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We present a variational quantum algorithm for differentiating several hypotheses encoded as
quantum channels. Both state preparation and measurement are simultaneously optimized using
success probability of single-shot discrimination as an objective function which can be calculated
using localized measurements. Under constrained signal mode photon number quantum illumination
we match the performance of known optimal 2-mode probes by simulating a bosonic circuit. Our
results show that variational algorithms can prepare optimal states for binary hypothesis testing
with resource constraints. Going beyond the binary hypothesis testing scenario, we also demonstrate
that our variational algorithm can learn and discriminate between multiple hypotheses.

Introduction.— Quantum resources have been im-
plied in the enhanced performance of technology tasks
in the future such as computing, communication and hy-
pothesis testing. In view of this, the presence of noisy
intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) computers presents
an opportunity to go beyond algorithms that are clas-
sical in nature [1, 2]. Variational quantum algorithms
(VQAs) [3, 4] are algorithms that solve optimization
problems by evaluating a cost function using a param-
eterized quantum circuit (PQC) and updating parame-
ters using classical optimization. Though VQAs have a
wide array of applications [5–13], their limitations such
as barren plateaus in the optimization landscape [14, 15]
have sparked discussion on reducing the depth of these
circuits, and the use of local observables to avoid them
[16]. Hence, shallow-depth circuits (circuits with depth
O(1) or O(log n) for n qubits [16]) with a demonstrable
advantage are highly sought after.

In this manuscript, we propose a novel application of
VQAs by demonstrating that shallow depth circuits can
be employed for performing quantum channel discrimina-
tion. We apply our algorithm to the problem of quantum
illumination [17–23], where we show that low-depth pa-
rameterized quantum circuits (PQCs) can obtain known
optimal values for Chernoff bound and trace distance in
the case of quantum illumination. We begin by establish-
ing results for discrimination between quantum channels
on n qubits in the following section and extend our analy-
sis numerically by simulating bosonic modes for quantum
illumination.

Variational Quantum Hypothesis Testing.— Our key
insight is that shallow depth VQAs can perform binary
hypothesis testing of generic quantum channels. We as-
sert that PQCs are able to recover known optima by pro-
viding analytical results for arbitrary quantum hypoth-
esis testing (QHT) tasks and numerical simulations for
the task of Gaussian quantum illumination. We briefly
review channel discrimination, which aims at distinguish-

ing two generic quantum channels E0 : L(H) → L(H)
and likewise E1 using measurements, with the set of lin-
ear operators defined as L(H). The null hypothesis H0

corresponds to E0 and the alternate hypothesis H1 to E1.
An input quantum state ρ ∈ D(H⊗H) is sent to one of
two channels creating the output states ρi = (Ei ⊗ I)(ρ)
(i = 0 or 1) [24]. Following this, a measurement is
performed over these output states using the positive
operator-valued measure (POVM) {Γ, I − Γ} where Γ is
a valid POVM element in L(H⊗H). The measurement
outcome corresponding to Γ is the acceptance criteria for
hypothesis H0 and outcome I−Γ is the acceptance crite-
ria for H1. The type-I error (false positive) is defined as
α = 1− Tr(Γρ0) and type-II error (false negative) is de-
fined as β = Tr(Γρ1). Moving forward, we optimize the
total error probability (α + β)/2 under the assumption
that either channel has equal likelihood to be applied.

In our protocol, one of the two channels is acted on
the prepared state ρ following which the outcome of the
POVM {Γ, I − Γ} is used to determine which channel
had been applied. Optimal strategies differ based on
whether the channel can be applied sequentially or in
parallel [25, 26]. In a general parallel strategy [26], one
would be discriminating between the maps E⊗n

0 and E⊗n
1 .

We examine a limited parallel strategy where the chan-
nel is applied on n copies of the initial state to better
study asymptotic behavior. The Holevo-Helstrom result
bounds the total error probability for ρ⊗n

0 and ρ⊗n
1 . This

asymptotically decays exponentially with the exponent
determined by the Chernoff bound between ρ0 and ρ1
[27, 28]. In the case of symmetric hypothesis testing [29–
31], the minimum error probability for a single copy use
of the map is 1/2 − ∥E0 − E1∥⋄/4 where ∥E0 − E1∥⋄ is
the diamond distance between the two channels. This is
defined as

∥E0 − E1∥⋄ = sup
ρ
(∥(E0 ⊗ IH)(ρ)− (E1 ⊗ IH)(ρ)∥1), (1)
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where ∥A∥1 = Tr
√
A†A is the trace norm. This bound is

a direct extension of the Holevo-Helstrom bound [32, 33].
The diamond distance provides a fundamental bound
which holds true for all states in D(H ⊗ H′) with
dim(H′) ≥ dim(H) [24] and hence optimizing over states
in D(H⊗H) is sufficient to reach an optimal probe.

Figure 1. Circuit for variational QHT. The state preparation
is over the two n qubit registers (or modes) q1 and q2 and the
map is applied on one mode. An ancillary qubit (or mode) q0
is used for measurements.

For our variational algorithm, we prepare an entangled
probe state ρθθθ in registers q1 and q2 using the parameter-
ized unitary U(θθθ) as depicted in Fig. 1. This is motivated
by the advantage of entangled probe states [24, 34–36]
even in the case of entanglement breaking maps [37]. Ei-
ther the map E0 or E1 is then applied on the register q1.
The state after applying the map is ρi,θθθ = (Ei ⊗ I)(ρθθθ)
(i = {0, 1}).

The optimal protocol is achieved by maximizing the
trace distance ∥ρ0,θθθ − ρ1,θθθ∥1, as evidenced from Eq (1)
and is known to be difficult [13, 38–40] to evalu-
ate. We get around this by using an estimate of the
trace distance as an objective function which makes
use of a two-outcome POVM {Γ, I − Γ}. The an-
cillary qubit q0 (see Fig. 1) is used for measure-
ments using the parameterized unitary V (ϕϕϕ) that en-
codes a Naimark extension [41] of the POVM {Γ, I−Γ}.
The probability for outcome Γ is pi = Tr(Γρi,θθθ) =
Tr

(
(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I)V (ϕϕϕ)(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ρi,θθθ)V (ϕϕϕ)†

)
. Outcome Γ is

the acceptance criteria for hypothesis H0 and I − Γ
is the acceptance criteria for hypothesis H1. Hence,
(p0 + 1− p1)/2 corresponds to the success probability in
the classification task. We define a variational estimate
of the trace distance T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ), which is always bounded
above by the true trace distance and this bound is sat-
urated when V (ϕϕϕ) encodes a Naimark extension of the
Helstrom POVM [13]. The variational estimate of the

trace distance is defined as

T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) = |p0 − p1| ≤

1

2
∥ρ0,θθθ − ρ1,θθθ∥1. (2)

Our algorithm updates parameters to maximize
T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ). T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ) is evaluated with a certain value of θθθ and
ϕϕϕ using the quantum computer. These values are then fed
into a classical optimizer which proposes updated param-
eter values for the next iteration and this is repeated till
the convergence condition for T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ) is met, after which
the values of θθθ and ϕϕϕ are reported. The optimization aims
to approach θθθ0,ϕϕϕ0 = argmaxθθθ,ϕϕϕ(T

ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ)). Maximizing the

value of T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) clearly maximizes the success probability

of discrimination.
While T ve

θθθ (ϕϕϕ) simplifies the optimization of trace dis-
tance by replacing true trace distance with T ve, the nu-
merous parameters in the definitions of U(θθθ) and V (ϕϕϕ)
may result in sub-optimal results. Suboptimality can
arise in two ways, the first of which is that the opti-
mization may fail to find the optimal states even if U(θθθ)
is expressible enough for the optimal states. The sec-
ond source of suboptimality could be that though the
qubit measurements produce optimal states according to
T ve
θθθ (ϕϕϕ), these optimized probe states might have a small

trace distance evaluated by T (ρ0,θθθ, ρ1,θθθ). The second
source of suboptimality is different from the first since
an expressible U(θθθ) is unrelated to the expressibility of
V (ϕϕϕ), which is simultaneously required to ensure that the
“good states are recognized”.

We now proceed to prove that if U(θθθ) and V (ϕϕϕ) are
sufficiently expressible, the optimal states generated by
the VQAs indeed optimize the real trace distance. This
is to verify that our shallow depth circuits are sufficiently
expressible for both state preparation and the measure-
ments needed for hypothesis testing. To see this, consider
a fixed U(θθθ) which generates a (perhaps) sub-optimal
state, and then consider the optimization of V (ϕϕϕ). Since
V (ϕϕϕ) represents the Naimark extension for an ideal two-
outcome POVM, if V (ϕϕϕ) is expressible enough, then it is
guaranteed that the optimization of T ve

θθθ (ϕϕϕ) converges to
the real trace distance T (ρ0,θθθ, ρ1,θθθ) (further discussed in
the supplemental information [42], which includes refer-
ences [43–49]). If U(θθθ) is expressible, then the globally
optimal states are expressible by the VQA. Judging the
requirements on the expressibility of U(θθθ) can be done by
considering the state preparation to occur using a con-
trol pulse γ(t) which can be represented as bγ classical
bits. If the ideal probe state is reachable in polynomial
time and we prepare ρθ′θ′θ′ such that ∥ρθθθ′ − ρθθθ0

∥ ≤ ϵ, the
true trace distance T (ρ0,θθθ′ , ρ1,θθθ′) ∈ [d(1 − ϵ), d] where
d = T (ρ0,θθθ0

, ρ1,θθθ0
) is the maximal trace distance. We

know [50] that bγ scales with log(1/ϵ) and the dimen-
sion of the manifold of polynomial time reachable states
and this gives us an estimate of how much information
is needed for having a good state preparation (see [42]
for further details). This completes the analysis that our
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VQAs can indeed theoretically find the optimal states
and measurements to perform the hypothesis test. We
now apply our ideas to the example of Gaussian varia-
tional quantum illumination to show a practical applica-
tion of this theoretical result.

Gaussian Variational Quantum Illumination.—
Quantum illumination [17–23] is the task of using
entangled light to find out if a weakly reflective
beam-splitter is present in a bright thermal bath.
The map acting on a two-mode bosonic state ρSI

is given as Eη(ρSI) = TrS(Uη(ρB ⊗ ρSI)U
†
η) where

Uη = exp
(
i sin−1(η)(a†SaB − aSa

†
B)

)
⊗ II and ρB is

the thermal state with an average of NB photons. The
hypothesis H0 corresponds to the object being absent
or equivalently beam-splitter has zero reflectivity hence
is the map Eη=0, and the hypothesis H1 corresponds
to the object being present with some weak reflectivity
r hence is the map Eη=r. Despite clearly being an
entanglement breaking map, there is an advantage in
using a signal-idler entangled state as first demonstrated
in [17]. This advantage holds true even in the limit of
NB ≫ NS where NS is the average number of signal
photons [18, 19].
The probe’s performance is judged by constraining the

Figure 2. Simulation results with constrains mentioned in
the main text. Subfigure (a) compares trace distance (blue
dots are true trace distance and brown symbols are estimated
trace distance), (b) compares Chernoff bound of the optimized
state to TMSV, (c) compares QFI and (d) shows fidelity of the
optimized state to TMSV. The red square represents shows
an inequivalent optimized state with performance equivalent
to the TMSV.

average signal photon number to be NS . This relates
the error probability to the energy constrained diamond
norm [51]. All the results in this section are in the
regime of a signal mode having a constrained photon
number of NS . Under this constraint, the optimal probe

for the task of quantum illumination for single-shot
discrimination is proven to be the two-mode squeezed
vacuum state (TMSV) as shown in [52, 53]. The opti-
mality of this state comes from the fact that it saturates
the Chernoff bound [53] as well as the quantum relative
entropy [52] making it suitable for both symmetric and
asymmetric hypothesis testing. Even when compared
to non-Gaussian states such as a photon-added TMSV
[54], TMSV remains optimal for fixed NS . We note that
TMSV state is suboptimal for the Helstrom bound [53].

Our circuit for the task of variational quantum illu-
mination follows the same protocol as that described in
Fig. 1 with q0/1 being identified as bosonic modes signal
S and idler I respectively. We parameterize the unitary
U as coherent displacements followed by two mode
squeezing each by variable parameters and the unitary
V as coherent displacements followed by conditional
phase gates followed by beam-splitters. When optimised
over these resources, we note that our results compare
favourably with known optimal results as seen in Fig. 2.
All unitary Gaussian transformations are representable
in the Bloch-Messiah decomposition [55]. While this
is sufficient for complete parameterization for n-mode
Gaussian states, we opt for a hardware-efficient ansatz
[5] to see the performance of the algorithm in the
restricted setting of having U and V both be composed
of single mode operations such as displacements followed
by limited two-mode operations such as beam-splitters.

The unitary V encodes the Naimark extension of
a two outcome POVM by having the vacuum state
measurement on mode q0 correspond to applying a
joint POVM on the signal-idler state. One can always
construct a unitary transformation acting on q0⊗ q1⊗ q2
to transform a projective measurement on q0 to a
projective measurement in the space of q1 ⊗ q2 [56].
The procedure to construct unitary transformations
using purely Gaussian operations is summarized in the
supplemental information [42].
Our simulation (see [42] for code) over bosonic modes

Figure 3. Noise robustness of variational quantum illumi-
nation showing Gaussian noise variance in gate error against
the ratio of T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ) to the value it takes with zero gate error,
optimized with the constraint that NS = 0.1.
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[57, 58] maximizes the function T ve
θθθ (ϕϕϕ). In Fig. 2(a)

we highlight both the actual trace distance (blue dots)
and the estimated trace distance (brown symbols) after
optimization. The optimization regularly is able to
find the true optimum, in this case given by the TMSV
state. Fig. 2(b) shows that the optimality of TMSV
for Chernoff bound is nearly matched with our low
depth circuit that optimizes T ve

θθθ (ϕϕϕ). This shows that
despite optimizing for single-copy discrimination, it is
able to optimize to the state which is asymptotically
optimal for n copies. Given that the family of maps
Uη is continuous, our technique can be considered as
a quantum sensing task [59]. In the limit of NS → 0,
the optimal quantum Fisher information (QFI) for this
sensing task is given by the TMSV [20]. In Fig. 2(c)
we compare the QFI of the optimized state to this
optimal value and observe that it is a good quantum
sensor input despite being trained for only a fixed value
of η. Fig. 2(d) shows that despite reaching near the
performance of the TMSV, the optimized states are
not exactly equal to the TMSV, implying the existence
of a manifold of states that perform just as well as
the TMSV. We consider an example with NB = 1.0
(red square) which matches the performance of the
TMSV constrained with NS = NI = 0.1. This state has
average photons in idler and signal as NI ≈ 0.17 and
NS = 0.1 as well as differences in the reduced entropy
and the coefficients of the Schmidt decomposition from
the TMSV (see the supplemental information [42] for
details), demonstrating that it isn’t equivalent upto
local one mode unitary transformations. To test noise
resilience, we plot the averaged objective while the
optimized circuit parameters have Gaussian noise (see
3) and find favorable scaling with the error percentage.
Our protocol can be trained for in one parameter
regime and deployed in another, as discussed in the
supplemental information [42]. Additionally, we show
a way to construct a near-optimal Gaussian POVM
for quantum illumination which supplements existing
detection schemes [60].

Multiple Hypothesis Testing.— We can extend the
use of our algorithm to the case of multiple chan-
nel discrimination [61, 62]. We have quantum chan-
nels E1, E2, . . . Ek. Extending our earlier description,
we now discriminate ρi = (Ei ⊗ I) using the POVM
set {Π1, . . .Πk}. Maximizing the success probability
Psuccess =

∑k
i=1 Tr(Πiρi)/k (assuming each channel to

be equally likely) is a semidefinite program over posi-
tive semidefinite variables ρ and {Πi} with constraints
Tr(ρ) = 1 and

∑
i Πi = I. Defining the ancilla q0 as a

qudit with k levels makes it possible to encode a Naimark
extension of this POVM set [41]. Proceeding with the
same hybrid algorithm described for the binary case, we
can now optimize over θθθ and ϕϕϕ to obtain the optimal
state and measurement for this task.

We explore a basic case of telling apart three differ-

Figure 4. Success probability of VQAs for ternary hypoth-
esis test of two-qubit channels over four qubits as described
above with a qutrit ancilla. Ansatz V (ϕϕϕ) (of 5 or 7 layers)
is optimized while U(θθθ) is fixed and prepares a GHZ state.
The VQA outcome is compared against classical SDP result,
which can be performed only for small system sizes.

ent 2-qubit unitary channels. There are known analytical
results for the multiple state discrimination of asymptot-
ically many copies [63, 64]. However there aren’t known
results for the case of single-shot discrimination. Hence
we compare the performance of our VQA with a convex
optimization done using the cvxpy package [65, 66]. Our
results are shown in Fig. 4 showing that our algorithm
is capable of near optimal performance even in the case
of multiple hypotheses.

Discussion.— Hypothesis testing is a task central to
probability theory for the discrimination of probability
distributions [67]. QHT extends this to quantum chan-
nel discrimination and quantum state discrimination, and
our work shows how VQAs can be applied for this task.
The use of quantum resources have demonstrated an ad-
vantage here and have applications in exoplanet spec-
troscopy [68], superresolution between two incoherent op-
tical sources [69], and as discussed in this work, quan-
tum illumination [17–23]. Our VQA when applied for
quantum illumination, is able to find a probe state that
matches the optimal performance under signal photon
number constraint (see Fig. 2). These results demon-
strate noise resilience as shown in Fig. 3 supporting the
experimental viability of such algorithms for near-term
quantum devices [1, 2].

Our results on QHT have direct application in general
channel discrimination [70] and tasks such as quantum
reading [71, 72]. It must be noted that the related gen-
eralized tasks such as the testing of a quantum channel
to be an isometry, the determination of distinguishability
between k input states for a quantum channel, or check-
ing equality of two unitaries are QMA-complete [73–75].
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We find that the information content of a control pulse
required to make the trace distance between the states
lie in [d(1− ϵ), d] (where d is the maximum possible trace
distance between the states obtained on sending a probe
state through the channels) scales as log(1/ϵ) if the opti-
mal state is polynomially reachable. Hence our algorithm
would also take exponential resources to converge for dif-
ficult tasks, which situates general complexity-theoretic
results within our framework.

Our algorithm nonetheless performs well as bench-
marked by channel discrimination measures. The algo-
rithm achieves near optimal results for the discrimination
between two-qubit unitaries [42]. Our work can also be
clearly generalized to sequential and parallel channel dis-
crimination [26]. These have practical applications in a
variety of tasks such as quantum metrology and certi-
fying quantum circuits [76]. We speculate that via the
Pinsker’s inequality [77] which lower bounds quantum
relative entropy in terms of the trace distance, we can
generalize our algorithm to asymmetric QHT [78]. Hence
variational QHT is sure to find disparate applications in
future quantum technologies.
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APPENDIX: SHALLOW-DEPTH VARIATIONAL QUANTUM HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Diamond norm estimation

We have two quantum channels E0 : L(H) → L(H) and E1 : L(H) → L(H) where L(H) is the set of linear operators
from Hilbert space H to H. We denote subset of L(H) that are density operators as D(H). We proceed on the task
of channel discrimination, and as highlighted in the main text, we pick a state ρ ∈ D(H⊗H) as a probe to the map
Ei⊗ IH (i = 0 or 1) and then use a POVM {Γ, I−Γ} for classification. We present this as an algorithm for estimation
of diamond distance as well.
Using the parameterized circuit shown in Fig. 1 of the letter, we define the state after applying the map as ρi,θθθ =
(Ei⊗I)(ρθθθ) and pi = Tr(Γρi,θθθ). If the unitary V (ϕϕϕ) encodes the Naimark extension of the POVM {Γ, I−Γ}, we obtain
pi = Tr

(
(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I)V (ϕϕϕ)(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ρi,θθθ)V (ϕϕϕ)†

)
. From this we define the cost function in the following equation which

is bounded above by the diamond distance since the diamond distance is defined as the supremum of ∥ρ0,θθθ − ρ1,θθθ∥1
over all possible ρ ∈ D(H⊗H).

T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) = |p0 − p1| ≤

1

2
∥ρ0,θθθ − ρ1,θθθ∥1 ≤ 1

2
∥E0 − E1∥⋄ (3)

Algorithm 1: Variational quantum algorithm to estimate diamond distance
Take input as E0 and E1 which are CPTP maps from density matrices in H to density matrices in H.
Initialize θθθ and ϕϕϕ which are parameters for U(θθθ) and V (ϕϕϕ).
Define convergence condition for cost function T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ).
while T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ) has not converged do
for θθθi = θθθ +∆θθθi and ϕϕϕi = ϕϕϕ+∆ϕϕϕi for some set of ∆θθθi and ∆ϕϕϕi do
Run circuit with parameters θθθi and ϕϕϕi with CPTP map as E0 ⊗ In
Using measurements on q0 obtain value of p0.
Run circuit with parameters θθθi and ϕϕϕi with CPTP map as E1 ⊗ In
Using measurements on q0 obtain value of p1.
Assign T ve

ϕϕϕi
(θθθi) = |p0 − p1|

end
Using T ve

ϕϕϕi
(θθθi) update θθθ and ϕϕϕ with a classical optimizer.

Check convergence of T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ).

end
Assign estimated diamond norm = 2T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ)
return final values of θθθ, ϕϕϕ and estimated diamond norm.

Figure 5. Estimation for diamond distance between the identity map and an arbitrary 2 qubit unitary map. (a) Shows how
well the value of estimated T ve

ϕϕϕ (θθθ) and the true trace distance T (E0(ρθθθ), E1(ρθθθ)) for the optimized state matches against the
analytical value. (b) Shows how well the estimated trace distance matches against the true trace distance for the state ρθθθ
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Figure 6. Estimation for diamond distance between the identity map and a phase flip map. (a) Shows how well the estimated
trace distance matches against the true trace distance for the state ρθθθ. (b) Shows the result of the estimated diamond norm
against the probability of phase flip.

There are existing ways to find the diamond distance in O(poly(dimH)) since it is a convex optimization problem
[43] but this clearly will grow exponentially in size as we increase the number of qubits. Our algorithm is clearly
scalable for such situations and can produce results using a hardware efficient ansatz.

Figures 5 and 6 show results of simulations for estimating of diamond norm. The diamond distance between a
unitary map and the identity map is the diameter of the circle which is able to contain all the eigenvalues of the
unitary operation [44]. For Kraus maps such as the phase flip map of form E(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ pZρZ have a diamond
distance of 2p from the identity map [45].

The simulations were carried out using QuTip [46, 47]. The circuit had five qubits with one of them being used in
the trace distance estimation subroutine and the other four being used for state preparation after which the quantum
map is applied on the first two of the four. The ansatz used was a hardware efficient ansatz [5] where we have single
qubit rotations followed by an entangling operation which in this case is made of only CZ gates.

Information content for optimal hypothesis testing

In this section we analyze the minimum amount of information content required for reaching an ϵ-neighbourhood
of the state which is optimal for hypothesis testing. This is to understand how much expressibility the ansatz
used for state preparation requires to get a sufficiently good probe state. Here we consider the quantum channels
E0 : L(H) → L(H) and E1 : L(H) → L(H) which satisfy the relation ∥((E0 − E1)⊗ I)ρideal∥1 = ∥E0 − E1∥⋄ = d.
To be able to reach the state ρideal requires providing some classical information which encodes the quantum control
problem of approaching this state. We assume that ρideal ∈ W+ which is the set of time-polynomial reachable states
in D(H ⊗H) using a certain control scheme γ(t) where the set of reachable states are W. Let there be a state ρreal
in the epsilon neighbourhood of ρideal

∥ρideal − ρreal∥1 ≤ ϵ. (4)

Using the results of [50], the number of bits which can encode the control pulse γ(t) must satisfy

bγ ≥ dim(W+) log2

(
1

ϵ

)
(5)

This can be understood by dividing the space of W+ into epsilon balls which would have a volume scaled as εdim(W+)

with respect to the total volume of the space. The information content in γ(t) must be enough to specify the epsilon
ball which we wish to be in which leads directly to (5). We define the operator T = (E1 − E0) ⊗ I and the operator
norm ∥T∥1 = supρ ∥Tρ∥ for ρ ∈ D(H ⊗ H). We can take note of the following from the properties of the diamond
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norm [24].

∥Tρreal∥1 ≤ ∥Tρideal∥ = d (6)
∥T (ρideal − ρreal)∥1 ≤ ∥T∥1∥(ρideal − ρreal)∥1 ≤ dε (7)

Using the triangle inequality for the 1-norm we obtain

∥T (ρideal − ρreal)∥1 ≥ |∥Tρideal∥1 − ∥Tρreal∥1| = d− ∥Tρreal∥1 ≥ 0 (8)

Combining the above inequalities, we obtain

0 ≤ d− ∥Tρreal∥1 ≤ dϵ =⇒ ∥Tρreal∥1 ∈ [d(1− ε), d] (9)

Notably the minimal bγ is independent of d. This expression shows that being in the ε neighbourhood of the state
which maximizes trace distance implies that the trace distance now lies between d(1 − ε) and d irrespective of the
value of d and will require the same amount of classical information. The computational toughness will arise in the
fact that if d is small enough, even the best possible state is unable to tell apart the two channels.

Simultaneous optimization in the algorithm

In this section we will prove that the method of simultaneous optimization employed for the algorithm used for
variational quantum hypothesis testing is valid. We first begin with defining the form of our estimated trace distance.
There are ways of estimating trace distance using a variational quantum algorithm as shown in [13] and [40]. The
main clue lies in the following definition of trace distance.

T (ρ0, ρ1) = sup
P≤I

(Tr(P (ρ0 − ρ1))) (10)

We can variationally optimize the POVM P to obtain an estimate of the trace distance. To do this using a unitary
operation, we must embed the POVM into the unitary operator. For this the Naimark extension can be used [41].

Theorem .1 (Naimark extension). For any POVM {Γi}i∈O acting on a system S, there exists a unitary UPS (acting
on a probe system P and the system S) and an orthonormal basis {|i⟩P }i∈O such that

Tr
(
(|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ IS)UPS(|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ ρS)U

†
PS

)
= Tr(ΓiρS) (11)

As pointed out in [41], the two-outcome POVM {Γ, I− Γ} can be encoded in the following unitary with the probe
system being a qubit.

UPS = IP ⊗ (
√
Γ)S + i(σY )P ⊗ (

√
I− Γ)S (12)

Let us define a parameterized unitary V (ϕ) which acts over both the probe and the system. We define the following
quantity as an estimate of trace distance,

Tϕϕϕ(ρ0, ρ1) = |p0 − p1| (13)

pi = Tr
(
(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I)V (ϕϕϕ)(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ρi)V (ϕϕϕ)†

)
i ∈ {0, 1} (14)

On combining theorem 4.1 and equation (10), we get that ∀ϕϕϕ(Tϕϕϕ(ρ0, ρ1) ≤ T (ρ0, ρ1)). This is the main crux of using
a variational algorithm for estimating trace distance in [13]. As an extension to this, we define the following cost
function for our algorithm where we use an additional qubit as the probe subsystem.

T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) = |p0(θθθ,ϕϕϕ)− p1(θθθ,ϕϕϕ)| (15)

pi(θθθ,ϕϕϕ) = Tr
(
(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I)V (ϕϕϕ)(|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ Ei(ρ(θθθ)))V (ϕϕϕ)†

)
i ∈ {0, 1} (16)

Our optimization procedure will have to optimize both θθθ and ϕϕϕ for obtaining the best possible state preparation and
measurement. Let us define θθθ0 and ϕϕϕ0 as follows

θθθ0 = argmax
θθθ

(∥E1(ρθθθ)− E0(ρθθθ)∥1) (17)

ϕϕϕ0 = argmax
ϕϕϕ

(T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ0)) (18)
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Here θθθ0 optimizes toward the state that saturates the Holevo-Helstrom bound [32, 33]. As per the definition of
the optimization problem of trace distance estimation [13], ϕϕϕ0 represents the best parameters to estimate the trace
distance for ρθθθ0

. Now let us define the parameters obtained by a complete optimization as follows

θ̃θθ, ϕ̃ϕϕ = argmax
θθθ,ϕϕϕ

(Trϕϕϕ(E1(ρθθθ))− Trϕϕϕ(E0(ρθθθ))) (19)

Clearly T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) ≤ ∥E1(ρθθθ) − E0(ρθθθ)∥1/2. Our task now would be to verify if θ̃θθ, ϕ̃ϕϕ ≡ θθθ0,ϕϕϕ0, to see whether the global

optimization reaches a meaningful result.

Claim .1.1. Under the assumption that for all θθθ, there exists a ϕϕϕ which satisfies

T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ) = T (ρ1,θθθ, ρ0,θθθ),

we can claim the equivalence θ̃θθ, ϕ̃ϕϕ ≡ θθθ0,ϕϕϕ0.

Proof. From the assumption we have taken, it is quite clear that T ve
ϕϕϕ0
(θθθ0) = ∥E1(ρθθθ0

) − E0(ρθθθ0
)∥1. Along with this,

since the parameters θ̃, ϕ̃ are from an optimization of T ve
ϕϕϕ (θθθ), we must have the following inequality hold

T ve
ϕ̃ϕϕ
(θ̃θθ) ≥ T ve

ϕϕϕ0
(θθθ0)

Now from the assumption that we have taken we can make the following claim

T ve
ϕ̃ϕϕ
(θ̃θθ) = ∥E1(ρθ̃θθ)− E0(ρθ̃θθ)∥1

If this doesn’t hold, there will exist some ϕϕϕ which gives the exact trace distance and the TD function always is less
than the trace bound hence resulting in a contradiction. Hence we have the following hold

∥ρ1,θ̃θθ − ρ0,θ̃θθ∥1 ≥ ∥ρ1,θθθ0
− ρ0,θθθ0

∥1

Let us assume that ∥ρ1,θ̃θθ−ρ0,θ̃θθ∥1 > ρ1,θθθ0
−ρ0,θθθ0

∥1. This would contradict the fact that θθθ0 is a parameter that saturates
the trace distance. Hence we finally get the following hold.

∥ρ1,θ̃θθ − ρ0,θ̃θθ∥1 = ∥ρ1,θθθ0
− ρ0,θθθ0

∥1

Hence both these parameters saturate the Holevo bound and also they have the perfect trace distance estimators,
hence proving their equivalence.

While the assumption in the above claim requires V (ϕϕϕ) to be able to reach the optimal POVM’s Naimark extension
for all ρθθθ, this does show that the optimization procedure is sound and produces meaningful results. In essence, we
will have to optimize our estimated trace distance since the real trace distance is not as easy to calculate but this
optimization will end up optimizing the true trace distance as well as the estimate of trace distance toward the true
value. This has been reflected in the results we show for variational quantum illumination using Gaussian states.

Naimark dilation for Gaussian states

When we are working with purely Gaussian states, we have the limitation that the unitary V must also be a
Gaussian unitary. This puts a fundamental limitation on the form it can take, given that no two Gaussian states
are orthogonal [48]. The overlap can be made as small as needed, but true orthogonality is impossible and hence we
cannot reach the true canonical Naimark extension [49] if we choose to use only Gaussian operations. The isometry
of the canonical Naimark extension in this case is given as follows which is not Gaussian.

Vcanonical = Iq0 ⊗ (
√
Γ)SI + i(− |0⟩⟨1|q0 + |1⟩⟨0|q0 + I− |0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)⊗ (

√
I− Γ)SI (20)

On the other hand, we can frame this as trying to perform a measurement on some n mode state by entangling it to
a 1 mode system. This can be written as follows.

Tr(V †(P0 ⊗ In)V (|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ρ)) = Tr(Pρ) (21)
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Figure 7. Description of the quantum circuit for variational quantum illumination. The state is prepared over the signal and
idler mode using an ansatz which consists of displacements and two-mode squeezing. The ansatz shown for the measurement
section consists of displacements and beam splitters. The simulations contain controlled phase gates for in the measurement
section as well. The readout can be either measure the probability it is vacuum or the expectation value of the parity operator.

Here P0 is a a projection which is in L(H) where H is the Hilbert space of a single mode of light. P is a projection in
L(H⊗n) and ρ is a density operator in D(H⊗n) and In is the identity operator in L(H⊗n). Since we want the above
equation to hold for all ρ, we can rewrite it as follows.

V †(P0 ⊗ In)V = I1 ⊗ P (22)

Here we are applying a transformation from one linear operator to another which means that as long as the norm of
both P0 ⊗ In and I1 ⊗ P are equal, we can find a V . We can construct a V = (SWAP1,2 ⊗ In−1)(I1 ⊗ V ′) where it
performs a swap between the first two modes and then does some unitary V ′ only on the subsystem of n modes. This
transforms the measurement from the space of the first mode to the space of the n modes.

(I1 ⊗ V ′)†(SWAP1,2 ⊗ In−1)
†(P0 ⊗ In)(SWAP1,2 ⊗ In−1)(I1 ⊗ V ′) = I1 ⊗ V ′†(P0 ⊗ In−1)V

′† (23)

This shows that we can construct any projection of form P = V ′†(P0 ⊗ In−1)V
′† where V ′ is Gaussian since the swap

operation between two modes can be trivially represented as a passive Gaussian operation. This recipe shows us that
while we may not be able to construct the canonical Naimark extension of the optimal POVM, we can construct a
Naimark extension that performs a POVM on the n mode subspace using a single-mode ancillary measurement.

Multiple optima in Gaussian quantum illumination

As can be seen in Fig. 2 of the main text, there are certain states which do not have 100% fidelity with the TMSV
yet happen to have equal performance in the QFI, chernoff bound and the trace distance. These states are largely
accessible due to the constraint only being placed on the value of signal photon number NS .
We pick the example of the state obtained in the case of NB = 1. We perform a Schmidt decomposition on this state
and compare it with the TMSV. Equal Schmidt values imply that one state can be obtained from the other using
only local transformations implying equal entanglement as well. It turns out that this is not the case and the TMSV
is different from the obtained optimal state despite both being equally good for the hypothesis testing task. This
implies that there are clearly multiple possible Gaussian states which are optimal for the hypothesis testing task.

The five largest Schmidt values for TMSV with NS = 0.1 are 6.20921323× 10−5, 6.83013455× 10−4, 7.51314801×
10−3, 8.26446281× 10−2, 9.09090909× 10−1. The TMSV has a von-Neumann entropy of 0.33509970612111517.
The five largest Schmidt values for the obtained optimal state at NB = 1 with NS = 0.1 are
6.03874183 × 10−5, 6.69019663 × 10−4, 7.41192949 × 10−3, 8.21152229 × 10−2, 9.09737450 × 10−1. This state
has a von-Neumann entropy of 0.3332223308457541.
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Testing unknown values in variational quantum illumination

Figure 8. Comparision of performance of a specific optimized state over a range of NB and η. The state we choose is obtained
by optimizing with NB = 1 and η = 10−3 (indicated by a red dot in the image) which as shown previously is quite different
from the TMSV. (a) Shows the ratio of trace distance when using the chosen state to that of the trace distance with TMSV (b)
Shows the ratio of Chernoff bound when using the chosen state to that of the trace Chernoff bound with TMSV. Both of these
are measures of performance for a good hypothesis test in the symmetric case giving an idea that even over unknown values of
NB and η we obtain states which do perform optimally.

The optimization protocol we use happens to find the optimal state for discriminating two given maps E0 and
E1. However in the case of quantum illumination, where these maps are dependent on some continuous parameters
(background radiation NB and reflectivity η), one might want to check the applicability of the optimized state for
varying values of NB and η. This is checked by seeing how well a fixed state performs compared to the known optimal
TMSV state as can be seen in Fig. 8.

Simulation code and data

All the simulation code and data for variational Gaussian quantum illumination, general QHT, and multiple hy-
pothesis testing can be found here: https://github.com/mahadevans2432/Variational-QHT.

https://github.com/mahadevans2432/Variational-QHT
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