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We introduce semidefinite programming hierarchies for benchmarking relevant entanglement properties in
the high-dimensional steering scenario. Firstly, we provide a general method for detecting the entanglement
dimensionality through certification of the Schmidt number. Its key feature is that the computational cost is
independent of the Schmidt number under consideration. Secondly, we provide a method to estimate the fidelity
of the source with any maximally entangled state. Using only basic computational means, we demonstrate the
usefulness of these methods, which can be directly used to analyse experiments on high-dimensional systems.

Introduction.— Quantum technologies greatly benefit from
correlations generated between entangled particles. While
standard entanglement involves qubits, it is well-known that
two entangled particles with a higher-than-qubit local dimen-
sion can exhibit stronger correlations. This is not only of con-
ceptual interest but it also enables improved noise- and loss-
tolerance in quantum key distribution [1] and steering exper-
iments [2, 3], and allows for reduced detection efficiencies in
Bell inequality tests [4]. Therefore, much research has been
focused on certifying the dimension of entangled states; see
e.g. the recent experiments [5—10].

Many methods and criteria have been developed to detect
the entanglement dimensionality (a.k.a the Schmidt number
[11]) of bipartite entangled states [7, 12—16]. This endevour
has naturally been extended to more demanding scenarios, in
which not all quantum operations are assumed to be charac-
terised. A well-known example is the steering scenario [17],
in which one party’s (Alice’s) operations are uncharacterised
and entanglement therefore must be certified only from the
local states observed by the other party, Bob (see Fig. 1).
This scenario has been studied for both fundamental interest
and for practical interest as a platform for one-sided device-
independent quantum information protocols [18].

High-dimensional entanglement leads to significant corre-
lation advantages for steering and it has therefore been the
core of many steering experiments [19-25]. However, in or-
der to show that observed correlations are genuinely due to
high dimensionality, one must falsify the hypothesis that the
local states of Bob could have been generated in a quantum
model that uses only lower-dimensional entanglement [26].
Analytical criteria for certifying the Schmidt number in the
steering scenario have been put forward in [26] but these cri-
teria are not tight and they are limited to a specific correlation
test using two measurement bases. It is known that quantum
steering greatly benefits from the use of many measurement
bases [27, 28], but current analytical criteria for certifying the
Schmidt number from many bases can only slightly capitalize
on this potential [29]. Recently, it has been proposed to ad-
dress the problem via a semidefinite programming (SDP) ap-
proach [30]. While this approach is general, it is less practical
because its computational cost scales rapidly in the hypothe-
sised Schmidt number.

Here, we develop efficient SDP relaxation hierarchies for
quantifying high-dimensional entanglement in the steering
scenario; both in terms of the Schmidt number and in terms of
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FIG. 1: Steering scenario. A state p is shared between two parties
Alice (A) and Bob (B), who have inputs (z, y) and outputs (a, ).
Alice’s measurements are uncharacterised (black box) while Bob’s
measurements are known (white box). From the local states of Bob,

we bound the Schmidt number, r, of the shared state and its fidelity
with the maximally entangled state in dimension d.

fidelity with the maximally entangled state. Both of these are
standard quality benchmarks in experiments. For the Schmidt
number, our SDP method contrasts that of [30] since its com-
putational requirements have no dependence on the hypothe-
sised Schmidt number and it is therefore scalable in this pa-
rameter. This allows us both to compute relevant steering
bounds in scenarios that were previously out of reach for SDP
methods and to improve previously known results. For bound-
ing the entanglement fidelity, we are not aware of alternative
SDP methods. Through case studies, we show that our method
can closely approximate the exact fidelity results. Taken to-
gether, these methods enable versatile and pratical entangle-
ment quantification in the high-dimensional steering scenario.
Preliminaries.— Consider that Alice and Bob share an un-
known bipartite quantum state pag. Alice selects an input x
and performs an unknown measurement {A,|,} on her part,
where a denotes the outcome. After Alice measures, the un-
normalised post-measurement states in Bob’s side become

Oalaz = tra [(Aa\'r ® ﬂB)pAB] ’ (L

where the local probability distribution in Alice’s side is given
by p(alz) = tr(o,).). The set & = {o,),} is called the as-
semblage, and is characterised by positivity 0,, = 0 Va,z,
no-signaling ) 04|, = 7 Va, and normalisation tr(7) = 1,
for T being an arbitrary quantum state. We say that o is steer-
able if it cannot be generated by any set of local measurements
on any separable state. Although this can conveniently be de-
cided by SDP [18], it requires Bob to perform full tomography



on the assemblage. Alternatively, one can base steering tests
on witness quantities, in which Bob performs only a smaller
set of measurements { By, } where y is the input and b the
outcome. Witness tests take the form

W = Z Cabzy tI‘(O’a|sz|y) <pB, 2

a,b,x,y

for some real coefficients cqpry. These inequalities are re-
spected by all unsteerable assemblages but can be violated
otherwise. Such criteria are well-known and standard [18].

Here, we are interested in a more challenging task: using
o, Alice must convince Bob that pag has Schmidt number at
least . The Schmidt number is the smallest local dimension
necessary to generate pap via a mixture of pure states [11].
Formally, it is written

r(pap) = min

Tmax - = i i i
{qi}’{z/)i}{ a PAB Zi:q |9i )X¥i

and Ty = max rank(zﬁf)} , (3

where {q;}; is a probability distribution and ¢ =
trg (i X;|). We denote by S, the set of assemblages (1)
compatible with local measurements on states of Schmidt
number at most r. Notice that choosing = 1 (pap separable)
reduces the membership problem for S, to standard steering
detection. However, when r > 1 there is no longer a simple
and general procedure for deciding whether o € S,.

The Schmidt number reveals the genuine entanglement di-
mensionality of pag but it does not necessarily determine
how accurately an entanglement preparation device works.
It is therefore natural to also consider using o to bound the
fidelity between pap and the desired target state produced
by the source. The most natural target state is the maxi-
mally entangled state, which up to local unitaries is given by

o) = % Zf:_ol |i7). The optimised fidelity is written
F(pap) = max (67 |(A® 1)[pa¢g) , )

where A is some local extraction channel in Alice’s lab. We
refer to (4) as the entanglement fidelity. We will estimate it
both from both given assemblages (1) and witness values (2).
Hierarchy for Schmidt number certification.— Consider
that Alice and Bob share a pure state pap = [1)(¢)| where
Bob’s dimension is d. If the Schmidt number of the state is
at most 7 < d, the reduced state pp = trg(pag) is fully sup-
ported on an r-dimensional subspace. We call the projector
onto this subspace II. W.l.g we can restrict Alice’s measure-
ments {A,,} to this support space of pa, and thus the nor-
malisation becomes ), Aq = IL. The above implies
I =11,

tr(Il) <r, (II® 1)pas = paB,

&)

We now construct a hierarchy of SDP relaxations that give
outer approximations of the set S,.. We assume that Alice’s
measurements are projective, i.e. that Ay, Ag/jz = a0’ Aaja>
but we will later show that also general measurements can

1_[Aa|ur = Aa\x~

be considered with this method. To this end, we first define
the set, L, of all operators relevant in the steering scenario,
namely the state pap, the relevant support space 1I and the
measurements {A, |, }: L = {pag, 1T ® g, {Ag)z @ Lg}a,e}-
Next, we consider some set S O L whose elements are mono-
mials over L. We use this to define a block-matrix whose
block-rows and block-columns are indexed by u,v € S,

I'=> |ufv|@Ty,, with Ty, =trs(ulv). (6)

U,v

The reason that this is a useful definition is two-fold. (i) "
is positive semidefinite by construction [31], which is crucial
for an SDP formulation. (ii) The relevant constraints for the
steering scenario, namely the assemblage, the Schmidt num-
ber of pap and the orthogonality of the measurements, can be
imposed as (SDP-compatible) linear constraints on I". This is
achieved by fixing specific blocks of I', in particular

Pa,a,, =0, (D

for a # a’. Thus, the existence of a positive semidefinite T’
subject to linear constraints of the above type is a necessary
condition for & € S,. This problem is therefore an SDP.
Importantly, neither the number of variables nor the size of
I" depends on the Schmidt number; r enters only as a linear
constraint, as in (7). Furthermore, while we have so far as-
sumed that pap is pure, note that the set of feasible I' is con-
vex. Therefore, the SDP criterion holds also for any convex
combination of pure states with Schmidt number at most 7,
i.e. it applies also to mixed states.

Choosing the monomials included in S is a degree of free-
dom in our construction. By extending S with more mono-
mials, the relaxations of S, become increasingly precise. A
standard choice of S is to consider a sequence Si for k =
1,2,3,..., where Sy contains all monomials of length at most
k. Thus, S; C Sy C ... C S and it therefore correspond to
a hierarchy of SDPs in which each subsequent step is at least
as constraining as the previous. Note however that one does
not need to select S to be of this form. An often attractive
compromise between accuracy and computational cost is to
select Sj; and extend it with an incomplete set of monomials
of length k 4 1. These are called intermediate levels.

It is instructive to consider an example of how the method
applies to an illustrative choice of monomials [32], S =
{II, p, Aogjo, Aoj1, A1jop} - Using the relations (5) and also
projective measurements I' becomes

Papnp = Oala I'np <,

S II p Ay Aop Aip

1I rl pB  cil el a1)o

p PB oo oop M
Aojo il esl 0
Ao col G

Aqop M

where we have omitted the lower-triangle blocks due to sym-
metry and optimally chosen equality in Eq. (7) for I'r; 17. The
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FIG. 2: Upper bound on the critical visibility for genuine
r-dimensional steering under projective measurements of a
d-dimensional isotropic state under N MUBs. All results were
computed on a standard laptop with 32GB RAM using the YALMIP
package [38].

black entries are fixed by (7) whereas the blue entries are
free variables in the SDP. Specifically, c;, c2 and c3 are non-
negative scalars, M is a Hermitian matrix and G is any matrix.
The first follows from I'r 4, , = tr(HAa‘x) 1= tr(Aa|I) 1,
where tr(Aa‘x) is some non-negative number. The second is
due to 'y 4,,p = tra(p(Asj0 ® 1)p) being Hermitian but
otherwise unknown. The third is due to I Agj1,A110p being an
unknown matrix. Thus, if the SDP returns that there exists no
choice of the free variables such that I' > 0, we conclude that
o ¢ S,. Notice that the SDP method can also be applied to
bound witnesses. For this, one needs only to assign o, as
an unknown assemblage in the block I'y 4, = 04;. Since
any witness (2) is a linear functional over these blocks, W can
be used as the objective function of the SDP optimised over
domain I" > 0.

Furthermore, the SDP can be adapted to relax the assump-
tion of projective measurements. For this, we use Naimark’s
theorem to represent an m-outcome non-projective measure-
ment on the space II as a projective measurement on an ex-
tended Hilbert space of dimension rm [33]. This means
that A,|, no longer is supported only on II but instead on
1,,,. Hence, the final condition in Eq. (5) is replaced with
IrmAge = Aqgjz- To account for this in the SDP, we need
only to add 1., to the list L, implying e.g. Iy y = rm1. Nev-
ertheless, we note that non-projective measurements rarely
have advantages over projective ones in steering [34-37].

Case studies for the Schmidt number.— We now address
the central question: does the SDP hierarchy perform well in
practice for detecting genuine high-dimensional steering? We
examine this through case studies.

Consider a noisy maximally entangled state, p, =
v|og Xed| + 1541, where v € [0,1] is the visibility. If Al-
ice performs basis measurements {4, }, the corresponding
assemblage takes the form o), = %(A,LW)T + 1(1_2”1. Let
Alice’s measurements be a set of N mutually unbiased bases
(MUBS), defined by tr( Ay, Agrj,r) = 3 for any pair z # 2.
These bases are common in experiments and they have also
been the focus of previous literature [26, 29, 30]. We first use
the SDP hierarchy with projective measurements to determine

upper bounds on the critical value of v above which the as-
semblage certifies Schmidt number r. For this, we have intro-
duced v as a variable in our SDP relaxation and the objective
is to minimise it such the SDP is feasible. For d = 3,4, 5, we
have considered all non-trivial values of r for different choices
of N. The visibility bounds are given in Fig. 2 and the spe-
cific relaxation levels used in these computations are detailed
in [39]. Contrasting previous SDP methods [30], we are eas-
ily able to go beyond the lowest Schmidt numbers using only
a standard laptop. To further showcase the scalability of the
method, we have considered dimensions d = 7,8 for N = 2
and evaluated the SDP relaxation [40] for all values of r; see
complete results in [39]. For example, in the most demanding
case of (d,r) = (8,7) we obtain v < 0.970.

We now go further and show that the method also gives rel-
evant and scalable results when permitting general measure-
ments. To this end, we have considered the certification of the
maximal Schmidt number (r > d — 1) in the above scenario
of N = 2 MUBs in dimensions d = 3,4, 5, 6. We obtain

d| 3 4 5 6
v0.85370.9196|0.9443]0.9574 |

The relaxation levels are given in [39]. These results are only
somewhat weaker than those obtained under projective mea-
surements in Fig. 2 and they improve on the best known re-
sults in the literature [26, 29, 30] in all cases except the sim-
plest one (d = 3).

Furthermore, we can also consider assemblages obtained
with measurements other than MUBs. For instance, we can
apply to p, a set of d? binary measurements corresponding
to a symmetric informationally complete set of projections.
These are given by {P,, 1 — Pz}ff:l with P, being a rank-
one projector with the property that Tr(P;P;) = ﬁ for
i # j. We have considered the cases of d = 3 and d = 4.
For d = 3, we find genuine three-dimensional steering under
general measurements for v > 0.7906. For d = 4, we certify
a maximal Schmidt number (r > 3) when v > 0.8634 [41].

Hierarchy for entanglement fidelity.— We now turn to the
problem of bounding the lowest entanglement fidelity F'(pap)
compatible with a given o. For this, note that the entangle-
ment fidelity (4) can be expressed as an SDP by using the
Choi representation of a quantum channels [42]. This al-
ternative form reads {F'(pap) = maxtr(papXat)|Xat =
0, trg(Xa+) = &} . From the strong duality theorem of SDP,
this can equally well be written as the minimisation [39]

F n tr(Z
(pap) =min  —tr(2) ®)
S.t. Z@]l—pABi‘O

We use the representation (8) to construct a hierarchy of
SDPs for lower-bounding F'(pag) from o. Similar to before,
we select L = {1l ® 1,{A,; ® 1},} and let S be a set of
monomials over L. This time, however, we make use of two
separate SDP matrices, Y(*) =3 o [u)v] ®Tq(fﬁ)) labeled
byw =pandw = Z respectivelyf The reason for these la-

bels is that we define their d x d blocks as T,Sf, ) — try (ufpv)
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FIG. 3: Lower bound on one-sided device-independent
entanglement fidelity as function of the MUB-witness WW. Results
are computed for d = 3 and N = 2, 3,4 MUBs.

and ngv) = tra (uf(Z @ 1)v) respectively. These defini-
tions are employed for reasons similar to the previous case of
Schmidt numbers; they permit us to impose the relevant con-
straints from the steering problem on the SDP relaxation. To
see this, note first that Y(¥) is positive semidefinite by con-

struction. Secondly, the assemblage appears in its blocks;
Ti{)jlm 1 = Ogq|,- Thirdly, the entanglement fidelity constraint

can be imposed in an SDP-compatible way thanks to Y(%).
To that end, we first recover the objective in (8) as the trace

over T%,Zn) because f = L tr(Z) = dif_,tr('f%lﬂ)). Next, we
can also write the second line in (8) as a semidefinite con-
straint in our relaxation by imposing Y@ —1® = (. Thus,
we have obtained an SDP relaxation: minimise f when Y (¥)
and T(%) satisfy the above semidefinite constraints. This is
guaranteed to return a lower bound on F'(pap) for any choice
of monomials S. In supplementary [39] we provide an illus-
trative example of how this method can be used for a simple
choice of S.

Alternatively, we can also estimate the entanglement fi-
delity from a witness (2) instead of from an assemblage. This
needs only a small modification: treat instead Tf‘lpj\m,ﬂ =
Oq4jc 8s an unknown assemblage and write the witness as

W =3, 4oy Cabay tT (TELQMJIBZ’W)' The SDP relaxation
amounts to minimising f for W constrained to given value.

Case studies for entanglement fidelity.— We apply the
SDP relaxation hierarchy to estimate the entanglement fidelity
based on a well-known witness for high-dimensional steering
[2, 3], and test it by fixing Bob’s measurements to be NV d-
dimensional MUBs, { By, }. Specifically, we take as a witness
the bound on the probability of Alice and Bob having identical
outcomes when selecting the same classical input, i.e.

1 N d

we DO T (A ® Bjji)pas) 5% (1 + N\fd1> '

k=1 j=1

The inequality holds for all separable states and measurements
in Alice’s side. This inequality is maximally violated with

W = 1 if Alice and Bob share the maximally entangled state
pas = |4 X ¢ | and select Aj), = BjT‘k.

When the steering inequality is violated, we evaluate the
SDP relaxation to bound from below the entanglement fidelity
of the state. Specifically, we have considered the case of d = 3
with any number of MUBs, namely N = 2, 3, 4. Our selected
hierarchy levels correspond to SDP matrices of sizes 183, 295
and 261 respectively and are specified in [39]. The results are
illustrated in Fig. 3. We obtain a non-trivial entanglement fi-
delity (F' > 1/3) whenever the steering inequality is violated.
To investigate the accuracy of the bounds, we use a seesaw
optimization [16] to also obtain upper bounds on the entangle-
ment fidelity. Details on this method are given in [39]. Even
though this method is not guaranteed to converge, it matches
our lower bound for N = 2 up to numerical precision. For
N = 3 and N = 4 the maximum discrepancy between the
upper and lower bound remains small, specifically at 6 x 1073
and 2 x 1072 respectively.

Conclusions.— We have introduced hierarchies of semidef-
inite programs to bound the set of quantum correlations re-
alisable in steering experiments both when (i) the Schmidt
number of the source is restricted, and (ii) when the fidelity
of the source with the maximally entangled d-dimensional
state is restricted. We demonstrated through case studies that
the former method both leads to relevant bounds in high-
dimensional steering scenarios and that it allows for compu-
tations that are scalable in the Schmidt number of the state.
Similarly, we showed that the latter method can lead to op-
timal fidelity bounds for standard high-dimensional steering
witnesses. Both methods can readily be applied to data in past
and future high-dimensional steering experiments. Our imple-
mentation of the SDP hierarchies is available at [43].

An open problem is whether SDP hierarchies converge to
the relevant sets in the limit of large relaxation level. A natural
further endeavour is to investigate whether the use of symme-
tries (see e.g. [44—46]) can be leveraged to reduce the compu-
tational cost of our SDPs significantly, mainly w.r.t the num-
ber of bases measured by Alice and/or the physical dimension
considered.

Finally, it is interesting to note that certification of the
Schmidt number in steering experiments has a one-to-one re-
lationship with a dimension-based generalised notion of joint
measurability [47]. This notion asks whether the statistics
of a measurement can be fully reproduced by first compress-
ing a state to a lower dimension and then performing lower-
dimensional measurements on it. Our results of Schmidt num-
ber certification can therefore also be reinterpreted as criteria
for this form of joint measurability.
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Appendix A: Additional details on SDP relaxations

In Table I we give the relaxation levels used to compute the visibility bounds of high-dimensional steering with MUBs given
in the main text. For given pair (d, N), the same relaxation level was used for the different values of r.

N
d 2 3 4 5
3 3 3 2+ AAA” -
5 |2+ AAA 2 2 |1+ pA+tAA"

TABLE I: Relaxation levels employed in the SDP used to upper bound the critical visibility for genuine r-dimensional steering of a
d-dimensional isotropic state under N MUBs. The intermediate levels are defined by adding selected sets of operators to a complete
relaxation level. To simplify the notation of intermediate levels, we have defined AA™ as the set of ordered combination of A, |, A,/ |, With
ax < a'z’, where ax represents the concatenation of the outcome a and the input z as a two digit number. Furthermore, we define A, o and
Ag), as the list of measurements with fixed input(output) 0 and output(input) varying from 0 to d(N).

For the special case of critical visibilities certifying that » > 2, we have also employed an additional simplification. Since
the support space of Alice is two-dimensional, at most two of the d projectors appearing in her POVM can be non-zero. This
implies additional constraints on the moment matrix elements. To give an example consider tr(Ao\oA0\1A1|0A1|1)~ In general,
this element would be a complex variable in our SDP. Using the aforementioned property, it is however possible to rewrite it as

tr(Aojo Aoj1 A1j0A11) = tr(Ao\o(H - AoL|1)A1|0A1|1) = —tr(A0|0A§|1A1|0A1‘1) (A1)

Where we defined the non zero projector othogonal to Ag); as Aé‘l. The last trace is either zero when Ay, # AOL|1 or a real
valued element when A;|; = Ajll. We can therefore define it as a real variable.

In the main text we mention computing bounds on the critical visibility of the isotropic state in dimensions d = 7, 8 using
N = 2 MUB:s. For each r, the results are given in Table II.

s

d 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 10.7531|0.8247|0.8797(0.9253|0.9649| -
8 10.7385|0.8056|0.8571]0.9000(0.9371|0.9701

TABLE II: Upper bounds on the critical visibility for genuine r-dimensional steering of a isotropic state for d = 7, 8 with N = 2 MUBs.

When certifying the maximal Schmidt number without the assumption of projective measurements on Alice’s side, we em-
ployed level 3+ AAA, 2 + pAA+ AAA, 2+ AAA and 2 + TTAA for dimensions 3,4, 5, 6.

Finally, the SDP relaxation levels used to compute the entanglement fidelity bounds in the main text for the MUB-witness for
N = 2,3,4 MUBs in dimension d = 3 are as follows. For N' = 2, we use level 4. For N = 3, we use level 2 + A, gAA. For
N = 3 we use level 2 + AgpAA.

All our selections of levels are motivated by compromises between accuracy of the relaxation and computational viability.
That is, for every case study, we have strived to select a monomial list, S, that is large enough to imply constraints that are strong
enough to obtain interesting bounds, but small enough to be computationally reasonable on a standard laptop computer.

Appendix B: Dual SDP formulation of maximally entangled fraction

The maximally entangled fraction of a state is commonly defined as
Fg+(pas) = max (2| (U@ 1)pas(UT @ 1) [@T), (BD)

where U is a unitary that Alice can use to locally align her state with the maximally entangled state |®*). Note that without
loss of generality, one can consider a unitary only on Alice’s side since any unitary permitted on Bob’s side can be absorbed into
Alice’s unitary via the relation (O ® 1) |®T) = (1 ® OT) |®*). We go one step further and permit Alice to apply a general
CPTP map, A, to her local state. This can be viewed as an extraction channel over which the optimisation is evaluated,

F(pap) = max (| (A®1)[pas] |27F). (B2)



We refer to the maximally entangled fraction F'(pag) as the entanglement fidelity. It can conveniently be recast in terms of the
Choi state of the adjoint channel.

(@1 (A®1)[pap] |2F) = tr [(A @ 1) [pag] |2 F) (2]
— tr [pas (A @ 1) []0F) (@7 ] (B3)
=tr [pABXAT] .

In the second equality we used the definition of the adjoint channel and in the last equality we have introduced the Choi state
Xzt = (AT @ 1) [|@T) (T[] The adjoint channel is completely positive and unital. Hence, the Choi state is characterised by

1
the constraints X+ = 0 and trg [Xa:] = E]l' This allows us to evaluate the entanglement fidelity as the following SDP
F(pap) = max  tr[pap Xt
Xt
1
S.t. trp [Xat] = gﬂ (B4)
Xat =0

For the purpose of using our moment matrix relaxation method, we are interested in expressing this as a minimisation problem
instead. Therefore, we consider the dual formulation. To find the dual, we minimise the Lagrangian

1
L(Xpt,Z,E) = tr[papXai] + tr [Z (d]l —trp XAT)} + tr[EX at], (B5)

where Z > 0 and = > 0. The Lagrangian can be simlified to

1
L(Xpt,Z,E) = tr[papXai] + p tr[Z] —tr [(Z @ 1) X pt] + tr[EX p1]

1 (B6)
=3 tr[Z] + tr [Xat (pap — (Z @ 1) + E)]
To minimise the Lagrangian over the dual variables we require that
Since = > 0 we can write the final minimisation as the SDP
Flpas) = min tx(2)
= min = ir
PAB d (BS)

s.t. Z @1 = pas.

Appendix C: Seesaw optimization

We optimise the value of the witness over the measurements of Alice and the shared state subject to a limited entanglement
fidelity, f. This optimisation is written

St étr(Z) _f €

Z @1 — pap = 0.

This is a nonlinear problem since the witness is quadratic in the optimisation variables

W =" tr [(Aaz ® Baja)pas) - (C2)

The nonlinear optimization problem in Eq Cl1, can be efficiently approximated by alternate linear optimizations. In
detail, fixing Alice’s measurements A,|, the problem is linear in the shared state pap and the dual variable Z and
vice versa. It means that we can efficiently solve by the means of a semidefinite program the two separate problems:



I?)&ZX Wf (pv A) IE?ZX Wf (P, A)
1
s.L. %tr(Z) = f (C3) st St(2) = f (C4)
Z®]l_pABt0 Z®]l*pABt0

Our algorithm then is as follows:

* Chose random assignments A, |, = A,

* Solve the SDP C3 optimising over all states pap and matrices Z and save the solutions p4p and 7
* Solve the SDP D6 optimising over all measurements A, and matrices Z and save the solutions psp and Z
* Repeat step 2 and 3 until convergence

Must be noted that to perform the aforementioned optimization the dimension of the uncharacterised party has to be fixed. In
our application we impose d 4 = 2d>.

Appendix D: Illustrative example of SDP relaxation method for entanglement fidelity

In this section we give an instructive example of how to work with the SDP realxation method for bounding the entanglement
fidelity. Our example is based on a simple choice of monomials to illustrate how the relevant steering constraints are imposed in
the SDP matrix formalism. To this end, let us consider bounding the entanglement fidelity for the MUB-witness in dimension
d = 3 and using N = 2 bases { By, }. Recall that this witness reads

1 N—-1d-1 1 N_1
W:N Z Ztr [(Ajix ® Bjjx)pas] < ~ <1 + \/g) . (D1)

We will select the first level of the hierarchy, i.e. we choose S = {1, Ag|o, Ag|1, A1]0, A1)1 }. Note that we do not need to include
the third outcome A,|, because it is fixed by normalisation, A, = 1| — Ag|, — Aqs-
Using the definition of the moment matrices:

TO = 3 fufol @Y, 1Y) = tra (ulpv) ©2)
uweS
YO = Y el @, TE =i (20 1), )
uwes
we get
S | 1 Ay Ao Aon Aip S | 1 Ay Ao Aop A
1 fdl el col el eqd 1 PB  Ooo 010 Oo1 011
Agpo cill 0 csl el Agpo g 0 M M,
T = Ay el el sl 1O = Ay oo Ms My O
Ao csl 0 Ao oo 0
A cq Aqp o111

In (D4), the black entries represents entries that can be fixed exploiting the steering conditions. In the above, we have
TEL\Z(L)MA i 0 and T(fz‘x, Agre = 0 for a # a’ due to orthogonality of the projective measurements. Also, the constrained

value of the witness enters as a linear functional constraint over suitable blocks of Y(?), specifically

W:é ¥ tr(rﬁfj?wBﬂk), (D5)

k=0,137=0,1,2

where we use the normalisation of the measurements to write Tff) 1= Tglp ])1 — Tff) 1= Tff) 1
2|k> ) 0lk>» 1]k>
The blue entries in (D4) are free variables in the SDP. Specifically,



* we have Tfﬂ) = tra (Z® 1) = fdl, with f representing the entanglement fidelity and d the dimension. This is the

variable we aim to minimise in the fidelity estimation problem.

* ¢y, c9,c3 and ¢y are non-negative scalars. This follows from T%’ZZ‘G'T = tr(Z Aa‘z) 1, where tr(Z Aa‘z) is non-negative
since for projective measurements tr(ZAa‘w) = tr(Aa‘,;ZAa‘m) holds and Ay, ZAq), = 0.

* cs5, Cg, c7 and cg are complex numbers, this is due to T;Z)l Ay = tr (ZAQ,WAG‘I) 1 being unknown when x # x’

* 04|, are Hermitian semidefinite positive matrices representing Bob’s assemblage. This comes directly from Tff)‘

e
tra(p(Aq)z @ 1)) = 04,. The assemblage respects the no-signaling condition ) o, = pg, with tr pg = 1. Note that
we consider o, as a free variable only when estimating the fidelity from a witness parameter. In contrast, if the fidelity
is estimated directly from a given assemblage, o,|, would be a fixed block in the matrix (i.e. coloured black).

* M, are arbitrary complex matrices. This is because Tffj‘m,A o = tra(p(Agr|or Agjz @ 1)) when z # 2.

The SDP relaxation for bounding the lowest value of the entanglement fidelity F'(p) compatible with the witness value W is
then written

: 1 (2)
> —
F(p) > con, @ tr (H,n)

(p)
Z Z tr(TAmJlBﬂ’“) (D6)
k=0,14=0,1,2
1@ =0
(@) _ ) =,

s.t. W =

W =

Recall that the constraint Y(*) = 0 holds by definition of YT and that Y% — Y®) = ( serves as a semidefinite relaxation of
the constraint appearing in the dual formulation of the entanglement fidelity (BS).
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