19, Theorem 5.5]. The desired statement then follows after taking
logarithms and dividing by 𝛼 − 1 (which reverses the inequality). □

In [Hia19, Proposition 2.11] it was shown that if (𝑠(𝜌1) ∪ 𝑠(𝜎1)) ⊥ (𝑠(𝜌2) ∪ 𝑠(𝜎2)) then 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌1 + 𝜌2∥𝜎1 +𝜎2) =
𝑆𝛼 (𝜌1∥𝜎1) + 𝑆𝛼 (𝜌2∥𝜎2). We require a similar statement for an infinite orthogonal decomposition, which is not
directly implied, so we give a proof here. The argument is still essentially equivalent to the one given for a finite
orthogonal decomposition.

Lemma D.3. For 𝑖 ∈ N, let 𝜌𝑖 , 𝜎𝑖 ∈ B1 be such that (𝑠(𝜌𝑖) ∪ 𝑠(𝜎𝑖)) ⊥ (𝑠(𝜌 𝑗 ) ∪ 𝑠(𝜎𝑗 )) for all 𝑖, 𝑗 . Then, for
𝛼 ∈ [0, 1), (1, 2]:

𝑆𝛼

(∑︁
𝑖

𝜌𝑖





∑︁
𝑖

𝜎𝑖

)
=

∑︁
𝑖

𝑆𝛼 (𝜌𝑖 ∥𝜎𝑖) . (D.11)

Proof. In light of Proposition D.1 we can show the statement in the case where there exists a 𝑐 < ∞ such that
𝜌𝑖 ≤ 𝑐𝜎𝑖 for all 𝑖, and the full statement follows by taking limits. For each 𝑖 pick 𝐴𝑖 such that 𝜌1/2

𝑖
= 𝐴𝑖𝜎

1/2
𝑖

. By
Proposition D.1 we can pick such an 𝐴𝑖 with image and support contained in 𝑠(𝜎𝑖) which are all orthogonal, and
so we get the following three statements(∑︁

𝑖

𝜌𝑖

)1/2
=

(∑︁
𝑖

𝜌
1/2
𝑖

)
=

(∑︁
𝑖

𝐴𝑖

) (∑︁
𝑖

𝜎
1/2
𝑖

)
=

(∑︁
𝑖

𝐴𝑖

) (∑︁
𝑖

𝜎𝑖

)1/2
, (D.12)((∑︁

𝑖

𝐴∗𝑖

) (∑︁
𝑗

𝐴 𝑗

))𝛼
=

∑︁
𝑖

(𝐴∗𝑖 𝐴𝑖)𝛼, (D.13)

𝜎
∑︁
𝑖

(𝐴∗𝑖 𝐴𝑖)𝛼 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝜎𝑖 (𝐴∗𝑖 𝐴𝑖)𝛼, (D.14)

which imply the desired equality. □

E. Some more properties of the quantum relative entropy
Lemma E.1. Let 𝜎 ∈ D (H) be a density matrix, {𝜆𝑖}, 𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑛 be a normalized probability distribution, and
𝜌𝑖 ∈ D (H), 𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑛 be a set of density matrices. Then,

𝐷

(
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖






𝜎
)
+ 𝐻 (𝜆) ≥

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝐷 (𝜌𝑖 ∥𝜎) (E.1)
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where 𝐻 (𝜆) is the Shannon entropy of 𝜆.

Proof. In [Lin73] it was shown that for normalized states 𝜌, 𝜎 the relative entropy in infinite dimensions can be
written as

𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) =
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

|⟨𝑒𝑖 , 𝑓 𝑗⟩|2 (𝑝𝑖 log 𝑝𝑖 − 𝑝𝑖 log 𝑞 𝑗 − 𝑝𝑖 + 𝑞𝑖) (E.2)

=
∑︁
𝑗

⟨𝑒 𝑗 | 𝜌 log 𝜌 − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 |𝑒 𝑗⟩ (E.3)

=
∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | 𝜌 log 𝜌 − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ , (E.4)

where 𝜌 =
∑

𝑖 𝑝𝑖 |𝑒 𝑗⟩⟨𝑒 𝑗 | and 𝜎 =
∑

𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | are the spectral decompositions of 𝜌 and 𝜎, and it is easy to see
(using 𝑥 ≥ 1 + log(𝑥)) that the expressions in the sum are always positive, and hence the sum is well-defined,
although possibly infinite.

We write 𝜎 =
∑

𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | as above, 𝜌 =
∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 , and note that 𝜌 ≥ 𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 for all 𝑖. We then have

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝐷 (𝜌𝑖 ∥𝜎) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖

∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | 𝜌𝑖 log 𝜌𝑖 − 𝜌𝑖 log𝜎 − 𝜌𝑖 + 𝜎 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ (E.5)

=
∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 |
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 log 𝜌𝑖 − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ (E.6)

=
∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 |
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 log(𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖) −
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 log(𝜆𝑖) − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ (E.7)

≤
∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | 𝜌 log 𝜌 − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 −
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖𝜌𝑖 log(𝑝𝑖) | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ (E.8)

=
∑︁
𝑗

⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | 𝜌 log 𝜌 − 𝜌 log𝜎 − 𝜌 + 𝜎 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ +
∑︁
𝑗

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
(−𝜆𝑖 log(𝜆𝑖)) ⟨ 𝑓 𝑗 | 𝜌𝑖 | 𝑓 𝑗⟩ (E.9)

= 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) + 𝐻 (𝜆) (E.10)

where in the inequality step we used the operator monotonicity of the logarithm. Also, based on the argument
mentioned above, one easily checks that in all sums over 𝑗 the summands are always positive, and so all the
expressions are well-defined.

□
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