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Quantum communication is often investigated in scenarios where only the dimension of Hilbert space is
known. However, assigning a precise dimension is often an approximation of what is actually a higher-
dimensional process. Here, we introduce and investigate quantum information encoded in carriers that nearly,
but not entirely, correspond to standard qudits. We demonstrate the relevance of this concept for semi-device-
independent quantum information by showing how small higher-dimensional components can significantly com-
promise the conclusions of established protocols. Then we provide a general method, based on semidefinite re-
laxations, for bounding the set of almost qudit correlations, and apply it to remedy the demonstrated issues. This
method also offers a novel systematic approach to the well-known task of device-independent tests of classical
and quantum dimensions with unentangled devices. Finally, we also consider viewing almost qubit systems as a
physical resource available to the experimenter and determine the optimal quantum protocol for the well-known
Random Access Code.

Introduction.— The Hilbert space dimension of a system is
a key property in quantum theory. Most experiments assume
knowledge of it because it reflects the number of relevant in-
dependent degrees of freedom. Indeed, even the fundamental
unit of quantum information, namely the qubit, is expressed
in terms of the (minimal meaningful) quantum dimension. It
is natural that much research has been devoted to the quan-
tum dimension: the device-independently certification of it
[1–5], investigating the cost of classically simulating qubits
[6–8], using d-dimensional quantum systems (qudits) to out-
perform d-dimensional classical systems (dits) in useful tasks
[9–11] and performing quantum information protocols in ex-
periments where nothing but the dimension is assumed to be
known [12–15]. A large number of experiments have followed
(see e.g. [16–23]). Typically, these considerations take place
in prepare-and-measure scenarios, i.e. experiments in which
a sender communicates quantum systems and a receiver mea-
sures them.

However, assigning a fixed finite dimension to a real-world
quantum system is often an idealisation. Typically, it is an
approximation of what is actually an infinite-dimensional sys-
tem. Common platforms for qubit communication, such as
weak coherent pulses or polarisation photons obtained by
spontaneous parametric down-conversion constitute relevant
examples. Indeed both very nearly correspond to harmonic
oscillator qubits and polarisation qubits respectively, but the
former still features higher-order oscillations and the latter
still features multi-photon emissions. Whereas such dimen-
sional deviations may often be viewed as neglegible noise in
device-dependent protocols, it is much less clear whether the
same is true in semi-device-independent quantum information
protocols, namely when experimental devices are mostly un-
characterised. In fact, the practical challenges associated to a
precise quantum dimension have in recent times partly moti-
vated semi-device-independent concepts that are entirely dif-
ferent from the quantum dimension [24–29].

Here, we aim to remedy the shortcomings of dimension-
based semi-device-independent quantum information proto-
cols while maintaining the basic interest in the quantum di-

mension. To this end, we introduce and investigate systems
that only nearly admit a faithful description in terms of qudits.
These “almost qudits” are formulated operationally, i.e. in a
platform-independent way, and can thus be readily adapted to
various quantum systems commonly modelled with a fixed di-
mension. We formalise the concept in the ubiquitous prepare-
and-measure scenario and demonstrate its relevance by re-
visiting two established dimension-based quantum informa-
tion protocols, for random number generation [30, 31] and
for certification of multi-outcome measurements [22] respec-
tively, and showcase how tiny higher-dimensional contribu-
tions can in some cases significantly compromise their con-
clusions. Small deviations from the assumed quantum di-
mension can cause compromised security for random number
generation and false positives for measurement certification.
These observations motivate us to develop general tools for
analysing almost qudit correlations. We introduce a hierar-
chy of semidefinite programming relaxations for bounding the
set of almost qudit quantum correlations. We demonstrate its
usefulness by fully resolving the issues observed for the two
dimension-based protocols. Then, we change perspective and
consider almost qudits as a resource for the experimenter; we
show how to control the higher-dimensional components in
order to optimally boost the performance of the Quantum Ran-
dom Access Code [32]. Lastly, we discuss how our semidef-
inite programming hierarchy constitutes a general and useful
tool for the well-researched task of device-independently test-
ing the dimension of a physical system.

Almost qudits in the prepare-and-measure scenario.— A
qudit is a quantum state that can be represented by a density
matrix in a Hilbert space of dimension d, i.e., ρ ∈ D(Cd). We
say that quantum states in an experiment can be described by
almost qudits ρ, if the states are in principle require a represen-
tation in a countably unbounded Hilbert space (ρ ∈ D(CD)
for any D ≥ d), but their support is almost entirely on a d-
dimensional subspace. Formally, we require that it is possible
to choose a representation such that

Tr (ρΠd) ≥ 1− ϵ , (1)
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for all states ρ where Πd =
∑d

j=1 |j⟩⟨j| is the projector onto
the qudit subspace and ϵ ∈ [0, 1] is a deviation parameter
quantifying the failure to admit a qudit description. The lim-
iting cases, ϵ = 0 and ϵ = 1, correspond to a standard qudit
and to an arbitrary quantum state respectively. Thus, we are
mainly interested in the regime 0 < ϵ≪ 1. As a simple exam-
ple, the optical coherent state |α⟩ = e−

|α|
2

∑∞
n=0

αn
√
n!

|n⟩ has
D = ∞ in the Fock basis but for small average photon num-
bers (i.e. |α| ≪ 1) it corresponds to an almost qubit (d = 2)
with ϵ = 1− e−|α|(1 + |α|2) ≈ |α|.

We compare the almost qudit condition (1) to the trace norm
condition ∥ρ−ΠdρΠd∥1 ≤ ϵ′. In general, the trace-norm
condition is stronger than the almost qudit constraint. Indeed,
the former implies the latter, as

1− tr(ρΠd) ≤ tr |ρ−ΠdρΠd| = ∥ρ−ΠdρΠd∥1 ≤ ϵ′ . (2)

Unless the operator ΠdρΠd is positive, the converse is false.
Winter’s gentle measurement lemma [33] implies simple up-
per bound on the trace distance between ρ and ΠdρΠd given
the almost qudit condition (1), namely

∥ρ−ΠdρΠd∥1 ≤ ϵ′ ≡
√
8ϵ . (3)

The trace-norm condition has the operational interpretation
that there exists no experimental procedure by which an al-
most qudit can be distinguished from its (unnormalised) qudit
projection with an accuracy greater than ϵ′.

More generally, consider a prepare-and-measure experi-
ment featuring a sender, Alice and a receiver, Bob. Alice se-
lects an input x ∈ {1, . . . , nX} and is assumed to prepare a
qudit state ρx that is sent to Bob, who in turn selects an in-
put y ∈ {1, . . . , nY } and performs a corresponding quantum
measurement {Mb|y}b with outcome b. The correlations are

p(b|x, y) = Tr
(
ρxMb|y

)
. (4)

If the states ρx in the experiment are not exactly qu-
dits, but only almost qudits (1) associated to the devia-
tion parameters ϵx, the probabilities can change by at most∣∣p(ϵx)(b|x, y)− p(0)(b|x, y)

∣∣ ≤ 2ϵ′x = 4
√
2ϵx. In Ap-

pendix A we also show that for any linear functional W =∑
bxy cbxyp

(ϵx)(b|x, y), for real coefficients cbxy , the maxi-
mal value based on Alice preparing almost qudits (W (ϵx)) can
be bounded by a perturbation of the maximal value associated
to standard qudits (W (0)), namely

W (ϵx) ≤W (0) + 2
∑
xy

ϵ′x max
b

|cbxy|. (5)

Since the correction is of order maxx ϵ
′
x, one might believe

that the practical impact of almost qudits on dimension-based
quantum information protocols is accordingly small, and that
such a perturbative approach would for practical purposes suf-
fice for their analysis. However, as we will see explicitly,
such intuition is misguided. A more sophisticated analysis
is needed to remedy the limitations of dimension-based pro-
tocols without rendering their success rates considerably sub-
optimal or even vanishing.
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FIG. 1: Randomness certified by the observed parameter pRAC for
different deviation parameters ϵ. The black curve corresponds to a
standard qubit-based protocol.

Finally, as with dimension-based correlations but unlike
some other prepare-and-measure frameworks [26, 29], almost
qudit correlations have a natural classical analog. The classi-
cal case corresponds to assuming that all states are diagonal in
the same basis, i.e. ρx =

∑
m p(m|x) |m⟩⟨m|. The assump-

tion (1) simplifies to ∀x :
∑d

m=1 p(m|x) ≥ 1− ϵx. It follows
that the set of classical correlations is a polytope. Without loss
of generality, it can be characterised using a finite alphabet for
m by following the methods of [28].

Impact of almost qubits on random number generation.—
We investigate the magnitude of the impact of tiny higher-
dimensional contributions on a well-known qubit-based pro-
tocol for random number generation [30, 31]. The proto-
col relies on the Quantum Random Access Code in the sce-
nario (nX , nY , nB) = (4, 2, 2), where Alice’s input is rep-
resented as two bits x1 and x2: Bob randomly selects one
of them which he aims to recover. On average, the proba-
bility of success reads pRAC = 1

8

∑
x1,x2=0,1

∑
y=1,2 p(b =

xy|x, y). When Alice sends qubits, the optimal quantum pro-
tocol achieves pQ

RAC = 2+
√
2

4 . The protocol uses pRAC as
a security parameter to certify that b is random (e.g. when
(x, y) = (1, 1)) also for an adversary who controls the
devices via classical side information λ. The random-
ness can be quantified by the conditional min-entropy R =
− log2 (Pg), where Pg is the largest probability of guessing
b, i.e. Pg = max{p(1|1, 1), p(2|1, 1)}, compatible with the
observed value of pRAC.

Consider for simplicity a perfect value pRAC = pQ
RAC, which

gives R = − log2

(
pQ

RAC

)
≈ 0.228 bits of randomness [30]

under a qubit assumption. However, the amount of certi-
fied randomness reduces considerably if the physical imple-
mentation uses almost qubits. For instance, choosing only
ϵx = 10−3, we numerically found via a seesaw procedure a
much less random quantum model, implying the upper bound
R ≲ 0.152 bits. Thus, a 1‰ deviation from a faithful qubit
leads to a standard qubit-based analysis overestimating the
randomness by at least about 50%. Playing the role of the
adversary, we systematically searched numerically for quan-
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tum models for some small choices of ϵ with the aim of maxi-
mally compromising the amount of certified randomness. The
results are illustrated in Fig. 1. We see that the amount of
certified randomness drops rapidly with ϵ and that the detri-
mental impact is largest for well-performing experiments that
manage to approach the optimal value pQ

RAC.
Impact of almost qubits on measurement certification.— As

a second example, we consider the impact of almost qubits
on a qubit-based protocol for certifying genuine four-outcome
measurements. In Ref. [22], such a scheme is reported in the
scenario (nX , nY ) = (4, 4) where the first three measurement
settings have binary outcomes (b ∈ {1, 2}) but the fourth set-
ting has four possible outcomes (b ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}). The task
corresponds to the following objective,

A ≡ 1

12

4∑
x=1

3∑
y=1

p(tx,y|x, y)−
1

5

4∑
x=1

p(x|x, y = 4), (6)

where t = [1, 1, 1; 1, 2, 2; 2, 1, 2; 2, 2, 1]. The optimal value
for qubits is AQ = 3+

√
3

6 ≈ 0.7887. To achieve this, the
setting y = 4 must correspond to a qubit SIC-POVM. It was
proven that A ≳ 0.78367 implies that y = 4 corresponds to a
genuine four-outcome measurement, i.e. a measurement that
cannot be reduced to a classical mixture of measurements with
at most three outcomes. This was experimentally certified by
observing A ≈ 0.78514 [22].

Using a seesaw routine, we numerically found an almost
qubit model with deviation parameter ϵx ≈ 5× 10−4 that re-
produces the experimentally observed certificate using only a
ternary-outcome measurement. This would constitute a false
positive when the lab states are not exactly faithful qubits.
Moreover, using only ϵx ≈ 3 × 10−3, ternary-outcome mea-
surements can even exceed the qubit quantum limit AQ. These
results are part of the systematic numerical search, see Fig 2,
for the trade-off between A and ϵ for ternary-outcome mea-
surements.

Finally, in Appendix B, we also investigate the impact of
almost qubits on self-testing protocols based on the Quantum
Random Access Code [14, 34–36]. It quantitatively bench-
marks a preparation device that aims to emit the four states
used in the BB84 quantum key distribution protocol.

Semidefinite relaxations.— The considerable impact of al-
most qudits in dimension-based quantum information tasks
naturally motivates the development of methods for analysing
the set of almost qudit correlations. We introduce a hier-
archy of semidefinite programming relaxations for bounding
this set in arbitrary prepare-and-measure scenarios. This con-
sists of a sequence of computable necessary conditions for the
existence of an almost qudit model for a given distribution
p(b|x, y).

Define S = {11, V, ρ1, . . . , ρnX
,M1|1, . . . ,MnB |nY

}
where 11 is the identity on CD and V is an auxiliary oper-
ator whose properties are to be specified. We can w. l. g
assume that ρx is pure (ρx = ρ2x), see Appendix C. Also,
we can w. l. g assume that the measurements are projective
(Mb|yMb′|y = δb,b′Mb|y) because of the possibility of Neu-
mark dilations. Build a monomial list S which consists of
products of the elements of S. The choice of which products

Qubit genuine 4 - outcome

Qubit genuine 3-outcome
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FIG. 2: Correlation function A versus the deviation parameter ϵ for
almost qubits with ternary-outcome measurements (full black line).
Dashed lines are ternary (red) and quaternary (blue) bounds on A
assuming perfect qubits.

to include is a degree of freedom and corresponds to the level
of the relaxation. Then, associate a |S| × |S| moment matrix

Γu,v = Tr
(
uv†

)
, (7)

for u, v ∈ S. Importantly, the quantum probabilities (4) ap-
pear as elements in Γ and are therefore fixed to the values
p(b|x, y). Due to rules such as normalisation of states, cyclic-
ity of trace and projectivity of measurements, many elements
in Γ are equivalent. The remaining entries are viewed as free
variables. By construction Γ is postive semidefinite.

Next, we impose the almost qudit property. To this end,
we make use of the unphysical operator V to emulate the
projection operator Πd. Thus, we insist that V is projective
(V = V 2) and that its trace is d (TrV = d). The former
impacts the equivalences among the entries of Γ while the lat-
ter implies the additional constraint Γ11,V = d. The almost
qudit constraint (1) can then be imposed through explicit con-
straints on Γρx,V . A necessary condition for the existence of a
quantum model is the feasibility of the following semidefinite
program,

find Γ s.t. ∀x : Γ11,ρx
= 1, Γ11,V = d

Γρx,V ≥ 1− ϵx, and Γ ⪰ 0. (8)

Furthermore, this tool can be immediately adapted to bound-
ing the maximal quantum value of a generic linear objective
function: simply substitute the feasibility problem (8) for a
maximisation problem in which Γρx,Mb|y are now free vari-
ables compounding the objective function.

Almost qudit protocols.— We showcase the practical use-
fulness of the semidefinite relaxation hierarchy by applying
it to the previously considered protocols. Already in Fig 1,
we reported upper bounds on the randomness under the al-
most qubit assumption. In order to be able to certify ran-
domness from almost qubits, we require lower bounds. It is
well-known that upper bounds on the guessing probability Pg

(lower bounds on R) under quantum correlation constraints
are typically compatible with semidefinite relaxations [37].
Using our method with a moment matrix of size 115 we have
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reproduced the curves in Fig 1 up to solver precision. Thus,
these curves constitute the optimal randomness extraction for
almost qubits. This can be compared to the method based on
naive use of perturbations of a standard qubit scenario, fol-
lowing Eq. (5). In Appendix D, we perform the perturbative
analysis for the randomness generation and find that already
for ϵ > 10−5, randomness cannot be certified at all.

Similarly, using a moment matrix of size 235 we are able
to prove that the previously reported value of ϵ for a falsely
positive genuine four-outcome measurement in fact is opti-
mal. More generally, we obtain tight upper bounds on the
maximal value of A for any ϵ under ternary-outcome mea-
surements. These accurately coincide with the lower bounds
numerically reported in Fig 2. Thus, the certification can now
be performed under the almost qubit assumption. In compar-
ison, performing the same analysis using the perturbative ap-
proach (5) leads to significantly suboptimal bounds (see Ap-
pendix D). For example, under quaternary-outcome measure-
ments, a perturbative analysis deduces a deviation parameter
ϵ ≈ 3 × 10−8 from the experimental value of A in [22].
However, the optimal deviation parameter, pinpointed through
semidefinite relaxations, is 105 times larger.

Almost qubits as a resource.— So far, we have considered
situations in which the experimenter aims to prepare a qudit
but fails to control the small higher-dimensional components
of the lab state. Consider now the complementary situation in
which the experimenter has the ability to manipulate the entire
almost qudit system. Then, almost qudits become a resource
for boosting quantum communication beyond standard qudits.
An interesting demonstration of this is obtained from Alice
sending the following four states

|ϕ00⟩ =
√
1− ϵ |0⟩+

√
ϵ |2⟩ , |ϕ10⟩ =

√
1− ϵs+01 −

√
ϵs+23,

|ϕ11⟩ =
√
1− ϵ |1⟩+

√
ϵ |3⟩ , |ϕ01⟩ =

√
1− ϵs−01 −

√
ϵs−23,

where s±ij = |i⟩±|j⟩√
2

. These allow for boosting the suc-
cess probability of the celebrated Quantum Random Access
Code [32]. By optimally choosing the measurement operator
{M0|y} as the projector onto the positive eigenspace of the
operator Oy =

∑
x1,x2

(−1)xy |ϕx1x2⟩⟨ϕx1x2 |, one finds the
success probability

pRAC(ϵ) =
1

2
+

1

4

[√
1 + h(ϵ) +

√
1− h(ϵ)

]
, (9)

where h(ϵ) = (1− 2ϵ)
√
1 + 4ϵ− 4ϵ2, which is valid for ϵ ≤

1
2 . A natural question is whether this is the best allowed by
quantum theory. We have answered this in the positive by
employing a semidefinite relaxation of size 107. For the most
relevant case of small ϵ, there is an immediate connection to
the standard qubit scenario: the first-order approximation is
pRAC(ϵ) ≈ 2+

√
2

4 + ϵ√
2

, which is a linear correction to the

success probability pQ
RAC of the standard Quantum Random

Access Code. Note that a perturbative approach (5) would
have overestimated the correction term by putting it at 4

√
2ϵ.

Bounding standard qudit correlations.— An important spe-
cial case of our semidefinite relaxation method is when ϵx =
0, corresponding to standard qudits. Naturally, bounding qudit

Upper bound

Lower bound
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FIG. 3: Upper and lower bounds on the success probability of the
three-trit Quantum Random Access Code for qudits of dimensions
d = 2, . . . , 20. Upper bounds were computed using partially
symmetrised semidefinite relaxations (variable elimination methods
but not block-diagonalisation methods) at level 2 of the hierarchy.
Lower bounds were computed by numerical search.

correlations has been the subject of prior research [10, 38–40].
The leading established method is also based on semidefinite
relaxations [10] but differs significantly from ours. While [10]
requires numerical sampling to construct the moment matrix,
ours is fully deterministic. Also, although not strictly neces-
sary, it typically favours separate semidefinite programs for all
rank combinations of the measurement operators [39]. This
scales very quickly in all three parameters (nY , nB , d). In
contrast, our method requires only a single semidefinite pro-
gram. A key distinguishing feature of our method is that the
complexity of the program is independent of d. Furthermore,
it also applies to the classical case, relevant when linear pro-
gramming becomes too expensive, simply by imposing com-
mutation constraints [ρx, ρx′ ] = 0 and [Mb|y,Mb′|y′ ] = 0 in
the moment matrix (7). The main drawback is that our method
does not converge to the quantum set of correlations (see Ap-
pendix C for an example). The basic reason is that our method
equally well applies to a superset of qudit systems, namely
correlations obtained from systems whose dimension, when
averaged over a hidden variable, is d [39, 41]. Although con-
vergence is also not known for the established method [39],
there are cases in which it performs better.

We exemplify the usefulness of our method by address-
ing intermediate-scale dimensions in the simplest variant of a
Quantum Random Access Code for which no analytical so-
lution is presently known. Alice has three trits x1x2x3 ∈
{1, 2, 3} and communicates a d-dimensional system. Bob has
one trit y ∈ {1, 2, 3} and aims to output b = xy . The success
probability is qRAC = 1

81

∑
x1x2x3y

p(b = xy|x, y). Invok-
ing the standard symmetries of the Random Access Code (see
[40]) to reduce the number of independent variables, we used
semidefinite relaxations of size 1128 to bound qRAC for ev-
ery d = 2, . . . , 20. Crucially, because the complexity of the
computation is independent of d, we can readily evaluate also
the higher-dimensional cases. In Fig. 3 we plot the resulting
upper bounds together with numerical lower bounds on qRAC
obtained via an alternating convex search. These bounds are
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not expected to be optimal, but we conclude from the nar-
row difference between the upper and lower bounds that our
semidefinite relaxations are at worst only nearly optimal. Im-
portantly, we see that the gap tends to narrow even further as
the dimension increases. This attests to the accuracy of the
semidefinite relaxation method on the scale when it is most
relevant, namely for higher dimensional systems.

Discussion.— We have introduced almost qudits as an av-
enue to remedy the practical shortcomings of dimension-
based quantum information protocols. We presented several
examples showcasing the relevance of the concept; demon-
strating how tiny deviations from an assumed dimension can
significantly compromise the conclusions of established pro-
tocols. This led us to develop methods for analysing al-
most qudits in the prepare-and-measure scenario and exem-
plify their usefulness both to concrete almost qudit problems
as well as to established standard qudit problems.

Our work leaves several natural questions. Which experi-
mental platforms are most and least prone to dimensional de-
viations from established theoretical models? What resources
could an eavesdropper use to efficiently hack them? How do
we wisely tailor protocols to perform well for almost qudit
systems? These matters are particularly relevant in the context
of the increasing interest in high-dimensional quantum infor-

mation [42–46]. Moreover, what is the magnitude of quan-
tum advantage possible from almost qudits, as compared to
classical almost dits? Is it possible to find a converging hi-
erarchy of semidefinite relaxations for characterising almost
qudit correlations? Can these ideas be leveraged to semi-
device-independent quantum key distribution protocols based
on qubit assumptions [12, 13]?

Note added: A previous version of this manuscript incor-
rectly stated that the almost qudit constraint is equivalent to
the trace-norm condition ∥ρ−ΠdρΠd∥1 ≤ ϵ with the same ϵ
as in Eq. (1), instead of the ϵ′ of Eq. (3).
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Appendix A: Perturbative bound for almost qudit correlations

Given any linear function of the probabilities,

W =
∑
bxy

cbxyp(b|x, y) , (A1)

we show that the quantum maximum for an almost qudit strategy is subject to the universal bound

W (ϵx) ≤W (0) + 2
∑
x

ϵ′x
∑
y

max
b

|cbxy| , (A2)

where ϵ′ ≡
√
8ϵ and W (ϵx) is the maximum quantum value of W for almost qudits with deviation parameters ϵx,

W (ϵx) ≡ max
ρx,Mb|y

W (ϵx)
(
{ρx,Mb|y}

)
≡W (ϵx)

(
{ρ′x,M ′

b|y}
)
. (A3)

To see this, remember that any set of almost qudit states ρx is ϵ′ ≡
√
8ϵ-close to their (unnormalised) projection on the qudit

space, ∥ρx −ΠdρxΠd∥1 ≤ ϵ′ ≡
√
8ϵ. Defining their normalised projections ρ̃x = ΠdρxΠd

∥ΠdρxΠd∥ , we use the triangle inequality to
get

∥ρx − ρ̃x∥ ≤ ∥ρx −ΠdρxΠd∥+ ∥ΠdρxΠd − ρ̃x∥ ≤ 2ϵ′x , (A4)

i.e., any almost qudit state is 2ϵ′x-close to its normalised projection on the qudit space.
For any set of measurements {Mb|y}, we find

W (ϵx)({ρx,Mb|y})−W (0)({ρ̃x,Mb|y}) =
∑
bxy

cbxy Tr
[
(ρx − ρ̃x)Mb|y

]
(A5)

=
∑
x

Tr

(ρx − ρ̃x)
∑
by

cbxyMb|y

 (A6)

≤
∑
xy

∥ρx − ρ̃x∥

∥∥∥∥∥∑
b

cbxyMb|y

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

(A7)

≤ 2
∑
x

ϵ′x
∑
y

∥∥∥∥∥∑
b

cbxyMb|y

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

(A8)

≤ 2
∑
x

ϵ′x
∑
y

max
b

|cbxy| , (A9)

where in the fourth line we used Hölder’s inequality and in the last line we use that
∑

bMb|y = 11.
The above inequality applies in particular to the almost qudit strategy ({ρ′x,M ′

b|y}) that realises the maximal value W (ϵx).
Thus, we have the following chain of inequalities,

W (ϵx) ≤W (0)
(
{ρ̃′x,M ′

b|y}
)
+ 2

∑
xy

ϵ′x max
b

|cbxy| ≤W (0) + 2
∑
xy

ϵ′x max
b

|cbxy| . (A10)

Appendix B: Self-testing and almost qubits

The Quantum Random Access Code is also a benchmark for self-testing protocols. Under a qubit restriction, an observation
of the optimal value pQ

RAC certifies that the preparation device emits the four states used in the BB84 QKD protocol. That is,
up to a global unitary, the preparations are given by |ψx1x2⟩ = Hx1Zx2 |0⟩ where H is the Hadamard gate. The quality of the
preparation device can then be quantified based on the smallest average fidelity between the BB84 states and the possible lab
states compatible with the observed value of pRAC, i.e.

F = min
{ρx1x2

}∈T (pRAC)
Favg, (B1)



8

ϵ

0 0.1%

0.5% 1%

0.76 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.84
0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

pRAC

ℱ

FIG. 4: The average fidelity F of the prepared states with the BB84 ensemble |ψx1x2⟩ = Hx1Zx2 |0⟩ in function of the observed value pRAC

for different deviation parameters ϵ. Results with and without shared randomness are plotted in dashed and full lines respectively.

where the average fidelity

Favg = max
Λ

1

4

∑
x1,x2=0,1

⟨ψx1x2
|Λ[ρx1x2

]|ψx1x2
⟩ (B2)

itself is optimised over an arbitrary extraction channel Λ.
Consider now the impact of an ϵ-deviation from the qubit assumption. For instance, let the device prepare almost qubits

|ϕ00⟩ =
√
1− ϵ |0⟩+

√
ϵ |2⟩ , |ϕ10⟩ =

√
1− ϵs+01 −

√
ϵs+23,

|ϕ11⟩ =
√
1− ϵ |1⟩+

√
ϵ |3⟩ , |ϕ01⟩ =

√
1− ϵs−01 −

√
ϵs−23, (B3)

where s±ij = cos θ |i⟩ ± sin θ |j⟩. The optimal success probability can be computed analytically as pRAC = 1
2 + 1

8

∑
y λ+(Oy),

by optimally choosing the measurement operator {M0|y} as the projector onto the positive eigenspace of the operator Oy =∑
x1,x2

(−1)xy |ϕx1x2⟩⟨ϕx1x2 |. Using the Choi representation of Λ, the average fidelity associated to the states can be computed
as a semidefinite program for a given θ and ϵ, which then immediately yields an upper bound on F . In Fig. 4 we display the
results, both with and without shared randomness. Alike the case of random number generation, we see that a well-performing
experiment, corresponding to larger values of pRAC, is more sensitive to the impact of small higher-dimensional components.
Numerically, we have found no strategy with a larger impact on the self-testing conclusions of the qubit-based protocol.

Appendix C: Restriction to pure states & non-convergence

Here, we show that we can restrict to pure states ρ̃x = ρ̃2x at the level of the hierarchy. That it, we show that for every strategy
that generates the behaviour p(b|x, y) = tr

(
ρxMb|y

)
with mixed states ρ̃x ̸= ρ̃2x measurements Mb|y , we can find an equivalent

pure strategy ρ̃x = ρ̃2x with measurements M̃b|y that generates the same behaviour while still satisfying all SDP constraints in
the relaxation.

One can always decompose a mixed state ρx as a sum of pure states |ψx
λ⟩1

ρx =
∑
λ

p(λ) |ψx
λ⟩⟨ψx

λ| . (C1)

We may define a new set of states ρ̃x and measurements operators M̃b|y that generate the same behaviour p, as follows:

ρ̃x =
⊕
λ

|ψx
λ⟩⟨ψx

λ| , M̃b|y =
⊕
λ

Mb|y . (C2)

1 In general, the weights in the decomposition will depend on the state, i.e.
in general, ρx =

∑
λ p

x(λ)
∣∣ψx

λ

〉〈
ψx
λ

∣∣. However, this can always be
rewritten as ρx =

∑
λ1,...,λnX

p(λ1, . . . , λnX )
∣∣∣ψx

λx

〉〈
ψx
λx

∣∣∣, where

p(λ1, . . . , λnX ) =
∏nX

x=1 p
x(λ).
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We also introduce a new identity operator

Ṽ =
⊕
λ

V . (C3)

By redefining the (unnormalised) trace as

t̃r(X) =
∑
λ

p(λ) tr(Xλ) , (C4)

whereX =
⊕

λXλ and tr is the regular (normalised) trace, one may readily check that our new set of operators indeed generate

the same behaviour i.e. p(b|x, y) = tr
(
ρ̃xM̃b|y

)
, satisfy all original SDP constraints; t̃r(ρ̃x) = 1 for all x, Ṽ = Ṽ 2 with

t̃r(Ṽ ) = d and t̃r
(
ρ̃xṼ

)
> 1− ϵx for all x, while in addition all states are pure, ρ̃2x = ρ̃x.

Precisely because shared randomness is built into the hierarchy, it cannot converge in general, i.e. it can only guarantee the
dimension on average – not in every round. For example, if the Quantum Random Access Code is implemented for d = 3,
the true quantum limit is pRAC = 5+

√
5

8 . Our relaxation cannot go below the upper bound pRAC ≤ 6+
√
2

8 . The reason is that
this value can be obtained from uniformly mixing the optimal qubit strategy with the trivial four-dimensional strategy, namely
1
2 × pQ

RAC + 1
2 × 1 = 6+

√
2

8 . On average, the dimension is d = 3. The fact that our method cannot go beyond this limit follows
from an argument analogous to the above: one can construct a new trace based on separately applying the standard trace to
a qubit and ququart block of a moment matrix. In this case, one defines a new set of pure states from the optimal qubit and
quart strategies, i.e., ρ̃x = ρBB84

x ⊕ |x⟩⟨x| and similarly for the measurements. One then constructs a new identity operator
Ṽ = 112 ⊕ 114, where 11d is the usual identity in dimension d and redefines the trace as t̃r(X) = 1

2 tr(X1) +
1
2 tr(X2).

Appendix D: Application perturbative analysis to protocols

We apply the perturbative analysis to the problem of randomness certification based on the RAC discussed in the main text.
Say one observes a given value of the security parameter p(ϵx)RAC in an experiment where the states deviate from perfect qubits by
ϵx. How much randomness can still be certified? Based on the bound (A2), we know that in the qubit subspace, we must have at
least p(0)RAC ≥ p

(ϵx)
RAC− 1

2

∑
x ϵ

′
x. For a given setting x∗, this value certifies a certain minimal guessing probability Pg in the qubit

subspace (and hence randomness R(0) = − log2(P
(0)
g )). To find the certifiable randomness based on almost qubits, however,

we must bound the guessing probability for our almost qubit ensemble, leading to a second correction, P (0)
g ≤ P

(ϵx)
g + 2ϵ′x∗ .

Taken together, we find

R(ϵx)(p
(ϵx)
RAC) ≥ log

(
2R

(0)(p
(ϵx)
RAC− 1

2

∑
x ϵ′x) + 2ϵ′x∗

)
, (D1)

whereR(0)(pRAC) is the randomness for perfect qubits given one observed a security parameter pRAC. The perturbative analysis
suggests that we require ϵ < 10−5 in order to certify any randomness. In the same vein, the equation (A2) can be immediately
applied to the problem of measurement certification discussed in the main text. In this case, the suboptimality of the perturbative
approach is even more drastic. Unless ϵ < 10−8, no genuine qubit POVM can be certified (105 times smaller than the actual
value). Both of these examples illustrate that the hierarchy method is essential to analysing almost qudit corrections.
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