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The conventional certification method for quantum teleportation protocols relies on surpassing
the highest achievable classical average fidelity between target and teleported states. Our investi-
gation highlights the limitations of this approach: inconsistent conclusions can be obtained when
it is considered different distance measures in the quantum state space, leading to contradictory
interpretations. In particular, this behavior is manifested when modeling a very common noisy
experimental scenario, in which the resource state takes the form of a Werner state generated by the
influence of a depolarizing channel acting on the Bell state resource. Two additional noise models,
based on amplitude-damping channel, are also analyzed. Our work, therefore, stresses the necessity
of new certification methods for quantum teleportation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum teleportation [1, 2] is a fundamental protocol
in the field of quantum information. In the general case,
it consists of a series of local operations applied over a
composite global quantum system, assisted by a classical
communication channel, which aims to transfer an un-
known state ρa from one quantum system a to another
B. In the ideal case, the sender (Alice) succeeds with
probability one in transmitting the state ρa of her qubit
system a to the target qubit B operated by the receiver
(Bob). This protocol relies on preparing a –maximally
entangled– Bell state, usually referred to as the resource
state, in the joint system composed of an auxiliary qubit
system A and the target system B. This step is followed
by Alice’s measurement: a projection onto the Bell basis
{|Φi⟩}4i=1 over qubits a and A. Finally, Alice classically
communicates its measurement result to Bob who cor-
rects his state ρB|i by applying local Pauli gates Ui con-
ditioned on Alice’s measurement, that is, ρBi = Uiρ

B|iUi,
resulting in ρBi = ρa for all i ∈ [1, 4].
In realistic scenarios, the experimental implementation

of this protocol is often affected by sources of error, such
as environmental noise or implementation imperfections,
leading to the transference of a state ρBi , with proba-
bility pi, which is generally different from ρa [3–6], as
illustrated in Fig. 1. Consequently, two related and im-
portant questions arise: How to evaluate the performance
of a non-ideal protocol? How to certify that a given tele-
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FIG. 1. Diagram of quantum teleportation with resource
qubits affected by noise via channels EqA and EqB on the Bell
state |Φ1⟩. We consider in this work three different noises: de-
polarizing channel Ede

q , amplitude-damping channel Ead
q , and

the mirrored counterpart of the amplitude-damping, Emad
q .

portation protocol is genuinely quantum?
The average fidelity of teleportation ⟨F̄ ⟩ is typically the

chosen figure of merit for assessing protocol accuracy. It
is defined as,

⟨F̄ ⟩ =
∫
F̄ (ρa) dψ, (1)

where ρa = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, F̄ (ρa) =
∑

i piF (ρ
a, ρBi ) is the score

fidelity of the protocol and F (ρ, σ) =
(
Tr(
√√

ρ σ
√
ρ)
)2

is the Uhlman-Josza fidelity. The average is taken over
all pure input states with dψ a normalized Haar measure:∫
dψ = 1.
On the other hand, the literature widely states that a

teleportation protocol is certified to be genuinely quan-
tum as long as Alice can transmit the unknown initial
state to Bob with greater accuracy compared to the best
classical protocol, which stands for a measure-prepare
strategy (with no quantum resources and only one copy
of the state to be teleported), achieving a maximum
average fidelity of ⟨F̄ ⟩cl = 2/3. Therefore, a telepor-
tation protocol is quantum-certified only when the av-
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erage fidelity of the protocol ⟨F̄ ⟩ exceeds 2/3, that is,
⟨F̄ ⟩ > ⟨F̄ ⟩cl = 2/3 [2, 7].

The choice of Uhlman-Josza fidelity as the main distin-
guishability measure between quantum states is crucial
in this certification method. However, there are other
equally valid options to consider, for instance, trace dis-
tance, Wootters distance, and Bures distance, among
others. Although the possibility of using different distin-
guishability measures in teleportation was mentioned in
the seminal work [8], this concept has not been explored
further. In this work, we aim to fill that gap by exploring
the consequences of using different measures, specifically
by analyzing the average distance of teleportation:

⟨D̄⟩ =
∫
D̄(ρa) dψ, (2)

where D̄(ρa) =
∑

i piD(ρa, ρBi ) is the score distance of
the protocol and D(ρ, σ) is any distinguishability mea-
sure satisfying (i) positivity: D(ρ, σ) ≥ 0 with D(ρ, σ) =
0 iff ρ = σ, and (ii) unitary invariance: D(ρ, σ) =
D(UρU†, UσU†). Property (i) defines a distance-like dis-
tinguishability measure. In addition, we shall consider
overlap-like measures, such as fidelity or affinity, which
reach their maximum value for ρ = σ; see Appendix A
for further information on the distinguishability measures
employed in this work.

First, in Sec. II, we obtain the optimal classical proto-
col for an arbitrary distance measure by minimizing the
average distance of teleportation among all possible mea-
surements and prepare protocols. Interestingly, this op-
timal protocol consists of two parts: one independent of
the distance used, and the other dependent on it. Specif-
ically, Alice is required to perform a projective measure-
ment on her qubit and communicate the measurement
result to Bob. Subsequently, Bob prepares a qubit with
the same direction in the Bloch sphere as the observ-
able corresponding to Alice’s measurement result, in the
same way as in Ref. [7] for the fidelity-based case. The
purity of this output state is the only aspect that varies
based on the chosen distance. Sec. II, therefore, stands
for a generalization of the former optimal measurement
and prepare strategy based on maximizing the average
fidelity of teleportation [7].

Second, we demonstrate that the conventional method
of certifying the quantum nature of a particular protocol
can lead to inconsistencies or be misleading when differ-
ent distinguishability quantifiers are utilized. This can
be found in Sec. III, after reviewing the basics standard
teleportation in Sec. III A. By analyzing several exam-
ples, we observe that employing various distance mea-
sures can result in contradictory conclusions. A partic-
ular teleportation protocol may be quantum-certified for
a specific distance measure within a certain range of pa-
rameters, while it may not hold the same certification
for a different distance measure within that same range
of parameters. This behavior is particularly evident in
a very common noisy experimental scenario [9], where
the resource state is a Werner state produced by the ac-

tion of a depolarizing channel acting individually on the
qubits of the Bell state. Importantly, this phenomenon,
analyzed in Sec. III B, is not exclusive to Werner states,
as there exist other resource states that can yield con-
flicting conclusions regarding the quantum essence of the
teleportation protocol. This is explored in detail in Sec-
tion III C.
The fact that different distance measures may lead to

contradictory conclusions raises questions about the va-
lidity of the conventional approach. It also highlights
the need for new certification methods that can provide
a more reliable and comprehensive assessment of the suc-
cess of quantum teleportation.

II. MEASUREMENT AND PREPARE
PROTOCOL

A. Average distance of teleportation of
measurement and prepare protocols

Alice aims to teleport an unknown state of the qubit
system a to Bob using a classical strategy involving a
measurement and prepare protocol (MPP), assisted only
by a classical communication channel. Let ρa represent
the initial pure state of system a given by

ρa =
1

2

(
1 + t⃗ · σ⃗

)
, (3)

where t⃗ is the Bloch vector of ρ such that |⃗t| = 1, and σ⃗ =
(σX , σY , σZ) is the vector formed by the Pauli matrices.
The protocol starts with Alice taking a measurement

over the qubit system a, characterized by a Positive
Operator-Valued Measure (POVM) {Ei}ni=1, which can
be parameterized as follows [10]:

Ei =
c2i
2
(1 + s⃗i · σ⃗) , (4)

with

n∑
i=1

c2i = 2 and

n∑
i=1

c2i s⃗i = 0. (5)

In the next step, Alice classically communicates its mea-
surement result to Bob, who then prepares the final state
of the protocol according to a prefixed preparation strat-
egy : If Alice obtains the ith measurement result then
Bob prepares the state

ρBi =
1

2
(1 + r⃗i · σ⃗) , (6)

where r⃗i is the Bloch vector of ρBi . The probability of ob-
taining this state is pi = Tr (ρEi), which can be rewritten
as

pi =
c2i
2

(
1 + t⃗ · s⃗i

)
. (7)
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The performance of the protocol can be assessed by cal-
culating the average distance of teleportation, as given in
Eq. (8). For qubit systems, D(ρ, σ) can be written as a
function d(r⃗, s⃗) with r⃗ and s⃗ being the Bloch vectors of
states ρ and σ, respectively. Refer to Appendix A for de-
tailed expressions of d(·, ·) for some well-known distances.
Consequently, for qubit input and output systems, the
average distance of teleportation is

⟨d̄ ⟩ = 1

4π

∫
S

d̄( t⃗ ) dS, (8)

where d̄
(
t⃗
)
=
∑n

i=1 pid(⃗t, r⃗i), being t⃗ and r⃗i the corre-

sponding Bloch vectors of ρa and ρBi , respectively. The
integral is taken over the surface S of the Bloch sphere.
We obtain that, for any measurement and prepare pro-

tocol, ⟨d̄ ⟩ can be expressed as,

⟨d̄⟩MPP =

n∑
i=1

c2i
4

[
Ad(ri) +

r⃗i · s⃗i
ri

Bd(ri)

]
, (9)

where Ad(ri) =
∫ 1

−1
gd(z, ri)dz and Bd(ri) =∫ 1

−1
gd(z, ri)zdz, with d(⃗t, r⃗i) = gd(z, ri), ri = ∥r⃗i∥ and

z = cos θ, being θ the angle between t⃗ and r⃗i (see Ap-
pendix B 1 for its explicit calculation).

In what follows, we will consider distinguishability
measures that satisfy the property of faithfulness, that is,
∂gd(z,ri)

∂z ≤ 0 for z ∈ [−1, 1]. Note that faithful overlap-

like measures satisfy the opposite ∂gd(z,ri)
∂z ≥ 0; for more

details, see Appendix A.

B. Optimal minimal MPP

Let us examine the optimal MPP protocol for trans-
ferring an unknown state of the system a to B. We have
to specify Alice’s measurement and the preparation strat-
egy by optimizing the considered figure of merit, which in
this case corresponds to minimizing the average distance
of teleportation, Eq. (9).

We have shown that for any distance measure d(·, ·),
the optimal minimal Alice’s measurement is an arbi-
trary standard von Neumann measurement, that is, anti-
parallel unit Bloch vectors s⃗1 and s⃗2, and c1 = c2 = 1,
in Eq. (4) (a detailed derivation can be found in Ap-
pendix B 2). Given this measurement, the optimal prepa-
ration strategy is characterized by the preparation of the
state

ρopti =
1

2

(
1 + ropts⃗i · σ⃗

)
, (10)

when Alice communicates the ith result (i = 1, 2). Sub-
sequently, as it is shown in Appendix B 2, the parameter
ropt is determined by the following minimization problem

ropt = argmin
0<r≤1

∫ 1

−1

gd(z, r)(1 + z)dz. (11)

It is worth noting that the only step of the optimal min-
imal MPP protocol that depends on the specific distin-
guishability measure selected d(·, ·) is the preparation of

the guessed state ρopti , and this is exclusively through its

purity P(ρopti ) = [1 + (ropt)
2
]/2.

Finally, for any given distance measure d(·, ·), we derive
the optimal average distance as

⟨d̄⟩cl =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

gd(z, r
opt)(1 + z)dz. (12)

This quantity represents the classical threshold that any
teleportation protocol has to surpass to be quantum-
certified. Table I shows the function gd, the optimal norm
ropt and the minimal average distance ⟨d̄⟩cl, for a set of
known distinguishability measures, see Appendix A.
Note that our method can also apply to fidelity or affin-

ity, i.e. overlap-like measures, by solving the correspond-
ing maximization problem instead of the minimization in
Eq. (11).

III. CONTRADICTIONS IN CERTIFYING
QUANTUM TELEPORTATION PROTOCOLS

In the previous section, we established the optimal
measurement and prepare protocol for different distin-
guishability measures d(·, ·), yielding classical thresholds
⟨d̄⟩cl (see Table I). This enables us to generalize the
certification method in teleportation beyond the usual
quantum fidelity. Specifically, a teleportation protocol
is quantum-certified if its average teleportation distance
fails the classical threshold (⟨d̄ ⟩ < ⟨d̄ ⟩cl); otherwise, it is
classical-certified.

A. Noisy standard teleportation protocol

Let us first recall the basis of noisy standard telepor-
tation [20]. This particular teleportation protocol works
with a global quantum system constituted by three qubits
a, A and B, operated by the sender (Alice) and the re-
ceiver (Bob). Alice has to transfer the unknown state oc-
cupying the qubit system a to system B, usually referred
to as Bob’s qubit. The standard quantum teleportation
protocol takes advantage of the potential correlations be-
tween qubits A and B, described by a joint state ρAB

known as resource state. By employing the Fano form of
an arbitrary two-qubit state, we can write,

ρAB=
1

4

(
1⊗1 + r⃗A ·σ⃗⊗1 + 1⊗r⃗B ·σ⃗+

3∑
ij=1

rijσi⊗σj

)
, (13)

where 1 is the identity operator in the space of the corre-
sponding qubit system, r⃗A and r⃗B are the Bloch vectors
of the reduced states ρA = TrBρ

AB and ρB = TrAρ
AB :

ρA =
1

2

(
1 + r⃗A · σ⃗

)
and ρB =

1

2

(
1 + r⃗B · σ

)
, (14)

and rij are the elements of the correlation matrix r =
Tr
(
ρAB σ⃗ ⊗ σ⃗

)
.
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Distinguishability measure gd ropt ⟨d̄⟩cl
Trace distance [11, 12]

√
1−2rz+r2

2
2
√
10−5
3

≈ 0.441 8(11−2
√
10)

81
≈ 0.461

Wootters distance [15] arccos
√

1
2
(1 + rz) 1 ≈ 0.589

Bures distance [13, 14]

√
2(1−

√
1+rz

2
) 1 128

√
2

315
≈ 0.574

Affinity [16] A(z, r) =
1+rz+

√
1−r2√

2(
√
1+r+

√
1−r)

3/5
√
5

3
≈ 0.745

Hellinger distance [16] 2− 2A(z, r) 3/5 2− 2
√
5

3
≈ 0.509

Quantum Jensen-Shannon
divergence [17]

H2

(√
1+rz+r2

2

)
−H2(r)

with H2(r) = − 1+r
2

log2
1+r
2

− 1−r
2

log2
1−r
2

≈ 0.426 ≈ 0.282

Transmission distance [18, 19]

√
H2

(√
1+rz+r2

2

)
−H2(r) ≈ 0.528 ≈ 0.524

Fidelity [13, 14] 1
2
(1 + rz) 1 2/3

TABLE I. For each distinguishability measure listed in the first column, we provide the corresponding form of the function gd,
the norm ropt of the optimal state, and the classical threshold ⟨d̄⟩cl.

Once the resource state is prepared, Alice measures a
projection onto the Bell basis, defined by the four Bell
states {|Φi⟩}4i=1, being:

|Φ1⟩=
1√
2
(|00⟩+|11⟩) , |Φ3⟩=

1√
2
(|01⟩+|10⟩) , (15)

|Φ2⟩=
1√
2
(|00⟩−|11⟩) , |Φ4⟩=

1√
2
(|01⟩−|10⟩) . (16)

The corresponding measurement operators are there-
fore {EaA

i = |Φi⟩⟨Φi|}4i=1. The Fano form of these pro-
jectors, see Eq. (13), is given by null Bloch vectors for the
marginal states and the following correlation matrices:

w1 = diag(1,−1, 1), w3 = diag(1, 1,−1), (17)

w2 = diag(−1, 1, 1), w4 = diag(−1,−1,−1). (18)

If Alice obtains the ith measurement outcome, the re-
sulting state occupying system B is [21]

ρB|i =
1

2

(
1 + t⃗B|i · σ⃗

)
, where (19)

t⃗B|i =
r⃗B + (wir)⊺t⃗

4pi
, with pi =

1 + t⃗ · (wir⃗
A)

4
. (20)

Finally, Alice communicates its measurement result (let
us assume the ith outcome) to Bob who applies a unitary
operation Ui over the qubit system B in order to recreate
the original state ρa:

ρBi = Uiρ
B|iU†

i =
1

2
(1 + t⃗i · σ⃗), and t⃗i = Rit⃗

B|i, (21)

where Ri is the unique rotation in the Bloch sphere de-
fined by Ui.

B. Unconditionally optimal noisy standard
protocol

For a given quantum resource state ρAB , the aver-
age teleportation distance corresponding to the noisy
standard protocol can be calculated by introducing the
conditional states ρBi in Eq. (2). This quantity there-
fore depends on Bob’s rotations {Ri}i, namely, ⟨d̄ ⟩ =
⟨d̄ ⟩ ({Ri}).
We define a standard protocol as conditionally opti-

mal if, for a particular distinguishability measure d(·, ·),
the rotations performed by Bob minimize the average
teleportation distance. Similarly, a standard protocol
is unconditionally optimal if the rotations executed by
Bob minimizing the average teleportation distance are
the same for any distinguishability measure.
When a qubit of a Bell resource state |Φk⟩ ⟨Φk| is af-

fected by a depolarizing noise Ede
q (ρ) = qρ+ (1−q)

2 1, the
resource becomes a Werner state

ρAB
W = Ede

qA⊗Ede
qB (|Φk⟩ ⟨Φk|)=p |Φk⟩ ⟨Φk|+

(1− p)

4
1 (22)

being the parameter p = qAqB , see Appendix C. In this
case, the standard protocol becomes unconditionally op-
timal (as detailed in Appendix D). The optimal Bob ro-
tations are

Ropt
i = wiwk, (23)

where wi are the Bell state correlation matrices, Eqs.
(17)-(18), and rW = pwk is the correlation matrix of the
Werner state. However, this unconditionality does not
guarantee that the certification method remains indepen-
dent of the chosen distinguishability measure. In fact,
we observe contradictions among all the distinguishabil-
ity measures listed in Table I. Figure 2.(a) depicts how
various distinguishability measures classify the protocol
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FIG. 2. How different distinguishability measures certify the protocol as either classical (blue) or quantum (red) in terms of
the parameter p of three different resource states: (a) the Werner state in Eq. (22); (b) the state in Eq. (26); and (c) the state
in Eq. (28). The solid line depicts the normalized negativity (entanglement) of the resource state in terms of the parameter p.

as either classical (⟨d̄ ⟩ ≥ ⟨d̄ ⟩cl) or quantum (⟨d̄ ⟩ < ⟨d̄ ⟩cl)
based on the parameter p (for fidelity and affinity, both
inequalities are reversed). The Bures distance enforces
the strictest criterion, giving the smallest interval of val-
ues of p for which the protocol is certified as quantum. In
contrast, the trace distance proves to be the least restric-
tive. Notably, the maximum discrepancy interval (i.e.
the greater difference between two transition points from
classical to quantum certification) is ∆p ≈ 0.317.

We encounter, additionally, a counterintuitive re-
sult for the trace distance, transmission distance, and
Hellinger distance: the standard protocol is certified as
quantum even for Werner separable states (p ≤ 1/3).

See Appendix F for a complete description of the aver-
age distance of teleportation cases considered in this ex-
ample and the negativity (entanglement) of the resource
state.

C. Other resource states from amplitude-damping
channels

1. Example 1

Consider the standard protocol with a Bell state re-
source |Φ1⟩ affected by two local noises (as illustrated
in Fig.1) described by an amplitude-damping channel

Ead
q (ρ) =

∑2
i=1AiρA

†
i , where [22]

A1 =

[
1 0
0

√
q

]
A2 =

[
0

√
1− q

0 0

]
, (24)

and its mirrored counterpart [23], Emad
q (ρ) =∑2

i=1BiρB
†
i , being

B1 =

[
1 0
0

√
q

]
B2 =

[
0 0√
1− q 0

]
. (25)

The resulting resource state is given by

ρAB
ad = Ead

p ⊗ Emad
p (|Φ1⟩⟨Φ1|)

= p |Φ1⟩ ⟨Φ1|+ (1− p) |01⟩ ⟨01| , (26)

where p ∈ [0, 1]. This state has also been studied in
Ref. [24], whereas the local noises have been experimen-
tally implemented in [23]. See Appendix C for more de-
tails on this example.
In this case, the optimal Bob rotations maximizing the

average fidelity are

Ropt
i =

{
wiw4 if p < 1/3,

wiw1 if p ≥ 1/3,
(27)

where wi are defined in Eqs. (17)-(18) (consult Ap-
pendix E for a comprehensive derivation of Eq. (27)).
This protocol is designed to maximize fidelity and not

necessarily optimize other distinguishability measures;
Moreover, the curves corresponding to the average dis-
tance of teleportation included in Appendix F imply that
this protocol is conditionally optimal. Nonetheless, it is
interesting to explore whether this protocol is classified
as classical or quantum, depending on the parameter p, if
other distinguishability measures are used. Figure 2.(b)
illustrates this point, revealing contradictory and coun-
terintuitive findings.
In this case, although Bures and Wootters distances

give rise to similar certifications as fidelity, there always
exists a range of p-values implying discrepancy: The
transition from classical to quantum certifications takes
place at p ≈ 0.49845 for Bures distance, while for Woot-
ters distance p ≈ 0.49617. These transition points differ
from p = 1/2 which corresponds to fidelity (small im-
provements in the average fidelity of teleportation that
change the nature of the certification have been reported
in Ref. [25]).
Trace, transmission, and Hellinger distances produce

bigger conflicting ranges, being the transmission distance
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the least restrictive (p ≈ 0.39348). Notably, the most
stringent criterion for this protocol corresponds to fi-
delity.

We have included in Appendix F, a complete descrip-
tion of the average distance of teleportation cases consid-
ered in this example and the negativity of the resource
state.

2. Example 2

In the previous example, we analyzed the standard
teleportation protocol where qubits A and B were af-
fected by the amplitude-damping channel and its mir-
rored version, respectively. Now, let us consider a
slight modification in which the resource state qubits are
equally subjected to two amplitude-damping channels [4]:

ρ̃AB
ad = Ead

p ⊗ Ead
p (|Φ1⟩⟨Φ1|), (28)

with Ead
p given by Eq. (24). This minor modification

changes the corresponding correlation matrix of the re-
source state, leading to a change in the optimal Bob ro-
tations to:

Ropt
i = wiw1. (29)

Full details on the previous calculations can be found in
Appendices C and E.

Figure 2.(c) shows how the average teleportation dis-
tances certify the protocol as classical or quantum. Once
again, all distance measures lead to contradictory classi-
fications.

The average fidelity leads to a quantum certification for
all p, as was already observed in Ref. [4]. Remarkably,
all other considered distance measures have a range of p
in which the certification is classical, even Wootters and
Bures distances which are functions of fidelity.

On the other hand, there is no observed same order-
ing concerning stringency among the distance measures
of the other noise models, with the Bures distance and
fidelity being the most and least stringent, respectively,
in this case.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the domain of quantum information, quantum tele-
portation plays a key role as a fundamental protocol.
The theoretical ideal guarantees perfect state transfer
that cannot be emulated with any classical protocol, but

practical implementations face errors arising from the en-
vironment. Consequently, evaluating and certifying the
performance of a protocol becomes essential. Tradition-
ally, average fidelity has served as the usual benchmark,
requiring exceeding the 2/3 threshold for quantum certi-
fication.
Our contribution delves into an unexplored investiga-

tion by adopting alternative measures of distinguishabil-
ity. Although some of them have a clear physical meaning
in other contexts, such as quantum metrology, in quan-
tum teleportation it is still not clear in physical terms
why a distinguishability measure has to prevail over an-
other. In light of this, we introduced and employed the
concept of average teleportation distance to assess the
protocol performance.
Initially, we derived the optimal classical measurement

and preparation protocol for any chosen distinguishabil-
ity measure (Sec. II). Interestingly, the optimality of the
classical strategy is contingent on the employed distance
only in the purity of the prepared state.
Subsequently, we unveiled a critical issue: the conven-

tional certification method can lead to contradictory in-
terpretations when different distinguishability measures
are applied (Sec. III). This phenomenon was observed
through examinations of different noise models affecting
the resource state of the standard teleportation proto-
col. Specifically, we analyzed three cases: depolarizing
channels, which result in a Werner state as the resource
for the protocol (refer to Eq.(22)); amplitude damping
channel and its mirrored counterpart, leading to the re-
source state described in Eq.(26); and two equal ampli-
tude damping channels, resulting in the resource state
given by Eq. (28).
This study advocates for a reevaluation of established

methodologies and underscores the pressing necessity for
more comprehensive and consistent certification strate-
gies.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

DGB was supported by the Spanish Ministry of Sci-
ence and Innovation (MCIN) with funding from the
European Union Next Generation EU (PRTRC17.I1)
and the Department of Education of Castilla y León
(JCyL) through the QCAYLE project, as well as MCIN
projects PID2020-113406GB-I00 and RED2022-134301-
T. GMB acknowledges financial support from project
PIBAA 0718 funded by Consejo Nacional de Investiga-
ciones Cient́ıficas y Técnicas CONICET (Argentina). FT
acknowledges financial support from the Brazilian agency
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[18] J. Briët and P. Harremoës, Properties of Classical and
Quantum Jensen-Shannon Divergence, Physical Review
A - Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics 79, (2009).

[19] D. G. Bussandri, P. W. Lamberti, and K. Życzkowski,
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Appendix A: Distinguishability measures between quantum states

A distance-like distinguishability measure between two quantum states ρ and σ is a functional D(ρ, σ) satisfying (i)
positivity: D(ρ, σ) ≥ 0 with D(ρ, σ) = 0 iff ρ = σ, and (ii) unitary invariance: D(ρ, σ) = D(UρU†, UσU†). Table A
provides a summary of the expressions for distinguishability measures applied to qubit systems, used on the average
teleportation distance. Note that we also take into account overlap-like measures, such as Fidelity and Affinity, which
are positive quantities that satisfy unitary invariance and attain their maximum value when ρ = σ.

Distinguishability measure General (D(ρ, σ)) Qubits (d(r⃗, s⃗))

Trace distance [11, 12] DTr(ρ, σ) =
1
2
Tr |ρ− σ|, with |O| =

√
O†O dTr(r⃗, s⃗) =

1
2

√
(r⃗ − s⃗)2

Fidelity [13, 14] F (ρ, σ) = Tr
[√√

ρσ
√
ρ
]2

f(r⃗, s⃗) = 1
2

(
1 + r⃗ · s⃗+

√
1− r⃗2

√
1− s⃗2

)
Wootters distance [15] DW(ρ, σ) = arccos

√
F (ρ, σ) dW(r⃗, s⃗) = arccos

√
F (ρ, σ)

Bures distance [13, 14] DB(ρ, σ) =
√

2(1−
√

F (ρ, σ)) dB(r⃗, s⃗) =
√

2(1−
√

f(r⃗, s⃗)

Affinity [16] A(ρ, σ) = Tr
√
ρ
√
σ a(r⃗, s⃗) =

r⃗·s⃗+(1+
√

1−r⃗2)(1+
√

1−s⃗2)

(
√

1+|r⃗|+
√

1−|r⃗|)(
√

1+|s⃗|+
√

1−|s⃗|)
Hellinger distance [16] DH(ρ, σ) = 2− 2A(ρ, σ) dH(r⃗, s⃗) = 2− 2a(r⃗, s⃗)

Quantum Jensen-Shannon
divergence [17]

DQJSD(ρ, σ) = S
(
ρ+σ
2

)
− 1

2
S(ρ)− 1

2
S(σ),

with S(τ) = −Tr [τ log2 τ ]
dQJSD(r⃗, s⃗) = s

(
r⃗+s⃗
2

)
− 1

2
s(r⃗)− 1

2
s(s⃗),

with s(t) = − 1+t
2

log2
1+t
2

− 1−t
2

log2
1−t
2

Transmission distance [18, 19] DTs(ρ, σ) =
√

DQJSD(ρ, σ) dTs =
√

dQJSD(r⃗, s⃗)

TABLE II. Expressions for distinguishability measures applied to qubit systems ρ = 1
2
(1 + r⃗ · σ⃗) and σ = 1

2
(1 + s⃗ · σ⃗).

For qubit systems, we express the distinguishability measure between ρ = 1
2 (1 + r⃗ · σ⃗) and σ = 1

2 (1 + s⃗ · σ⃗) as a
function of the corresponding Bloch vectors: D(ρ, σ) = d(r⃗, s⃗). Having in mind the unitary invariance, it follows that,
if |r⃗| = 1 and |s⃗| = s, d(r⃗, s⃗) = gd(z, s) with z = cos θ being θ the angle between r⃗ and s⃗. Finally, the natural property

of faithfulness for distance-like (overlap-like) measures d(·, ·) is ∂gd(z,ri)
∂z ≤ (≥) 0 for z ∈ [−1, 1].

Appendix B: Proofs of results given in Section (II)

1. Average distance of teleportation for a measurement and prepare protocol

Let us obtain the average distance of teleportation (Eq. (8) of the main article, for qubit input and output systems)
corresponding to a measurement and prepare protocol, characterized by Eqs. (4) and (5) of the main article.

By inserting pi =
c2i
2

(
1 + t⃗ · s⃗i

)
in ⟨d̄ ⟩ = 1

4π

∫
S

∑
i pid(⃗t, r⃗i) dS the average distance of teleportation is:

⟨d̄⟩ = 1

4π

n∑
i=1

c2i
2

[∫
S

d(⃗t, r⃗i) dS +

∫
S

t⃗ · s⃗i d(⃗t, r⃗i) dS
]
. (B1)

As d(·, ·) is invariant under rotations, d(⃗t, r⃗i) is just a function of ri and the angle θ between t⃗ and r⃗i. For convenience,
we shall denote d(⃗t, r⃗i) = gd(z, ri), where z = cos θ. Besides, due to ⟨d̄⟩ is invariant under t⃗ → Rt⃗, s⃗i → Rs⃗i and
r⃗i → Rr⃗i, withR an arbitrary rotation, we can take the following coordinate system: r⃗i = riẑ, s⃗i = si (sin θ

′
ix̂+ cos θ′iẑ)

with θ′i the angle between s⃗i and r⃗i, and t⃗ = cosϕ sin θx̂+ sinϕ sin θŷ + cos θẑ.
Returning to Eq. (B1), we have that

1

2π

∫
S

d(⃗t, r⃗i) dS =

∫ 1

−1

gd(z, ri) dz = Ad(ri),

where we have employed z = cos θ. The second term is given by,∫
S

t⃗ · s⃗id(⃗t, r⃗i)dS =

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

si(cosϕ sin θ sin θ
′
i + cos θ cos θ′i)× gd(cos θ, ri) sin θdθdϕ = 2π

r⃗i · s⃗i
ri

Bd(ri)

being Bd(ri) =
∫ 1

−1
gd(z, ri)z dz. Thus, we have seen that Eq. (B1) is equivalent to the Eq. (9) of the main article:

⟨d̄⟩MPP =

n∑
i=1

c2i
4

[
Ad(ri) +

r⃗i · s⃗i
ri

Bd(ri)

]
.



9

2. Optimal guessed state

We aim to demonstrate that Bd(ri) =
∫ 1

−1
gd(z, ri)zdz is negative (positive) for any distance-like (overlap-like)

faithful distinguishability measure d(·, ·). Applying integration by parts, we get:

Bd(ri) =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

∂gd(z, ri)

∂z
dz − 1

2

∫ −1

1

∂gd(z, ri)

∂z
z2dz =

1

2

∫ 1

−1

∂gd(z, ri)

∂z
(1− z2)dz.

Since ∂gd(z,ri)
∂z ≤ (≥) 0 and 1− z2 ≥ 0 for z ∈ [−1, 1] (faithfulness property), it follows that Bd(ri) ≤ (≥) 0.

Now, for the objective function ⟨d̄⟩({ri, si, θ′i}) =
∑n

i=1
c2i
4 [Ad(ri) + si cos θ

′
iBd(ri)], we have to solve:

minimize
{ri, si, θ′i}

⟨d̄⟩ ({ri, si, θ′i}), (B2a)

subject to 0 < ri, si ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ θ′i ≤ 2π. (B2b)

Let us continue assuming the distance-like case. Defining fd(ri, si, θ
′
i) = Ad(ri) + si cos θ

′
iBd(ri) and due to the

negative value of Bd(ri), we have that for any ri, si, and θ′i satisfying the constraints, it holds fd(ri, si, θ
′
i) ≥

fd(ri, si, 0) ≥ fd(ri, 1, 0) ≥ fd(r
opt, 1, 0) where

ropt = argmin
0<r≤1

[Ad(r) +Bd(r)] , (B3)

= argmin
0<r≤1

∫ 1

−1

gd(z, r)(1 + z)dz. (B4)

Therefore, it follows

min
{ri,si,θ′

i}
⟨d̄⟩({ri, si, θ′i}) = ⟨d̄⟩cl =

1

2

∫ 1

−1

gd(z, r
opt)(1 + z)dz. (B5)

Note that for the case of overlap-like measures, it is necessary to solve:

maximize
{ri, si, θ′i}

⟨d̄⟩ ({ri, si, θ′i}), (B6a)

subject to 0 < ri, si ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ θ′i ≤ 2π. (B6b)

This optimization is completely analogous to the previous case of distance-like distinguishability measures.
As observed, the optimal strategy is independent of the number n of elements in Alice’s measurement. Consequently,

the optimal minimal strategy entails performing an arbitrary projective measurement with n = 2, employing anti-
parallel Bloch vectors s⃗1 = −s⃗2 (to fulfill the POVM conditions) with unit norm (s1 = s2 = 1). Subsequently, Bob
has to prepare states with Bloch vectors r⃗i aligned with s⃗i, and with equal norms given by ri = ropt. Thus, it is clear
that Bob’s preparation strategy depends on the choice of the distinguishability measure d(·, ·).

Appendix C: Resource state as a Bell state affected by local noises

Let us recall that the action of two quantum channels E and F with affine decomposition (AE , b⃗E) and (AF , b⃗F ),
respectively, over a Bell state |Φk⟩⟨Φk| results into the resource state [21],

E ⊗ F (|Φk⟩⟨Φk|) =
1

4

14 + b⃗E · σ⃗ ⊗ 1 + 1 ⊗ b⃗F · σ⃗ +

3∑
αβ=1

(
bαE b

β
F +

3∑
i=1

wii
kA

αi
E A

βi
F

)
σα ⊗ σβ

 . (C1)

The depolarizing channel Ede
q acts according to:

t⃗ −→ t⃗de = diag{q, q, q}t⃗, (C2)
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so that its affine decomposition is AEde
q

= diag{q, q, q}, b⃗Ede
q

= 0⃗. Therefore, its action over a Bell state gives the

Werner state (22), which in the Fano form is expressed as

Ede
qA ⊗ Ede

qB (|Φk⟩⟨Φk|) =
1

4

[
14 +

3∑
i=1

[wk]i,iqAqB σi ⊗ σi

]
. (C3)

On the other hand, the Fano form corresponding to the right-hand side in Eq. (26) is

ρAB
ad =

1

4

{
14 + (1− p)k⃗ · σ⃗ ⊗ 1 − (1− p)1 ⊗ k⃗ · σ⃗ +

3∑
i=1

[pw1 + (1− p)C]i,i σi ⊗ σi

}
(C4)

being C = diag{0, 0,−1}. This state can be seen as the result of local noises described by two amplitude-damping
channels, Ead

q and Emad
q , acting over the Bell state |Φ1⟩⟨Φ1|. Specifically, the channel Ead

q stands for the usual form of
the amplitude-damping channel, whose affine decomposition is

t⃗ −→ t⃗ad = diag{√q,√q, q}t⃗+ (1− q)k⃗, (C5)

being k⃗ = (0, 0, 1)⊺. The map Emad
q is the mirrored amplitude-damping channel:

t⃗ −→ t⃗mad = diag{√q,√q, q}t⃗− (1− q)k⃗. (C6)

The only difference between these channels is that as the noise parameter q goes to 0, the images’ channel concentrates

around −k⃗, instead of k⃗ as in the case of the usual amplitude-damping. The action of these channels has been

experimentally implemented, for instance, in Ref. [23]. We can see that if AE = AF = diag{√p,√p, p}, b⃗E = (1− p)k⃗

and b⃗F = −(1− p)k⃗, Eq. (C1) and Eq. (C4) coincide.
Finally, following the same reasoning as before, we can see that the Fano form of the resource state in Eq. (28) can

be written as:

ρ̃AB
ad =

1

4

{
14 + (1− p)k⃗ · σ⃗ ⊗ 1 + (1− p)1 ⊗ k⃗ · σ⃗ +

3∑
i=1

[pw1 + (1− p)(2p− 1)C]i,i σi ⊗ σi

}
. (C7)

Appendix D: Unconditionality of the optimal Bob rotations of the standard protocol with Werner state
resource

The correlation matrix of the Werner state

ρAB
W = p |Φk⟩ ⟨Φk|+

(1− p)

4
1 (D1)

can be expressed as rW = pwk. Consequently, the Bloch vector of the Bob state is given by t⃗i = pRiwkwit⃗. This leads
to the result

⟨d̄ ⟩ =
4∑

i=1

1

4

〈
d
(
pRiwkwit⃗, t⃗

)〉
≥

4∑
i=1

1

4

〈
d
(
pt⃗, t⃗

)〉
, (D2)

where we have utilized the faithfulness property of the function d. Thus, the optimal universal rotations for Bob, Eq.
(23) of the main article, can be directly derived from the condition Ropt

i wkwi = 1.

Appendix E: Optimal Bob’s rotations for fidelity in the standard teleportation protocol

The corresponding output states ρBi of the standard teleportation protocol, described in Sec. III A, are given by

ρBi = Uiρ
B|iU†

i =
1

2
(1 + t⃗i · σ⃗), and t⃗i = Rit⃗

B|i, (E1)
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with

ρB|i =
1

2

(
1 + t⃗B|i · σ⃗

)
, t⃗B|i =

r⃗B + (wir)⊺t⃗
4pi

, pi =
1 + t⃗ · (wir⃗

A)

4
. (E2)

These states ρBi are dependent on Bob’s rotations denoted by Ri. On the other hand, the average fidelity of telepor-
tation (Eq. (1)) for the standard protocol is given by [27]

⟨F̄ ⟩ = 1

2

(
1 +

1

4π

∫
S

dS t⃗ · At⃗

)
=

1

2

(
1 +

1

3
Tr A

)
(E3)

being A = 1
4

∑4
i=1 Rir⊺w⊺

i .
Let us focus now on finding those Bob’s operations maximizing Eq. (E3). By using the canonical decomposition of

the resource state ρAB [27], we have that its correlation matrix can be written as r = O1rdO⊺
2 , where rd is a diagonal

matrix and {Oj}2j=1 are rotation matrices. Bob’s rotations maximizing the average fidelity of teleportation have the

form Ropt
i = −wiO with O another rotation matrix, and wi the correlation matrix in Eqs. (17) and (18), see Ref. [20].

Thus, the optimization problem is reduced to

⟨F̄ ⟩max = max
O

1

2

(
1− 1

3
Tr r⊺O

)
= max

O

1

2

(
1− 1

3
Tr rdO⊺

1OO2

)
= max

O′

1

2

(
1− 1

3
Tr rdO′

)
, (E4)

which is equivalent to calculating the maximal average fidelity in the standard teleportation protocol for a Bell diagonal
resource state with correlation matrix rd = diag(r1, r2, r3). We arrive therefore to:

⟨F̄ ⟩max = max
i

{ λi({r1, r2, r3}) } (E5)

with λi({r1, r2, r3}) the eigenvalues of the matrix 1
4

(
14 +

∑3
i=1 riσi ⊗ σi

)
. To reach the maximum in Eq. (E5), it

is necessary to take O′
opt = −wl, being l = argmax{λi}i, in Eq. (E4). The optimal Bob’s rotation in Eq. (E3) are,

therefore, of the form Ropt
i = wiO1wl0

⊺
2 . Note additionally that the optimal Bob’s rotations are contingent only on

the correlation matrix r.
Note that in the case of the resource state resulting from the amplitude-damping channel and its mirrored coun-

terpart, as given in Eq. (26),

ρAB
ad = p |Φ1⟩ ⟨Φ1|+ (1− p) |01⟩ ⟨01|

we have that Oi = 1 (i = 1, 2) and the corresponding correlation matrix is r = diag(p,−p, 2p − 1). Thus, in this
case, l = argmax{λ1 = 1−p

2 , λ2 = 0, λ3 = 1−p
2 , λ4 = p} and we arrive at Eq. (27) (where the eigenvalues index is in

accordance with Eqs. (15) and (16)). Finally, for the last noise model, see Eq. (28), we have that Eq. (C7) implies
that the correlation matrix in this case is r̃ = diag(p,−p, p2 + (1− p)2). Following the same reasoning as before, we
have that l = argmax{λi}i = 1 for all p.

Appendix F: Average distance of teleportation and negativity for the considered examples

Fig. 3 visually captures the influence of the parameter p in the Werner state on protocol certification for distin-
guishability measures listed in Figure 2.(a) of the main text. The solid line represents the average teleportation
distance (⟨d̄ ⟩), while the dashed line marks the classical threshold (⟨d̄ ⟩cl). The blue region indicates classical certifi-
cation (⟨d̄ ⟩ ≥ ⟨d̄ ⟩cl), and the red region signifies quantum certification (⟨d̄ ⟩ < ⟨d̄ ⟩cl). In particular, for fidelity, the
inequalities are reversed.

Similarly, Fig. 4 mirrors this analysis but focuses on the resource state described in Eq. (26). We can see that all
distance measures except fidelity exhibit a discontinuity point at p = 1/3, where the optimal operations (Eq. (27))
change. This behavior is expected because Bob’s operations are optimal for fidelity. Therefore, the discontinuity point
in Fig. 4 means that each distance measure has a different set of optimal operations, allowing us to conclude that
this protocol is conditionally optimal, as defined at the beginning of Sec. III C 1. Notably, none of these considered
distance measures give rise to an average teleportation distance monotonically increasing or decreasing with the noise
parameter p.

The average teleportation distances corresponding to the last considered noise model in Sec. III C 2, leading to
the resource state in Eq. (28), are shown in Fig. 5. As we can see, Wootters and Bures distances are the only
distinguishability measures resulting in non-monotonic quantities with p.
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FIG. 3. How different distinguishability measures certify the protocol as either classical (blue) or quantum (red) in terms of the
parameter p of the Werner resource state. The solid line represents the average teleportation distance (⟨d̄ ⟩), while the dashed
line marks the classical threshold (⟨d̄ ⟩cl).

FIG. 4. How different distinguishability measures certify the protocol as either classical (blue) or quantum (red) in terms of the
parameter p of the resource state given in Eq. (26). The solid line represents the average teleportation distance (⟨d̄ ⟩), while
the dashed line marks the classical threshold (⟨d̄ ⟩cl).

Additionally, we obtain the resource states’ negativity (N ) as a measure of their entanglement. In general, the
negativity is defined as follows [26]

N (ρAB) =
∥ρABTA∥1 − 1

2
, (F1)

where ∥O∥1 = Tr|O| and ρABTA indicates partial transpose of ρAB with respect to subsystem A. Specifically, for a
Werner state, Eq. (22), is

N (ρAB
W ) =

{
0 0 ≤ p ≤ 1

3
3p−1

4
1
3 < p ≤ 1.

(F2)
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FIG. 5. Average teleportation distance (solid line, ⟨d̄ ⟩) for the distinguishability measures listed in Table I, as functions of
the parameter p of the resource state defined in Equation (28). The dashed line indicates the classical limit (⟨d̄ ⟩cl). The blue
ranges correspond to classical certification while red ranges indicate quantum certification.

For the resource state given in Eq. (26) is

N (ρAB
ad ) =

∣∣∣∣∣1− p−
√
1− 2p+ 2p2

2

∣∣∣∣∣ , (F3)

whereas for the resource state Eq. (28) is

N (ρ̃AB
ad ) =

p2

2
. (F4)

Note that in Figures 2 (a), (b), and (c), we plotted normalized negativity curves.
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