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When experimentally learning the action of a continuous variable quantum process by probing it with inputs,
there will often be some restriction on the input states used. One experimentally simple way to probe the channel
is using low-energy coherent states. Learning a quantum channel in this way presents difficulties, due to the fact
that two channels may act similarly on low energy inputs but very differently for high energy inputs. They may
also act similarly on coherent state inputs but differently on non-classical inputs. Extrapolating the behaviour of
a channel for more general input states from its action on the far more limited set of low energy coherent states
is a case of out-of-distribution generalisation. To be sure that such generalisation gives meaningful results, one
needs to relate error bounds for the training set to bounds that are valid for all inputs. We show that for any pair
of channels that act sufficiently similarly on low energy coherent state inputs, one can bound how different the
input-output relations are for any (high energy or highly non-classical) input. This proves out-of-distribution
generalisation is always possible for learning quantum channels using low energy coherent states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many physical systems can be modelled as quantum channels, which map one (input) quantum state into another (the output).
Learning about a physical process can therefore be regarded as the task of finding the input-output relations of the enacted
quantum channel [1]. Experimentally, we would do this by sending probe states through the channel and characterising the
outputs. However, a full characterisation can be very “expensive” in terms of the number of experiments required. This is
especially true for continuous variable (CV) systems [2, 3]. Since the dimension is infinite, it is not possible to, for example,
probe a channel with every basis state individually.

Instead, we must probe the channel with some finite set of input states and then extrapolate the results to all possible inputs.
One particularly simple set of input states is the coherent states. These are classical states that can easily be generated experimen-
tally. However, they form an overcomplete basis, so are sufficient to characterise a CV channel [4–7]. In any real experiment,
we will also have a maximum energy for our probe states, so the inputs will be restricted to coherent states of bounded energy.

Whenever we extrapolate from limited data, we need to understand how reliable our learned answer is outside of our limited
dataset, i.e., whether it generalises. The problem is compounded if we want our solution to hold even outside of the parameter
region in which our dataset lies. If our dataset consists of only the outputs for low energy, classical inputs, we may wonder how
reliable our input-output relations are for higher energy or non-classical systems. This is called out-of-distribution generalisation.

The problem of out-of-distribution generalisation for learning quantum channels has been investigated in the discrete variable,
unitary case [8, 9]. In [8], it is shown that by probing a unitary with a restricted set of input states, one can learn how it acts on a
very different set of inputs. In the CV case, it is known that we can extrapolate the input-output relations for coherent states to
general states [4, 5], but not how an uncertainty in those relations for coherent states propagates when applied out-of-distribution
to general states. Since we will never learn the action of a process perfectly (with finite samples), even on a limited set of inputs,
an understanding of out-of-distribution error propagation is crucial.

CV channels are particularly important, as they model various quantum sensing and communication systems, such as op-
tomechanical systems [10–12], microwave cavity quantum electrodynamics (cQED) systems [13], radiofrequency-photonic
sensors [14], radar and lidar detection [15], optical spectroscopy processes [16–19], optical communication and quantum net-
works [20, 21], nanophotonic chips for machine learning [22], and optical quantum computers [23].

In this work, we present a general formalism for understanding out-of-distribution generalisation in CV channels. We show
that if any pair of CV channels has sufficiently close outputs for low energy coherent state inputs, it is possible to construct a
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bound on the output distance for any input state. Hence, we prove that out-of-distribution generalisation is always possible for
learning quantum channels using low energy coherent states.

We start, in Section II, by introducing the problem and giving an overview of our main results. In Section III, we go into more
detail about the generalisation from low energy coherent states to higher energy coherent states. In Section VI, we investigate
some examples of this type of generalisation. In Section IV, we show the extension from coherent states to general states, and
in Section VII, we give examples of this extension. In Section VIII, we present our conclusions.

II. OVERVIEW

Learning a quantum channel means understanding how any input state will be mapped to an output state by that channel.
We can express our knowledge of the target channel as a “learned” channel that mimics as closely as possible the input-output
relations of the target. This knowledge could (non-exhaustively) take the form of a classical description of the input-output
relations, the parameter values for a specific form of parametrised channel, or some set of settings for a physical device that lets
us enact the learned channel. The better we learn the target channel, the closer the two channels will be.

Our aim is to bound the error in learning the action of a CV channel on an arbitrary state after learning on samples from a
restricted set of input coherent states. Specifically, we want to bound the distance (trace norm) between the output of a target
channel, Ψ, and our learned channel, Φ, for test state ρ, with average photon number n̄. To be useful (non-trivial), the bound on
∥Ψ[ρ]− Φ[ρ]∥ should approach 0 as we learn Ψ better over our restricted set of inputs.

If such a bound exists, this tells us that out-of-distribution generalisation is possible, in the sense that learning the input-
output relations for a very restricted set of classical state inputs is sufficient to mimic them for completely general (including
highly non-classical) input states. The tightness of the bound depends on the class of channels to which Ψ and Φ belong, e.g.
Gaussian [3, 24], unitary operation, etc. If ρ has a known, finite negativity (of its P-representation) N [25], we may also wish to
take this into account to obtain a tighter bound. A bound of this type can be constructed in three stages (as illustrated in Fig. 1).

1. Given N samples of low energy coherent states sent through a channel Ψ, bound the error in learning the action of
this channel on the same distribution of low energy coherent states. Specifically, we have N samples of the form
Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh], for r ≤ τ . Find a protocol that uses them to learn a channel Φ, such that (with high probability)
∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for all r ≤ τ , where ϵ0 is a decreasing function of N (so that more samples let us learn
the channel better). I.e., we bound the “in-distribution” error for learning the action of channel Ψ on coherent states with
an average photon number of ≤ τ2. Decreasing ϵ0 means using more samples to find a new channel Φ, such that the
output distance (for our subset of coherent states) is smaller. We require that ϵ0 → 0 as N → ∞.

2. Assume stage 1 was successful. Find a function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) such that ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r
2) for all r. This

is a restricted case of out-of-distribution generalisation. We also require that ϵ(ϵ0, r2) is a decreasing function of ϵ0 that
reaches 0 for ϵ0 = 0, ensuring that our out-of-distribution error reaches 0 if our in-distribution error does.

3. Assume stage 2 was successful. For an arbitrary input ρ, bound ∥(Ψ − Φ)[ρ]∥ in terms of n̄(ρ), ϵ(ϵ0, r), and possibly
N (ρ) (if finite). This gives us a complete bound for out-of-distribution generalisation in the general case, and we require
that it reaches 0 for ϵ = 0.

The first stage involves using a limited set of inputs to probe a quantum process and applying in-distribution generalisation
to bound the error over this set. Learning the input-output relations for a channel over a limited set of states is a somewhat
underspecified problem, since any concrete statements about it would strongly depend on the learning process and the classes of
channel under consideration. This is intentional, since the aim of this paper is to be as general as possible and to give a formalism
for extending a bound for low energy coherent state inputs to general states, regardless of how the initial bound was obtained.
However, in Section V, we discuss briefly how this task has been addressed in the frameworks of quantum process tomography,
quantum metrology and quantum machine learning. Elsewhere, we do not focus on this step, but rather assume we already have
the bound ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 (for r ≤ τ ) and want to extend it to more general inputs.

We focus on the remaining two stages. Our goals are twofold: we want to make some general statements that hold for all
classes of channels and all input states and we also want to give tighter bounds for cases in which we have more information
about the channels and/or input states. Our main results can be informally summarised as follows:

1. If two channels have exactly the same output for low energy coherent state inputs, they also have the same output for high
energy coherent state inputs.

2. If two channels have sufficiently similar outputs (i.e., a tightly bounded output distance) for low energy coherent state
inputs, they also have a bounded output distance for high energy coherent state inputs. As the channel outputs become
more similar for low energy inputs, they also become more similar for high energy inputs (as one bound converges to 0,
the other does too). For particular example classes of channels, we derive explicit bounds.
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FIG. 1: Parts (a) and (b) show two different ways we could learn a channel, Φ, that mimics the action of a target process, Ψ, for low energy
coherent states. (a) is “classical” learning of a quantum channel, whilst (b) is a form of quantum machine learning. In this illustration, we
depict probing the optical properties of an unknown (green) sample, although the process could be a magnetic field, a non-linear medium,
a reflective cavity, or any other transformation that could be applied to a state of light. We search through a set of possible (yellow) optical
mediums to find the one that best imitates the green substance. In (a), we use a (finite energy) laser to send low energy coherent states through
the target and characterise the outputs with measurements. The results are post-processed (e.g., by feeding them into a classical computer, per
the diagram) to obtain classical knowledge of the input-output relations. We can then “simulate” the action of Ψ on an unknown state, using
our classical computer and the transformation Φ. In (b), we have a tuneable quantum device (such as a different substance with tuneable optical
properties, a tuneable magnetic field, or some parametrised optical circuit) that we want to use to imitate the target process. We probe both
processes with the same coherent states (we show two lasers, but a real implementation could use a single laser and a balanced beamsplitter,
to ensure the probing states are identical). Instead of characterising both outputs, we measure them jointly, to determine their trace distance.
We could then use the measurement results to tune the quantum device and so reduce the distance. Once Φ is tuned, we hope that an unknown
state sent through the quantum device will be transformed similarly to if it were sent through Ψ. Parts (c-e) illustrate the three types of input
for which we can bound the closeness of two channels. (c) corresponds to the input states for parts (a) and (b); the probes used in our physical
measurements are low energy coherent states. The dotted line shows the maximum average energy of the inputs. We can construct a bound on
the output distance between our target and learned processes, Ψ and Φ, based on our measurement results. In (d), we consider higher energy
coherent state inputs. These are outside of the class of inputs for which we have actual measurement results; rather, we want to be able to trust
that our simulation, Φ, of Ψ is still accurate for these inputs (in the scenario of part (a)) or that our tuned quantum device still mimics our target
well (in the scenario of part (b)). We use our bound for the inputs shown in (c) to construct a bound on the inputs shown in (d). The scaling
of this bound depends on the class of channels to which the target and learned channel belong. In (e), we consider other types of input states,
including non-classical states such as squeezed vacuums and Fock states. We again want to trust that Φ is a good simulation of Ψ for these
types of input, and so we extend our bounds for the inputs in (d) to the inputs in (e).

3. If two channels have similar outputs for coherent state inputs, they also have a bounded output distance for any input state.
As the channel outputs become more similar for coherent states, they also become more similar for general inputs. We
give explicit expressions for particular examples of non-classical states.

Together, these results show that out-of-distribution generalisation is possible for every input state and all target channels.

A. Main results: Out of distribution generalisation for coherent states

We start by investigating how the output distance between a pair of channels, for a coherent state input, scales with the energy
of the input. The question we want to answer is: if the outputs of two channels are close for low energy coherent state inputs,
how quickly do they become far apart as the input energy increases? The first observation we make (proven in Appendix B) is:

Theorem 1 Suppose ∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ = 0 for all ϕ and all r ≤ τ , for some τ > 0. Then, for all ϕ and all r,
∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ = 0.
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In other words, if we learn the action of a channel exactly on an (infinite but compact) subset of the coherent states, we also
learn it exactly on all coherent states. Whilst intuitive, this is important to state, as otherwise one might think there are pairs
of channels that exactly coincide for low energy coherent states but that diverge elsewhere in phase space. This follows from
the overcompleteness of the coherent states, or alternatively from the fact that every differential of every matrix element (in any
basis) of (Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] is identically zero, and is in line with what we might expect from [5].

On the other hand, even if we can only bound the error on the subset with some ϵ0 > 0, we can still bound the error for all
coherent states. In Appendix I, we show:

Theorem 2 Suppose ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for all ϕ and all r ≤ τ , for some τ > 0. Then, there exists a concave (in
r2) function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) such that ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r

2) for all ϕ and r, with the following properties:

1. For any r and for ϵ′0 < ϵ0, ϵ(ϵ′0, r
2) ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r

2).

2. For any r, ϵ(ϵ0, r2) → 0 as ϵ0 → 0.

We express ϵ as a function of r2, rather than r, since r2 is the mean photon number and so is a more natural variable to use.
This theorem shows that if we learn a channel sufficiently well on a subset of the coherent states, our target and learned channel
will also have similar outputs for coherent states outside of that subset.

Although Theorem 2 shows the existence of a bounding function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) that is non-trivial for sufficiently small ϵ0 (and, in
fact, the proof is constructive), the function found in Appendix I requires very small ϵ0 to be non-trivial for large r. It is therefore
better to find channel-specific ϵ-functions. In Section VI, we use specific examples to demonstrate how we can obtain analytical
expressions for the function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) in certain cases, e.g., if our target channel is in a known class.

B. Main results: Out of distribution generalisation for general states

Next, we address more general states. The question now is: if the outputs of two channels are within a bounded distance of
each other for coherent state inputs, how far apart are they for other types of input states? We now assume we have a function
ϵ(ϵ0, r

2) that upper bounds the trace norm between channel outputs for a coherent state input. Starting from this function, the
goal is to prove a bound on the trace norm between channel outputs for any bounded energy input state ρ.

Such a bound can be obtained using the P-representation of CV states and the convexity of the trace norm. The calculations
are outlined in Section IV and presented in greater detail in the Appendices. In the most general case, the output distance for
any non-classical input can be bounded with the following theorem:

Theorem 3 Let Ψ and Φ be a pair of quantum channels for which ∥(Ψ−Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r
2) for all r and for some

concave (in r2) function ϵ. Let ρ be any input state with average photon number n̄. Then, for any κ > 1 and positive integer M ,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤
(
1− n̄

M

)(
2(M + 3)MκM−1ϵ

(
ϵ0,

1

κ

)
+ 4

√
2n̄

κM

)
+

2n̄

M
. (1)

This theorem has two free parameters, which must be tuned to attain the tightest bound. In particular, if we have ϵ (ϵ0, τ) = ϵ0
for τ < 1 (i.e., τ is the energy of the coherent states we used to learn the channel in the first place), we could choose τ = 1

κ , so
that the worst case scaling is approximately

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ O[eM log(M
τ )τϵ0] +O[τ

1
2 n̄

1
2M− 1

2 ] +O[n̄M−1]. (2)

As ϵ0 approaches 0, we can send M → ∞ so that Eq. (1) approaches 0 too. If we also fix M ∼ n̄, we see that the error scales at
most poly-exponentially in the input energy (∼ O[en̄ log(n̄)ϵ0]), so that a linear increase in the allowed n̄ (for fixed error) can be
achieved with an exponential decrease in ϵ0.

In the specific case of a classical (but not necessarily coherent state) input, we get the corollary (proven in Appendix D):

Corollary 3.1 Let ρclass be a classical input state with average photon number n̄. Then,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρclass]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, n̄). (3)

In the more general, but still not universal, case in which the input state has a finite negativity, N , and a known P-representation,
P (reiϕ), we define the quantities:

µP = 1 + 2N =

∫∫ ∣∣P (reiϕ)∣∣rdϕdr, νP =

∫∫ ∣∣P (reiϕ)∣∣r3dϕdr, n̄± =

∫∫
P±(re

iϕ)r3dϕdr∫∫
P±(reiϕ)rdϕdr

, (4)

where P± means we integrate over the positive/negative domain of P . Then, we have the corollary
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FIG. 2: Trace norm bounds as a function of the energy of the input coherent state using a variety of techniques. The red lines show the trivial,
piecewise step function bound, the green lines show the bound for any pair of Gaussian channels, and the blue lines show the bound when both
channels are phase rotations. In the plot on the left, we set ϵ0 = 0.3, whilst on the plot on the right, we set ϵ0 = 0.1. In both cases, τ2 = 1.

Corollary 3.2 Let ρP be an input state with P-representation P (reiϕ) and finite negativity N . Then,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρP ]∥ ≤ (1 +N )ϵ(ϵ0, n̄+) +N ϵ(ϵ0, n̄−) ≤ µP ϵ

(
ϵ0,

νP
µP

)
. (5)

III. OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION GENERALISATION FOR COHERENT STATES

Suppose two channels, Ψ and Φ, output similar output states for input coherent states in a given region. This similarity is
quantified by ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for reiϕ lying in some closed subset. We want to generalise this bound to every
complex value of reiϕ. For simplicity (and physical relevance), we assume the subset of coherent states over which we know Ψ
and Φ are similar is a circle centred on the origin, so that the radius of the subset corresponds to the maximum average energy
of the coherent states lying in it. Hence, our starting point is ∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for r2 ≤ τ2, and our goal is to
find ϵ(ϵ0, r2) such that ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r

2) for all r (with the inequality as tight as possible).
It is not necessarily the case that the channel outputs grow further apart as r increases. For instance, if Ψ and Φ are both

replacement channels (i.e., channels that ignore the input and prepare some fixed output), the output distance will be constant
for any input. The channel outputs could even converge for large r. However, in either of these scenarios, out-of-distribution
generalisation is trivial, as we can simply define ϵ(ϵ0, r2) = ϵ0. We therefore focus on scenarios in which we expect ϵ(ϵ0, r2)
to grow with r. For instance, if Ψ and Φ are lossy channels, a small difference in the loss parameters will still result in similar
outputs for low energy inputs, but the difference will grow with the energy of the inputs.

Trivially, we could choose the step function, ϵstep(ϵ0, r2), defined by

ϵstep(ϵ0, r
2) =

{
ϵ0 r ≤ τ

2 r > τ
, (6)

however this clearly gives us no out-of-distribution information. A slightly better choice would be to interpolate between the
two regions, using the information processing inequality, which tells us that changing the input state by a distance of δ cannot
increase the output distance by more than 2δ. Nonetheless, this improved form still lacks an important property: it is trivial for
large r, even when ϵ0 → 0. Hence, even if we gain perfect information about the subset of coherent states, the step function
tells us nothing about large r. Theorem 1, which is a simple consequence of expressing the input state in a fixed basis (see
Appendix B), tells us that at ϵ0 = 0, we should have ϵ(0, r2) = 0.

To be useful, the function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) should be a decreasing function of ϵ0 for every value of r2 (i.e., we require that for any r
and for ϵ′0 < ϵ0, ϵ(ϵ′0, r

2) ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r
2)). We also require it to approach 0 as ϵ0 does so (i.e., for any r, ϵ(ϵ0, r2) → 0 as ϵ0 → 0). In

theory, ϵ(ϵ0, r2) could have an arbitrary dependence on r, since we only required it to be a decreasing function of ϵ0. However,
given such a function with an arbitrary r-dependence, we can always construct ϵ′(ϵ0, r2) as an upper concave hull of ϵ(ϵ0, r2),
i.e., a concave function (in terms of r2) such that ϵ′(ϵ0, r2) ≥ ϵ(ϵ0, r

2) for every value of r2. Thus, we will henceforth assume
that our upper bound on the output trace norm for coherent states is an increasing and concave function of r2. Theorem 2 (proven
in Appendix I using various concepts from later sections) tells us that it is always possible for us to find such a function.
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If we know the classes of channel to which Ψ and Φ belong (for instance, if we know the general form of Ψ but are trying
to learn specific channel parameters), we can find a function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) by finding the worst case scenario set of errors in the
parameters such that we still meet the constraint ∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for r2 ≤ τ2. In Section VI, we demonstrate
this for two example classes of channel.

In Fig. 2, we illustrate how we can construct various bounding functions based on the degree of knowledge we have about
the channels. The trivial bound holds for every channel, but does not approach 0 for large n̄, no matter how small we make
ϵ0. If our target and learned channels are Gaussian, we can apply a tighter and always non-trivial bound (see Section VI A). If
we know that we are looking for a phase rotation channel (i.e., the task is to learn the rotation parameter), we have a tighter
bound still. Note that the non-trivial bounds are looser than the trivial bound in some regions; this is a consequence of the way
they have been constructed. In particular, for phase rotation channels this is due to the looseness of the Fuchs-van de Graaf
inequalities. Comparing the plots for ϵ0 = 0.3 and ϵ0 = 0.1, we see that improving the in-distribution error can greatly improve
the out-of-distribution error. Whilst Fig. 2 refers to a specific scenario in which the channel we want to learn is a phase rotation,
Theorem 2 tells us that a non-trivial bounding function always exists for small enough ϵ0.

IV. OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION GENERALISATION FOR GENERAL STATES

Now assume we have a concave function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) that bounds the distance between two channel outputs for any coherent
state input. Our goal is to extend the bound to a general state input. Any state ρ can be represented as

ρ =

∫
P (α)|α⟩⟨α|cohd2α =

∫ ∞

0

∫ 2π

0

P (reiϕ)|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|cohrdϕdr, (7)

where we use d2α to emphasise that this is a double integration over both the real and the imaginary component of α. The
P-representation takes both positive and negative values, and is only positive-semidefinite for classical states.

We begin by considering a classical state with average photon number n̄. That is, we have a state of the form in Eq. (7),
but where the P-representation, Pclass(re

iϕ), is constrained to be positive and to obey
∫∞
0
r2
∫ 2π

0
Pclass(re

iϕ)rdϕdr ≤ n̄. In
Appendix D, we apply the convexity of the trace norm, the concavity of ϵ(ϵ0, r2) (it is worth noting that concavity in r2 is a
looser condition than concavity in r), and Jensen’s inequality to get the upper bound from Corollary 3.1:

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρclass]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, n̄).

A. States with finite negativity

Now consider the more general case, in which the P-representation can take negative values. We can no longer immediately
apply the convexity of the output trace norm. However, we can split ρ into two contributions:

ρ = ρ+ − ρ−, ρ+ =

∫
P (α)>0

P (α)|α⟩⟨α|cohd2α, ρ− =

∫
P (α)<0

−P (α)|α⟩⟨α|cohd2α, (8)

where ρ+ and ρ− are given by integrating over the positive and negative domains, respectively, of the P-representation. They
represent sub or super-normalised classical states. Defining N = Tr[ρ−] (the negativity), we define

σ+ =
1

1 +N
ρ+, σ− =

1

N
ρ−. (9)

Except for in the case of infinite negativity, these are now valid, classical quantum states, as they are normalised and have a
positive overlap with every coherent state. From the linearity of quantum channels and using the triangle inequality, we write

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ = ∥(1 +N )(Ψ− Φ)[σ+]−N (Ψ− Φ)[σ−]∥ ≤ (1 +N )∥(Ψ− Φ)[σ+]∥+N∥(Ψ− Φ)[σ−]∥. (10)

We can then bound the trace norm of the outputs of the classical input states σ+ and σ−. Note that the average photon numbers
of σ±, n̄±, need not equal n̄, the average photon number of ρ; we only require n̄ = (1 +N )n̄+ −N n̄−. Applying Eq. (3),

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ (1 +N )ϵ(ϵ0, n̄+) +N ϵ(ϵ0, n̄−). (11)

Hence, from the P-representation of ρ, we can bound the distance of the learned channel output from the true channel output,
using N (which can be used as a measure of the non-classicality of the state [25]) and n̄±. Applying the concavity of function ϵ,

(1 +N )ϵ(ϵ0, n̄+) +N ϵ(ϵ0, n̄−) = (1 + 2N )

(
1 +N
1 + 2N

ϵ(ϵ0, n̄+) +
N

1 + 2N
ϵ(ϵ0, n̄−)

)
≤ (1 + 2N )ϵ

(
ϵ0,

(1 +N )n̄+ +N n̄−
1 + 2N

)
= µϵ

(
ϵ0,

ν

µ

)
,

(12)
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where we have defined the quantities µ = 1+ 2N and ν = (1+N )n̄+ +N n̄−. Eq. (11) provides a tighter bound, but Eq. (12)
only requires knowledge of two quantities, rather than three, and will prove useful in the next subsection. Together, Eqs. (11)
and (12) give Corollary 3.2.

B. States with infinite negativity

In general, N can be infinite. Examples include Fock states and squeezed vacuum states. In this case, the bound in Eq. (11)
becomes infinite, and hence trivial. The intuition we use to get around this is that every state with infinite negativity is δ-close to
a state with finite (but potentially large) negativity. Suppose we have a state ρ with N (ρ) = ∞. Then, for any small δ, we can
find another state, σ, with finite negativity, such that ∥ρ− σ∥ ≤ δ. By the information processing inequality,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ ∥(Ψ− Φ)[σ]∥+ 2δ. (13)

We can calculate ∥(Ψ− Φ)[σ]∥ using Eq. (12). As ϵ0 → 0, ∥(Ψ− Φ)[σ]∥ → 0, but δ will remain fixed, so we will need to find
another state with smaller δ but higher negativity.

Suppose we have a parametrised sequence of states {σs}, for s ≥ 0, with distance δs from ρ and negativity Ns, so that δs is
an increasing function of s that starts at 0 for s = 0 and Ns is a decreasing function of s that is finite for any s ̸= 0. The average
photon number for σs, n̄s, may differ from n̄. Then we can decrease s as ϵ0 → 0, so that we eventually converge to 0. For all s,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ µsϵ

(
ϵ0,

νs
µs

)
+ 2δs. (14)

The remaining task is therefore to find an appropriate sequence of states close to ρ. Taking the convolution of the P-
representation of any state, P (α)[ρ], with 1

sπ e
− 1

s |α|
2

results in a new, valid state (for s > 0). In fact, if we set s = 1
2 or

s = 1, we get the W and Q-representations respectively of the original state. Since the Q-representation is always non-negative,
this suggests the sequence of states with P-representations given by

Ps(α)[ρ] = ρs =
1

sπ
e−

1
s |α|

2

⋆ P (α)[ρ] (15)

could be useful for our purposes. For convenience, we define Cs as the channel enacted by this convolution (this is equivalent to
a Gaussian additive noise channel). In Appendix H, we show that, for this sequence, δs is upper bounded by

δs ≤ 2
√
s(1 + 2n̄). (16)

We know that, e.g., for the Fock states, any non-zero value of s has a finite negativity. However, this is not true in general: for
squeezed vacuums, the negativity remains infinite up to some (squeezing dependent) threshold value, at which point it becomes
0. This threshold value is the non-classical depth for a squeezed vacuum state.

To make our sequence of states universal, we can therefore combine an energy truncation with convolution with channel Cs.
That is, we define σs,M = Cs(ρ(M)), with P-representation Ps,M , where ρ(M) is the truncation of ρ to an M -dimensional qudit
state (i.e., applying a hard energy cutoff of M − 1 photons). We are free to choose any relationship between parameters s and
M (so as to combine them into a single parameter) as long as s→ 0 when M → ∞ (some later bounds will take s ∼M−1).

Some care is required in defining the energy truncation: the truncation can be regarded as a channel that leaves an M -
dimensional Hilbert space unchanged, but we have different options for how we treat the (higher energy) rest of the Hilbert
space. For instance, we could map the rest of the Hilbert space to the vacuum state or we could map it to an erasure state,
orthogonal to all number states. Whilst the first option is likely to give a slightly tighter bound, the erasure state option simplifies
the calculations. Let ηM be the probability that a photon counting measurement on ρ gives a result of M − 1 or less. ηM → 1 as
M → ∞ and it is bounded by ηM ≥ 1− n̄

M . If we have a number state representation of ρ, we can also calculate ηM exactly as

ηM = Tr[ρ(M)] =

M−1∑
m=0

⟨m|ρ|m⟩. (17)

Finally, we can write

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ ηM

(
µs,M ϵ

(
ϵ0,

νs,M
µs,M

)
+ 2δs

)
+ 2(1− ηM ), (18)
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where we upper bound the error by assuming the channels are completely distinguishable on the erasure state (and so have an
output trace norm of 2). In Appendices E and F, we show that the term µs,M ϵ

(
ϵ0,

νs,M

µs,M

)
can be upper bounded as

µs,M ϵ

(
ϵ0,

νs,M
µs,M

)
≤ µ

(UB)
s,M ϵ

(
s(1− s)(M + 1)

1− 2s

)
, (19)

where µ(UB)
s,M has an analytical expression, based on the number state decomposition of ρ, given in Eqs. (F15) and (F16). Cru-

cially, Eq. (19) means that, for an appropriate scaling of s with M (s ≲ M−1), we can fix the argument of ϵ to a constant,
eliminating our dependence on the specific form of function ϵ entirely. For a state ρ with known number state representation,

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤ ηM

(
µ
(UB)
s,M ϵ

(
ϵ0,

s(1− s)(M + 1)

1− 2s

)
+ 4
√
s(1 + 2n̄)

)
+ 2(1− ηM ). (20)

On the other hand, if we have less information about the state (i.e., we only know the average energy and nothing about the
form of the state), we can write a looser but even more general bound. In Appendix G, we show that for any κ > 1, we can write

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤
(
1− n̄

M

)(
2(M + 3)MκM−1ϵ

(
ϵ0,

1

κ

)
+ 4

√
2n̄

κM

)
+

2n̄

M
,

per Theorem 3. As previously shown (in Eq. 2), we can use a particular choice of κ to find the worst case scaling of the error.
Whilst this bound may be extremely loose (and exponential in M , so that even a fairly low M results in an error bound much

larger than ϵ0), it shows that out-of-distribution generalisation is always possible, for any input state, and with almost no prior
knowledge about the input state (except for n̄).

V. QUANTUM PROCESS TOMOGRAPHY, METROLOGY, AND MACHINE LEARNING INTERPRETATIONS OF CHANNEL
LEARNING AND COMPARISON WITH EXISTING WORKS

The language and framing of our theorems is more typical of a “learning” framework than of metrology or process tomography,
however this same problem is an important task in all three fields. Our results have general applicability, and so we set out here
the connections between the various frameworks. However, this is not intended to be an exhaustive review of quantum machine
learning, CV channel tomography, or quantum metrology.

First, let us describe the task of finding a bound of the form ∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 from a learning perspective.
Φ could take the form of a physical device or process that we can choose optimal parameters for, but it could also simply
represent our state of knowledge about the target. E.g., it could be a quantum process matrix or an equation, stored on a classical
computer, that we can use to calculate the output state for a given input. The goal is to learn such a channel using a finite
number, N , of sample states of the form Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] (where r ≤ τ ). A learning algorithm might need multiple samples
for each value of reiϕ as well as channel outputs for many different values of reiϕ. On a quantum device, an algorithm of this
type could work by using samples of both Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] and Φ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] (at the same points) to assess and bound
∥(Ψ−Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥, over the region r ≤ τ , for a particular Φ and then evolve Φ to a new channel Φ′ with a smaller output
distance (using further samples from the target channel at each update step). This would be a form of quantum machine learning.
If, instead, we only have a classical computer, we might perform tomography on all of our samples of Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] and then
classically reconstruct Ψ by finding the learned channel, Φ, that best reproduces the measurement results amongst all channels
in a certain class. These two scenarios are depicted in parts (a) and (b) of Fig. 1. In Appendix A, we take a brief look at the
sample efficiency of possible measurements.

Working in the learning framework can provide us with useful tools for formulating guarantees on the output trace distance.
If the “cost function” that we minimise is the maximum value of the output distance, evaluated over the training region, then we
are immediately working in the formalism of our theorems. If the inputs are sampled randomly from the training region, we can
apply in-distribution generalisation techniques [26–29] to bound (with high probability) the difference between the observed and
true cost functions. Alternatively, we could choose the sampled inputs according to some fixed scheme that guarantees nowhere
in the training region is far from a sampled point; bounds over the region would then follow from the data processing inequality.

In the language of quantum process tomography, characterising a quantum process involves learning the quantum process
matrix that relates the elements of the input density matrix to the elements of the output density matrix in some basis. However,
for a completely arbitrary CV channel, this matrix has infinite elements. A number of works have therefore developed the theory
of coherent state quantum process tomography (csQPT) [4, 5, 30]. We will look in a little more detail at two foundational works.

The idea (as in this work) is to exploit the P-representation of Fock states in order to construct the process matrix. In Ref. [4],
the process matrix is constructed by characterising the outputs for coherent state inputs (Ψ[|α⟩⟨α|coh]) and directly substituting
them into the P-representations of the Fock state elements. The authors deal with the singularity of the P-representation by using
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the Klauder approximation, which works similarly to the convolution with a Gaussian that we apply in Section IV B. Ref. [5]
instead differentiates the Fock basis elements of Ψ[|α⟩⟨α|coh] with regard to (the real and imaginary parts of) α. In both cases,
a Fock basis truncation must be applied to the input state.

In both cases, the goal was to write the output of the channel as a function of its inputs. Here, instead, we assume we have
such a function and want to rigorously bound its error. Indeed, the function could have been obtained by one of these methods.
Hence, although a Fock decomposition of the input we want to know about may tighten our bounds, we do not need one in order
to apply our theorems. Although the method in Section IV B also uses a Fock basis truncation, we also show how this truncation
can be taken to infinity as our learning error, ϵ0, approaches 0.

Both papers do briefly mention errors, but only with regard to the additional errors introduced by their approxima-
tions/truncations. Hence, they ignore the fact that any measurements of the output states will themselves have non-zero errors;
here we examine how our imperfect understanding of the channel even for the set of input states we do test propagates as we look
at inputs outside of that set. In Ref. [4], interpolation is applied between the input states, to understand the behaviour for states
that lie in-distribution but that were not previously sampled. Whilst this may be physically justified in many cases, a rigorous
treatment of errors should bound the worst case scenario; our previous discussion of the learning framework gives examples of
how this can be accomplished (in-distribution generalisation bounds or uniform sampling).

Another physically relevant framework is to see channel learning as a problem of parameter estimation. In many cases, the
channel we want to learn about is not some completely arbitrary transformation. Rather, we may know it belongs to some
parametrised class of channels and want to learn the (potentially many) parameters, which could represent some important
information about a physical process. Examples could include the loss of a medium or the strength of some particular non-linear
interaction. Quantum metrology then involves probing the channels in order to learn the parameter values. Errors in parameter
estimation of O[N− 1

2 ] can be achieved using coherent states, and better error scalings are possible using clever strategies.
For the important class of Gaussian channels, protocols have been proposed that use csQPT to perform parameter estima-

tion [31, 32]. One-mode Gaussian channels are fully characterised by a limited number of parameters and it is possible to learn
all of them to within a small uncertainty.

The difficulty, from our perspective, is understanding how errors in the parameters translate to errors in output distance for
arbitrary inputs. A small change in displacement is likely to have a drastically different effect on an arbitrary state than a similar
magnitude change in a squeezing parameter. This is especially true if we consider non-Gaussian effects. Thus, a condition on the
variance of whichever parameter we want to learn (often the goal in parameter estimation) does not automatically translate to a
useful bound on the output distance of our target and learned channels. In Section VI, we illustrate via examples how knowledge
about the output distance can be converted to bounds on the parameter difference and used to construct ϵ(ϵ0, r2). This works
both ways: for many channel classes, we may be able to convert a bound on the difference in parameters to the coherent state
output distance and then apply our bounds for general states. This is the case regardless of how we estimated the parameters
(i.e., even if we learned them using a different limited set of inputs to the low energy coherent states, such as a small number of
non-coherent Gaussian probes [33, 34]), so our results are not limited to a specific model of quantum metrology.

We can connect parameter estimation to the idea of quantum machine learning. If we have an optical circuit that we want to
imitate our target channel as closely as possible, we would do this by tuning the parameters of our circuit so that the outputs are
as close to the target outputs as possible. We can view this as estimating the optimal parameters.

The precise form of the bound for low energy coherent state inputs that we use as our basic ingredient may not be the format
in which the error of a sensing protocol is presented elsewhere. However, we chose this form for its generality, as any similar
bound on the output distance can be rewritten in this way.

Finally, we note that our results are also of interest from a purely channel discrimination perspective (i.e., separately from
both learning and quantum metrology).

VI. EXAMPLES: OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION GENERALISATION FOR COHERENT STATES

We want to give analytical expressions for the function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) for the case in which we have some prior knowledge about
the target channel. The expressions necessarily depend on the specific forms of the target and learned channels, so to give more
concrete statements, we focus on cases in which both belong to a certain parametrised class of channels. We therefore have
target parameters and learned parameters, and the closer the two sets of parameters are, the closer the channels (and hence the
channel outputs) will be. As specific examples, we will consider Gaussian channels and the cubic phase unitary.

A. Gaussian channels

A Gaussian channel transforms a Gaussian input with first moment vector q and covariance matrix V according to [3, 24]

q →Mq + d, V →MVMT +N, (21)
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where d is a 2-element real vector, M and N are 2 by 2 real matrices, N = NT ≥ 0, and det[N ] ≥ (det[M ] − 1)2 (we have
adopted the convention that ℏ = 2). For the coherent state |reiϕ⟩, q has elements 2Re[reiϕ] = 2r cos(ϕ) and 2Im[α] = 2r sin(ϕ)
and V is the identity matrix. For Gaussian channels G1 and G2, characterised by di, Mi, and Ni, the output fidelity is [35]

F 2 =
2 exp[− 1

2µ
T (V1 + V2)

−1µ]
√
∆+ δ −

√
δ

, µ = (M2 −M1)q + (d2 − d1), Vi =MiM
T
i +Ni, (22)

where δ = (det[V1]− 1)(det[V2]− 1) and ∆ = det[V1 + V2]. Examining the r-dependence, we can see F 2 is the exponential
of a quadratic in r. Letting x, y, and z be some unknown functions of di, Mi, Ni, and ϕ, the output fidelity can be expressed as

F 2 = xe−(yr2+zr) ≤ xe−yr2+|z|r, (23)

where we have folded the angular dependence of the outputs into the definitions of parameters x, y, and z. This form holds for
every pair of Gaussian channels, so our goal is simply to bound x, y, and z.

If we know ∥(G1 − G2)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for all ϕ and for r ≤ τ , we can lower bound x and upper bound y and |z|.
Hence, we can lower bound F 2 and so, via the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [36], upper bound the output distance. Specifically,

x ≥
(2− ϵ0

2

)2
, y ≤ 2

τ2
log
[ 2

2− ϵ0

]
, |z| ≤ 1

τ
log
[ 2

2− ϵ0

]
, (24)

where we obtain the bounds by assessing Eq. (23) at r = 0 and r = ±τ (strictly, r ≥ 0 but for simplicity we treat ϕ → ϕ + π
as r → −r) and comparing the resulting expressions to our condition. Note that the three expressions in Eq. (24) cannot all be
saturated simultaneously for our condition to hold, but they allow us to lower bound Eq. (23) for every value of r. We get

F 2 ≤
(2− ϵ0

2

)2 r2

τ2 + r
τ +2

, ∥(G1 − G2)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵGaussian(ϵ0, r
2) = 2

√
1−

(2− ϵ0
2

)2 r2

τ2 + r
τ +2

, (25)

which we immediately see obeys the property of convergence to 0 as ϵ0 → 0. Notably, it is never trivial (greater than 2) for large
r and is concave in r2 (though not in r). However, it can be significantly higher than ϵ0 even in the r < τ region (so is trivial in
this region). This is the price we pay for bounding x, y, and z individually; we could potentially get a tighter bound by working
directly with Eq. (23) to construct a (possibly piecewise) bound. Further calculation details are given in Appendix C.

If we specify more details about the forms of the Gaussian channels under consideration, we may be able to do better.
As an example, we consider some single-parameter Gaussian unitaries. For an unknown displacement, the output fidelity is
independent of the input coherent state, so ϵdis(ϵ0, r2) = ϵ0. For learning an unknown phase rotation,

ϵPR(ϵ0, r
2) = 2

√
1−

(2− ϵ0
2

) r2

τ2

. (26)

For single-mode squeezing,

ϵsq(ϵ0, r
2) = 2

√
1− 1

2τ2
W0

[
e2τ2τ2(2− ϵ0)

]
exp

[
r2
(

1

τ2
W0

[
e2τ2τ2(2− ϵ0)

]
− 2

)]
, (27)

where W0 is the Lambert W function. As another example, suppose the channels are rotationally symmetric (no angular depen-
dence), as is the case for a range of channel classes, including lossy channels and quantum-limited amplifiers. Then we have
z = 0, so we get the tighter bound

ϵsym(ϵ0, r
2) = 2

√
1−

(2− ϵ0
2

)2( r2

τ2 +1
)
. (28)

Note that all four expressions are concave in r2 and that they tend to 0 as ϵ0 → 0.

B. Cubic phase unitary

The cubic phase gate is an important gate in CV quantum computing, because it is one option for the non-Gaussian operation
required to make CV quantum computing universal [3]. It applies the unitary Vγ = eiγq̂

3

, where q is one of the quadratures of a
CV mode. To understand how it transforms a coherent state, it is easiest to work in the q̂ basis. Specifically, we write

|α⟩ = 1
4
√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
exp

[
− (q − 2Re[α])2

4
+ i(q − 2Re[α])Im[α]

]
|q⟩dq, (29)
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where {|q⟩} are the (unnormalisable) eigenstates of the q̂ operator. The output fidelity between operations Vβ and Vγ is then

∣∣⟨α|V †
β Vγ |α⟩

∣∣ = 1√
2π

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

−∞
ei(γ−β)q3− 1

2 (q−2Re[α])2dq

∣∣∣∣∣. (30)

This integral is difficult to evaluate analytically, but numerically we find that it is a decreasing function of ∆γ = |γ−β| and of
(the real part of) α. To understand why, consider that Eq. (30) is the convolution of the Gaussian function (2π)−

1
2 e−

1
2 q

2

(which
integrates to 1) and the oscillatory function ei∆γq

3

at the point 2Re[α]. As q (or ∆γ) gets larger, the oscillations become more
frequent, so the integral over a small locality becomes approximately zero (the positive and negative contributions cancel out).
If the Gaussian function is centred in the slowly oscillating region (i.e., if Re[α] is small), then the contributions will not cancel
out much and the magnitude of the integral will be close to 1. For large Re[α], the integral will be closer to 0. As we may expect,
the output fidelity is independent of Im[α], but since we want to bound the output distance over all coherent states in the region,
we must choose α = Re[α]. If we are guaranteed that, for some τ , ∥(Ψ−Φ)[|τeiϕ⟩⟨τeiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0, we can numerically upper
bound ∆γ , and so can construct a function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) such that ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r

2) for all r.

VII. EXAMPLES: OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION GENERALISATION FOR GENERAL STATES

We will consider three different types of non-classical input state, to demonstrate how the various bounds can be applied:
single-photon-added thermal states (SPATs), Fock states, and one-mode squeezed vacuums. SPATs have a finite negativity. Fock
states have infinite negativity for any non-zero energy, but this negativity becomes finite with convolution alone (without the
need for an energy truncation). Squeezed vacuums require both truncation and convolution to reach finite negativity.

A. Single-photon-added thermal states

SPATs have the P-representation [37]

PSPAT(re
iϕ) =

1 + q

πq3

(
r2 − q

1 + q

)
e−

r2

q , (31)

where q > 0 is the average photon number of the thermal state before the photon addition (a conditional process, involving
post-selection). q is connected to the average photon number of the SPAT by n̄ = 1 + 2q. From Eq. (31), we can see that the
P-representation has no angular dependence and starts negative for small r before becoming positive for r2 > q

1+q = n̄−1
n̄+1 . We

can explicitly calculate N and n̄±:

N = e−
1

1+q

(
1 +

1

q

)
− 1, n̄− = 1 + 2q − 1

1 +
(
1− e

1
1+q

)
q
, n̄+ = 1 + 2q − 1

1 + q
. (32)

We could then use the bound in Eq. (11). We can also simplify our calculations by instead using the bound in Eq. (12), with

µ = 2e−
1

1+q
1 + q

q
− 1,

ν

µ
= 1 + 2q − 2

2 + 2q − e
1

1+q q
< 1 + 2q. (33)

The bound becomes

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρSPAT]∥ ≤
(
2e−

1
1+q

1 + q

q
− 1

)
ϵ

(
ϵ0, 1 + 2q − 2

2 + 2q − e
1

1+q q

)
. (34)

Since n̄− < ν
µ < n̄+, Eq. (34) is no more than a factor of µ

µ−1 = 2− e
1

1+q q
1+q looser than the bound from Eq. (11).

The quantity ν
µ increases approximately linearly with n̄ (or k). Since the function ϵ is concave, ϵ(ϵ0, νµ ) increases sublinearly

with the energy of the SPAT. On the other hand, the negativity diverges for small n̄; this is to be expected as the limiting case
of n̄ → 1 (k → 0) is the Fock state |1⟩⟨1|. The overall bound on the closeness of the two channel outputs for an input SPAT
is therefore larger for lower energies (but higher non-classicalities). It should be noted that the bound being larger does not
necessarily imply the channel outputs are further away; the bound may simply be looser for such inputs. As briefly discussed in
Appendix J, it may be possible to apply the technique from Section IV B of using a sequence of states with lower negativities in
order to tighten the bounds somewhat.
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B. Fock states

The Fock state |m⟩⟨m| has the P-representation

Ps,Fock(re
iϕ) =

(−1)m

π

(1− s)m

sm+1
e−

1
s r

2

Lm

[
r2

s(1− s)

]
. (35)

In Appendix F, we show that the values of the relevant quantities are

µ(UB)
s = 2

(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)
, ν(UB)

s = 4
(1− s)m+2

sm−1(1− 2s)2
, (36)

so that the bound in Eq. (14) becomes

∥(Ψ− Φ)[|m⟩⟨m|]∥ ≤ 2
(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)
ϵ

(
ϵ0,

2s(1− s)

1− 2s

)
+ 4
√
s(1 + 2m). (37)

The first term is exponential in the energy of the Fock state, since it is proportional to ( 1−s
s )m, whilst the second term is sublinear

in m. The s-dependence is less straightforward, and depends on the form of ϵ, but the multiplicative factor quickly becomes
large for small s and m > 0.

C. One-mode squeezed vacuums

A one-mode squeezed vacuum with squeezing parameter r = arctanh(λ) (and average photon number n̄ = sinh(r)2 = λ2

1−λ2 )
has density matrix [3]

ρsq =
√
1− λ2

∞∑
p,q=0

λp+q
√
(2p)!(2q)!

2p+qp!q!
|2p⟩⟨2q|. (38)

If s > λ
1+λ , then N = 0. Otherwise, in Appendix K, we show that µ is upper bounded by

µ
(UB)
s,M =

2(1− s)
√
1− λ2

(1− 2s)

(
4(y

M+1
2

1 − 1)

π
√
(1 + x)(y1 − 1)

+
y

M+1
2

2 − 1

y2 − 1

)
, (39)

y1 =
λ(1− s)(1 + x)

s(1− 2s)
, y2 =

λ(1− s)x

s(1− 2s)
, x =

(1− 2s)(1− s)λ

s
. (40)

Note that the approximate scaling of the negativity with s, M , and λ (for s≪ λ
1+λ ) is O[λM−1s1−M ]. ηM evaluates to

ηM =
√
1− λ2

M−1
2∑

p=0

λ2p(2p)!

4p(p!)2
= 1−

β
[
λ2; M+1

2 , 12
]
Γ[M2 + 1]

√
π(M−1

2 )!
≤ 1− λ2

M(1− λ2)
, (41)

where β is the incomplete beta function. The exact value is easy to calculate numerically for a specific value of M , whilst the
bound can be used for a simpler analytic expression. We can then construct a piecewise bound, with

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρsq]∥ ≤ ϵ

(
ϵ0,

λ2

1− λ2
+ s

)
+ 4

√
s
1 + λ2

1− λ2
for s >

λ

1 + λ
(42)

and Eq. (20) (substituting in Eqs. (39) and (41)) otherwise.

VIII. CONCLUSION

When learning the action of a quantum channel, it is often not possible to test every possible input state. Instead, we can aim
to find a learned channel that reproduces the input-output relations for simple, low energy, classical probes. We want to be sure
that this learned channel also reproduces the input-output relations for higher energy and non-classical inputs.
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In this paper, we have shown that a bound on the distance of between the outputs of two channels for low energy coherent state
inputs can always give rise to a bound on the output distance for higher energy coherent state inputs, as long as the initial bound
is tight enough. Such a bound, in turn, gives rise to a bound on the output distance for all input states. This bound converges
to 0 as the output distance for coherent state inputs converges to 0. This is a useful result – with implications for subjects such
as quantum machine learning and quantum metrology, amongst others – as it shows that it is sufficient to probe a process with
experimentally simple, classical probes. We have given general statements that hold for all classes of channel and for all input
states, as well as looking at specific, useful examples of channel classes and types of input state.

One avenue for future research is to extend this result from one-mode channels to multi-mode channels and to formulate
bounds that account for idler modes. Another option would be to look at other specific classes of channels or input states. Many
of the existing bounds could also be tightened. Finally, it would be useful to bound the worst case scaling of the function ϵ with
r2; in this work we have only demonstrated that there exists an ϵ that approaches 0 as ϵ0 approaches 0.
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Appendix A: Measurements of the outputs

Let us consider how we can assess ∥(Ψ−Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ for a particular value of reiϕ. One option is to carry out tomog-
raphy on our copies of Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] (up to some trace norm error η) and then assess the output distance classically. Another
option, if we are carrying out the learning algorithm using a quantum device capable of producing copies of Φ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh],
is to directly measure ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥, without explicitly obtaining classical descriptions of the output states.

There exist a variety of methods for performing tomography on CV states, some of which are specific to certain types of state.
Some more general methods involve the reconstruction of the Husimi Q-function or the Wigner function by applying homodyne,
heterodyne, or other measurements, after displacing, squeezing, or otherwise operating on the state [38–40]. If we know the
output states have a property called reflection symmetry, we can estimate their characteristic function at several points [41]. If we
know the outputs are Gaussian states, we need only accurately learn their first and second moments in order to fully characterise
them. In Ref. [42], it is shown that we need only learn these moments up to O[η2], and explicit bounds on the trace distance
between Gaussian states are given, based on the difference in first and second moments and the average energies of the states.

The downside of tomography based methods is that they can be extremely inefficient for CV states. Even for pure states,
one requires S = O[Eη−2] copies for tomography of a non-Gaussian output, and at least S = O[E2η−2] copies (at most
S = O[E2η−3] copies) are required for mixed states [42]. Here, E is the average energy of the output that we want to
characterise. Crucially, this is not necessarily the same as r2, the energy of the input coherent state, and could, depending on the
target channel, be much higher (and also may not be known a priori). Note that the error in estimation, η, must be added to the
assessed value of ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥, when formulating the bound.

For pure output states, a direct assessment of the output distance can be accomplished using the SWAP test. The SWAP test
is a two-outcome measurement on a pair of states, ψ1 and ψ2, that outputs 0 with probability 1

2 + 1
2Tr[ψ1ψ2]. If the outputs,

Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] and Φ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh], are pure, this immediately tells us their squared fidelity, up to an error of O[
√
S−1].
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Applying the Fuchs-van de Graaf relation, we get S = O[η2]. Though this error scaling may seem similar to the tomography
expressions, a crucial difference is that it is entirely independent of the energy of the output state.

The SWAP test can be enacted using a controlled beamsplitter [43, 44]. However, this is a non-Gaussian component, and so
may be difficult to implement. In Ref. [45], it is shown that the SWAP test can be implemented in the CV setting using only
linear optics and photon counting. Thus, for unitary Ψ and Φ, we can assess the output distance using just a single beamsplitter
and photon counters (although the finite threshold of any real photon counter will introduce errors).

For mixed state outputs, the SWAP test only lets us learn the overlap of Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh] and Φ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]. This
would not give a bound on the output distance that converges to 0 when the target and learned channels coincide. One alternative
is to use the implementation of the Helstrom measurement from Ref. [46]. This method is based on the state exponentiation
algorithm [47] and phase estimation, and it uses copies of (unknown) states ψ1 and ψ2 to apply the optimal discriminator
between ψ1 and ψ2 to an arbitrary state. In Ref. [48], it was shown that enacting the Helstrom measurement on a single state
with a failure probability of ζ requires S = O[− log(ζ)ζ−3] copies of each state. Since the optimal measurement should
correctly discriminate between the states with a probability linear in the trace distance (in fact, this is precisely its operational
meaning), we could estimate the output distance by applying the Helstrom measurement to multiple copies of the output states
and finding the error probability. To estimate it to error probability O[ζ] (so that the two contributors to the error are equal), we
would carry out the protocol ∼ ζ−2 times, and so the total number of copies required is S = O[− log(ζ)ζ−5]. At first glance,
this is quite costly, but the complete lack of dependence on the output states themselves (including the lack of dependence on E)
could make this algorithm more efficient than tomography, in some circumstances. In terms of implementation, however, this
would require many uses of a controlled beamsplitter, and so would not be practical for near-term applications.

Appendix B: Out-of-distribution generalisation for coherent states when ϵ0 = 0

We want to show that if two channels (i.e., the target channel and the learned channel) have exactly the same output for low
energy coherent state inputs, then they must also have the same output for any coherent state input. More precisely, suppose
∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ = 0 for r ≤ τ . Then, this holds for r > τ too. Whilst intuitive, this is worth proving, since it
guarantees that if we learn a channel exactly over a small area of the phase space, we have also learned it over all of phase space.

If ∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ = 0 for r ≤ τ , then

e−r2

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

m,n=0

rm+nei(m−n)ϕ

√
m!n!

(Ψ− Φ)
[
|m⟩⟨n|

]∥∥∥∥∥ = 0 ∀ r ≤ τ. (B1)

Choosing any (infinite-dimensional) basis, every element of
∑∞

m,n=0
rm+nei(m−n)ϕ

√
m!n!

(Ψ − Φ)
[
|m⟩⟨n|

]
must equal 0, for any

r ≤ τ . This can only be fulfilled if every element of (Ψ−Φ)
[
|m⟩⟨n|

]
is identically 0, so ∥(Ψ−Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ = 0 for all

r (including r > τ ). This is also in line with what we expect from [5], since it is shown there that the quantum process matrix of
a channel, Ψ, is completely determined by all of the (infinite) derivatives of ∥Ψ[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ assessed at the origin. Since
they must all be the same for both Ψ and Φ over a finite region that includes the origin, the processes are identical everywhere.

We revisit the case of ϵ0 > 0 in Appendix I.

Appendix C: Gaussian channels

The output fidelity for Gaussian channels takes the form given in Eq. (23). By bounding x, y, and z individually, we can
bound the output fidelity for any r. We have a constraint on the output distance for r ≤ τ , which translates into a lower bound
on the fidelity via the Fuchs-van de Graaf. Specifically, for all r ≤ τ ,

F
[
G1

[
|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh

]
,G2

[
|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh

]]
≥ 2− ϵ0

2
. (C1)

At r = 0, the output fidelity is x, so the lower bound on x follows directly. Now consider r = ±τ , for which we have

xe−yτ2∓zτ ≥
(2− ϵ0

2

)2
. (C2)

If we want to maximise y and |z|, we should make x as large as possible, i.e., 1. Then, to bound y, we set z = 0 and get

e−yτ2

≥
(2− ϵ0

2

)2
, (C3)
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and so recover our bound on y. Finally, we bound |z| by comparing F 2 at r = 0 and at r = ±τ . Concavity can be confirmed by
differentiating Eq. (25) twice with regard to r2.

A phase rotation of θ maps |α⟩coh to |eiθα⟩coh. The output fidelity between a target and a learned phase rotation,
parametrised by θT and θL respectively, is F 2

PR = e−2|α|2(1−cos(θT−θL)). If we are guaranteed that, for some τ and ϵ0,

∥(Ψ − Φ)[|τeiϕ⟩⟨τeiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0, then 1 − cos(θT − θL) ≤ − log[1− ϵ0
2 ]

2τ2 , so we recover Eq. (26). Note that we have used
the tighter Fuchs-van de Graaf relation for pure states.

Applying single-mode squeezing to |α⟩coh, the first and second moments become

V =

(
e2s 0
0 e−2s

)
, x =

(
2esαR

2e−sαI

)
, (C4)

so the output fidelity between a target and learned squeezing unitary is F 2
sq = sech(sT − sL) exp

[
2|α|2(sech(sT − sL)−1)

]
. If

we are again given ∥(Ψ−Φ)[|τeiϕ⟩⟨τeiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for some τ , we get the condition sech(sT −sL) ≥ 1
2τ2W0

[
e2τ

2

τ2(2−ϵ0)
]
,

where W0 is the Lambert W function. The right hand side goes to 1 as ϵ0 → 0, as expected. We therefore recover Eq. (27).

Appendix D: Out-of-distribution generalisation for classical states

From the convexity of the trace norm, we can write

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρclass]∥ ≤
∫ ∞

0

ϵ(ϵ0, r
2)

∫ 2π

0

Pclass(re
iϕ)rdϕdr =

∫ ∞

0

ϵ(ϵ0, r
2)pclass(r)dr, (D1)

where we have defined p(r) =
∫ 2π

0
P (reiϕ)rdϕ. Using this definition,

∫∞
0
p(r)dr = 1 for any normalised P-representation, and

our energy constraint takes the form
∫∞
0
r2p(r)dr ≤ n̄.

Now we apply Jensen’s inequality for concave functions. The right hand side of Eq. (D1) can be expressed as the expectation
value of ϵ(ϵ0, r2) over the classical probability density function pclass(r). For any valid probability density function

Epclass
[ϵ(ϵ0, r

2)] ≤ ϵ(ϵ0,Epclass
[r2]) ≤ ϵ(ϵ0,Epclass

[n̄]). (D2)

Note that since n̄ is the expectation value of r2 and not of r, we only require concavity in r2.

Appendix E: Sufficiency of upper bounding µ

Recall that the quantity in Eq. (18) that we want to bound is µϵ( νµ ), where ϵ(x) is concave in x and where we have temporarily
dropped the dependence on ϵ0. Recall that µ and ν are defined by

µ = 1 + 2N , ν = (1 +N )n̄+ +N n̄−. (E1)

The negativity of a state ρ is defined as the negative volume of the P-representation, i.e.,

N = −
∫
P (α)[ρ]<0

P (α)[ρ]d2α, (E2)

and n̄± are defined by

n̄+ =
1

1 +N

∫
P (α)>0

P (α)|α|2d2α, n̄− = − 1

N

∫
P (α)<0

P (α)|α|2d2α. (E3)

Hence, µ and ν can be calculated as

µ =

∫
|P (α)|d2α, ν =

∫
|P (α)||α|2d2α, (E4)

where we integrate over both the negative and the positive domains of the P-distribution, but take the absolute value.
At first glance, upper bounding µϵ( νµ ) requires us to find both an upper and a lower bound on µ (and an upper bound on ν),

since it is used both as a multiplicative factor and as the denominator, inside the function ϵ. However, by applying the concavity,
we can show that it suffices to find an upper bound on µ.
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Taking the partial derivative of µϵ( νµ ) with regard to µ, we get

∂

∂µ

[
µϵ

(
ν

µ

)]
= ϵ

(
ν

µ

)
− ν

µ
ϵ′
(
ν

µ

)
, (E5)

where ϵ′ is the partial derivative of ϵ with regard to µ. Then, recalling that ϵ′( νµ ) is the gradient of ϵ at ν
µ and applying the

concavity of ϵ, we see that ∂
∂µ

[
µϵ( νµ )

]
≥ 0 for any (valid) value of µ. Thus, an overestimate of µ always results in an

overestimate of µϵ( νµ ), and so it suffices to use an upper bound of µ, both inside and outside ϵ, when bounding µϵ( νµ ).

Appendix F: Bounding the output distance for σs,M

The P-representation, Ps,M , of σs,M (the state obtained by first truncating ρ to a maximum photon number of M −1 and then
convolving the resulting P-representation with a Gaussian function of width s−1), can be written as

Ps,M (α)[ρ] = Ps,M (reiϕ)[ρ] =

M−1∑
m,n=0

〈
m
∣∣∣ρ(M)

∣∣∣n〉Ps(re
iϕ)[|m⟩⟨n|], (F1)

where |m⟩ and |n⟩ are Fock states. The contribution to Ps(re
iϕ) of the terms |m⟩⟨n| and |n⟩⟨m|, where m > n, is ([49],

Eq. 2.15)

Ps(re
iϕ)

[
1

2
(eiθ|m⟩⟨n|+ e−iθ|n⟩⟨m|)

]
= P

(m,n)
s,θ (reiϕ)

= cos(θ − (m− n)ϕ)
(−1)n

π

√
n!

m!

(1− s)n

sm+1
e−

1
s r

2

rm−nLm−n
n

[
r2

s(1− s)

]
,

(F2)

where Ly
x is a generalised Laguerre polynomial. We include θ for completeness, but will find it has no effect on our calculations

and so will generally drop it from the subscript. For Fock states, |m⟩⟨m|, we get Eq. (35). Eq. (35) has no angular dependence,
whilst the angular component of Eq. (F2) is a cosine function of period 2π

m−n . We will upper bound µ and ν by finding and

summing the contributions from each term P
(m,n)
s ; this is just an upper bound and is not tight unless the different contributions

to the total P-representations never cancel each other out (which is not generally the case). Noting that the P-representation
contributions of the on and off-diagonal elements of ρ(M) have different properties (despite one being a special case of the
other), it is helpful to separate their contributions to µ and ν.

Starting with the off-diagonals, and using Eq. (F2), the exact contributions to µ and ν are

µ[P (m,n)
s ] =

1

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

√
n!

m!

∫ 2π

0

| cos(θ − (m− n)ϕ)|dϕ
∫ ∞

0

e−
1
s r

2

rm−n+1

∣∣∣∣Lm−n
n

[
r2

s(1− s)

]∣∣∣∣ dr, (F3)

ν[P (m,n)
s ] =

1

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

√
n!

m!

∫ 2π

0

| cos(θ − (m− n)ϕ)|dϕ
∫ ∞

0

e−
1
s r

2

rm−n+3

∣∣∣∣Lm−n
n

[
r2

s(1− s)

]∣∣∣∣ dr. (F4)

The integral over ϕ is always equal to 4. Then, applying a bound (by Szegö) on the magnitude of Laguerre polynomials,

µ[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 4

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

∫ ∞

0

rm−n+1e
r2

s (
1

2(1−s)
−1)dr, (F5)

ν[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 4

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

∫ ∞

0

rm−n+3e
r2

s (
1

2(1−s)
−1)dr, (F6)

where (x)n is the Pochhammer symbol. These integrals converge for s < 1
2 . Evaluating them, we get

µ[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 2

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

(
2s(1− s)

1− 2s

)1+m−n
2

Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2

]
, (F7)

ν[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 2

π

(1− s)n

sm+1

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

(
2s(1− s)

1− 2s

)2+m−n
2

Γ

[
2 +

m− n

2

]
. (F8)
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After some simplification, we end up with the inequalities:

µ[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 22+

m−n
2 (1− s)1+

m+n
2

πs
m+n

2 (1− 2s)1+
m−n

2

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2

]
, (F9)

ν[P (m,n)
s ] ≤ 23+

m−n
2 (1− s)2+

m+n
2

πs
m+n

2 −1(1− 2s)2+
m−n

2

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

Γ

[
2 +

m− n

2

]
. (F10)

We now use Eq. (35) to find the contributions from the on-diagonals:

µ[P (m,m)
s ] =

1

π

(1− s)m

sm+1

∫ 2π

0

1dϕ

∫ ∞

0

e−
1
s r

2

r

∣∣∣∣Lm

[
r2

s(1− s)

]∣∣∣∣ dr, (F11)

ν[P (m,m)
s ] =

1

π

(1− s)m

sm+1

∫ 2π

0

1dϕ

∫ ∞

0

e−
1
s r

2

r3
∣∣∣∣Lm

[
r2

s(1− s)

]∣∣∣∣ dr. (F12)

Again using the bound on the magnitude of the Laguerre polynomials,

µ[P (m,m)
s ] ≤ 2

(1− s)m

sm+1

∫ ∞

0

re
r2

s (
1

2(1−s)
−1)dr = 2

(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)
, (F13)

ν[P (m,m)
s ] ≤ 2

(1− s)m

sm+1

∫ ∞

0

r3e
r2

s (
1

2(1−s)
−1)dr = 4

(1− s)m+2

sm−1(1− 2s)2
. (F14)

We can therefore upper bound µ[Ps,M ] = µs,M , based on the number state decomposition of ρ, as

µ
(UB)
s,M =

M−1∑
m,n=0

|⟨m|ρ|n⟩|µs,m,n ≥ µs,M , (F15)

µs,m,m =
2(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)
, µs,m,n ̸=m =

22+
|m−n|

2 (1− s)1+
m+n

2

πs
m+n

2 (1− 2s)1+
|m−n|

2

(|m− n|+ 1)min[m,n]√
m!n!

Γ

[
1 +

|m− n|
2

]
. (F16)

By comparing Eqs. (F9) and (F10) and Eqs. (F13) and (F14), we see that, in both the on and off-diagonal cases, the ratio
between (the upper bounds on) the contributions to ν and µ can be expressed (for m ≥ n) as

ν(UB)[P
(m,n)
s ]

µ(UB)[P
(m,n)
s ]

=
s(1− s)

1− 2s
(2 +m− n). (F17)

We now have two options: we can explicitly write upper bounds on µ and ν, by combining Eqs. (F9), (F10), (F13), and (F14)
with a number state description of ρ or we can upper bound the ratio between ν(UB) and µ(UB) (though perhaps loosely) as

ν(UB)[Ps,M ]

µ(UB)[Ps,M ]
≤ s(1− s)

1− 2s
(M + 1). (F18)

Eq. (F18) is less than ∼ M
2 times the true bound and ϵ is concave, so we choose this method. We therefore arrive at Eq. (19).

Appendix G: Bounding the output distance over all states

To upper bound µ(UB) over all states ρ, we use the fact ρ is a positive semi-definite matrix, and hence:

|⟨m|ρ|n⟩| ≤ ⟨m|ρ|m⟩+ ⟨n|ρ|n⟩
2

. (G1)

Upper bounding the upper bound on µ from Eq. (F15), we get

µ
(UB)
s,M ≤

M−1∑
m,n=0

⟨m|ρ|m⟩+ ⟨n|ρ|n⟩
2

µs,m,n =

M−1∑
m=0

⟨m|ρ|m⟩
M−1∑
n=0

µs,m,n ≤ max
m

[M−1∑
n=0

µs,m,n

]
. (G2)
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For small s, we will show that this maximum is achieved by setting m = M − 1. We must note that we are taking an upper
bound on an upper bound here, so should expect the resulting bound on µ to be very loose. However, this is also to be expected,
as our goal is to make an extremely general statement that holds even without having any description of the input state at all,
other than knowing its average photon number. We could improve this bound somewhat by using the average photon number
(i.e., by accounting for the fact

∑
m⟨m|ρ|m⟩m = n̄), but this would result in more complicated expressions.

We can upper bound the row sum
∑M−1

n=0 µs,m,n by bounding the ratio between neighbouring terms. We start by calculating

µs,m,n

µs,m,n−1
=

√
(1− s)(1− 2s)

2s

m− n+ 1√
n

Γ[m−n+2
2 ]

Γ[m−n+3
2 ]

>

√
(1− s)(1− 2s)

s

m− n+ 1√
n(m− n+ 3)

form > n, (G3)

where we bound the ratio between gamma functions using Gautschi’s inequality. Similarly,

µs,m,n+1

µs,m,n
=

√
2(1− s)

s(1− 2s)

√
n+ 1

n−m+ 1

Γ[n−m+3
2 ]

Γ[n−m+2
2 ]

>

√
1− s

s(1− 2s)

√
n+ 1

n−m+ 1
form < n. (G4)

Next, we calculate

µs,m,m

µs,m,m−1
=

√
π

2

√
(1− s)(1− 2s)

sm
,

µs,m,m+1

µs,m,m
=

√
2

π

√
(1− s)(m+ 1)

s(1− 2s)
, (G5)

where we have used Γ[ 32 ] =
√
π
2 . Upper and lower bounding the n-dependent terms (for m ̸= 0),

µs,m,n

µs,m,n−1
>

√
(1− s)(1− 2s)

sm
form ≥ n,

µs,m,n+1

µs,m,n
>

√
1− s

s(1− 2s)
form ≤ n. (G6)

From Eq. (G6), we can see that, so long as s decreases at least with M−1 (more specifically, as long as (1−s)(1−2s)
s(M−1) > 1), each

µs,m,n−1 < µs,m,n (for both m ≥ n and m < n). Since µs,m,n = µs,n,m, this means
∑M−1

n=0 µs,m−1,n <
∑M−1

n=0 µs,m,n.
Hence, the m =M − 1 row has the largest row sum, and thus (using Eq. (F16))

µ
(UB)
s,M ≤

M−1∑
n=0

µs,M−1,n < µs,M−1,M−1

M−1∑
k=0

(
s(M − 1)

(1− s)(1− 2s)

) k
2

<
2(1− s)MM

sM−1(1− 2s)
, (G7)

where we could have used the formula for the sum of a geometric sequence to obtain a slightly tighter bound.
Substituting Eq. (G7) into Eq. (20)

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρ]∥ ≤
(
1− n̄

M

)( 2(1− s)MM

sM−1(1− 2s)
ϵ

(
ϵ0,

s(1− s)(M + 1)

1− 2s

)
+ 4
√
s(1 + 2n̄)

)
+

2n̄

M
. (G8)

Finally, we pick a particular relationship between s and M , but note that this is not a unique, nor even necessarily optimal (in
terms of giving the tightest possible bound), choice. Specifically, we choose s = 1

κ(M+3) , for some κ > 1. M + 3 is used

instead of M to ensure the argument to ϵ is upper bounded by s(1−s)(M+1)
1−2s < 1

κ for all κ > 1. Then Eq. (G8) is bounded by
Eq. (1) from the main text.

Appendix H: Distance of σs,M from ρ(M)

Our goal is to determine how far each state in our parametrised sequence, {σs,M}, is from the truncated state, ρ(M). Recall
that each state σs,M is obtained from ρ by first truncating it to an M -dimensional representation, ρ(M), and then convolving the
P-representation of the resulting state, PM (α), with 1

sπ e
− 1

s |α|
2

(equivalently, applying channel Cs), to obtain state σs,M , with
P-representation Ps,M (α). It is clear that as M → ∞ and s → 0, σs,M converges to ρ, but we are interested in the rate of
convergence.

We will bound δs by calculating the fidelity between ρ(M) and σs,M and applying a Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality. The
overlap between the states, Tr[ρ(M)σs,M ] is given by

Tr[ρ(M)σs,M ] = π

∫
Ps(α)[ρ

(M)]Q(α)[ρ(M)]d2α = π

∫ (
1

sπ
e−

1
s |α|

2

⋆ P (α)[ρ(M)]

)(
1

π
e−|α|2 ⋆ P (α)[ρ(M)]

)
d2α,

(H1)
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where Q(α) is the Husimi Q-representation. Since F (A,B)2 ≥ Tr[AB], we can use this overlap to bound the fidelity (some-
times defined as the square of the quantity that we call fidelity here). However, some care is required here, since our lower bound
on the squared fidelity based on the overlap is not tight, and does not converge to 1 as s→ 0 unless the state is pure.

First, we assess Tr[|ψ⟩⟨ψ| Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]] for an arbitrary (pure) state |ψ⟩ (lying in the Hilbert space of ρ(M)). We can express
|ψ⟩ as

∑M−1
m=0 am |m⟩ for some complex parameters {am} such that

∑M−1
m=0 ama

∗
m = 1. The P-representation of C[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|] is

Ps [|ψ⟩⟨ψ|] =
M−1∑
m,n=0

|ama∗n|P
(m,n)
s,θ(m,n), θ(m,n) = arg[amax[m,n]a

∗
min[m,n]], (H2)

where the expressions for P (m,n)
s are given by Eqs. (F2) and (35) and where we have again included the subscript θ for com-

pleteness. The linearity of the trace means we can decompose Tr[|ψ⟩⟨ψ| Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]] into a sum of contributions:

Tr[|ψ⟩⟨ψ| Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]] = π

∫
Ps(α)[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]Q(α)[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]d2α

=
∑

m1,n1=0

∑
m2,n2=0

|am1a
∗
n1
am2a

∗
n2
|γs(m1, n1, θ1,m2, n2, θ2),

(H3)

where each contribution γs(m1, n1, θ1,m2, n2, θ2) is defined by

γs(m1, n1, θ1,m2, n2, θ2) = π

∫ ∞

0

∫ 2π

0

P
(m1,n1)
s,θ1

(reiϕ)Q
(m2,n2)
θ2

(reiϕ)rdϕdr, (H4)

Q
(m,n)
θ (reiϕ) = lim

s→1
P

(m,n)
s,θ (reiϕ) = cos(θ − (m− n)ϕ)

e−r2rm+n

π
√
m!n!

, (H5)

Q(m,m)(reiϕ) = lim
s→1

P (m,m)
s (reiϕ) =

e−r2r2m

πm!
. (H6)

From the angular dependence of the P and Q-representations, it is immediate that γs(m1, n1, θ1,m2, n2, θ2) is only non-zero
if |m1 − n1| = |m2 − n2|. This is because, for |m1 − n1| ≠ |m2 − n2|,∫ 2π

0

cos(θ1 − (m1 − n1)ϕ) cos(θ2 − (m2 − n2)ϕ)dϕ = 0. (H7)

Note too that γs(m1, n1, θ1,m2, n2, θ2) is symmetric under swapping m and n, so we can set m ≥ n.
Starting by looking at the off-diagonals, and setting ∆ = m− n and m > n,

γs(m1,m1 −∆, θ1,m2,m2 −∆, θ2) =

√
(m1 −∆)!

m1!m2!(m2 −∆)!

(s− 1)m1−∆

πsm1+1

∫ 2π

0

cos(θ1 −∆ϕ) cos(θ2 −∆ϕ)dϕ

×
∫ ∞

0

e−
1+s
s r2r2m2+1L∆

m1−∆

[
r2

s(1− s)

]
dr.

(H8)

Then, by carrying out the integration over ϕ and explicitly expanding the Laguerre polynomial

γs(m1,m1 −∆, θ1,m2,m2 −∆, θ2) = cos(θ1 − θ2)

√
(m1 −∆)!

m1!m2!(m2 −∆)!

(s− 1)m1−∆

sm1+1

×
m1−∆∑
i=0

(−1)i

si(1− s)ii!

(
m1

∆+ i

)∫ ∞

0

e−
1+s
s r2r2(m2+i)+1dr.

(H9)

Next, we calculate that for any non-negative integer x,∫ ∞

0

e−
1+s
s r2r2x+1dr =

x!

2

(
s

1 + s

)1+x

, (H10)

where, per convention, 0! = 1. Using Eq. (H10), we get

γs(m1,m1 −∆, θ1,m2,m2 −∆, θ2) = cos(θ1 − θ2)
sm2−m1

2

√
(m1 −∆)!

m1!m2!(m2 −∆)!

(s− 1)m1−∆

(1 + s)m2+1

m1−∆∑
i=0

(m2 + i)!

(s2 − 1)ii!

(
m1

∆+ i

)

=cos(θ1 − θ2)
sm2−m1

2

√(
m1

∆

)(
m2

∆

)
2F1(∆−m1,m2 + 1,∆+ 1, (1− s2)−1)

(1 + s)m2+1(s− 1)∆−m1
,

(H11)
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where 2F1(a, b, c, z) is the hypergeometric function. Applying the Pfaff transformation rule for hypergeometric functions,

γs(m1,m1 −∆, θ1,m2,m2 −∆, θ2) =
cos(θ1 − θ2)

2

√(
m1

∆

)(
m2

∆

)
2F1(∆−m1,∆−m2,∆+ 1, s−2)

s2∆−m1−m2(1 + s)m1+m2+1−∆
. (H12)

This rearrangement is useful because it highlights the fact that γs is symmetric under swapping m1 and m2 (and θ1 and θ2), but
also because 2F1(∆−m1,∆−m2,∆+1, s−2)2F1(∆−m1,∆−m2,∆+1, s−2) can be expressed as a sum over only positive
terms (rather than a sum of terms with alternating signs). Since γs is symmetric, we set m1 ≤ m2. Then, since ∆−m1 = −n1
and ∆−m2 = −n2 are both negative (we will substitute back and forth between m and n depending on what is easiest),

sm1+m2−2∆
2F1(∆−m1,∆−m2,∆+ 1, s−2) = sn1+n2

n1∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
n1
k

)
(−n2)k
(∆ + 1)k

s−2k

= sn2−n1

n1∑
k=0

(
n1
k

)
n2!

(n2 − k)!

∆!

(∆ + 1)!
s2(n1−k).

(H13)

We define the polynomial

G[m1,m2,∆, s] =

n1∑
k=0

(
n1
k

)
n2!

(n2 − k)!

∆!

(∆ + k)!
s2(n1−k), (H14)

where we assume m2 ≥ m1 ≥ ∆. Crucially, this is a polynomial in s that only has positive coefficients, so we are guaranteed
that it will evaluate to a finite, positive value for any value of s. Finally, we can rewrite Eq. (H12) as

γs(m1,m1 −∆, θ1,m2,m2 −∆, θ2) =
cos(θ1 − θ2)

2

√(
m1

∆

)(
m2

∆

)
sm2−m1G[m1,m2,∆, s]

(1 + s)m1+m2+1−∆
. (H15)

For on-diagonals (m = n), we have

γs(m1,m1,m2,m2) =
1

m2!

(s− 1)m1

πsm1+1

∫ 2π

0

1dϕ

∫ ∞

0

e−
1+s
s r2r2m2+1Lm1

[
r2

s(1− s)

]
dr

=
2

m2!

(s− 1)m1

sm1+1

m1∑
i=0

(
m1

i

)
(−1)i

si(1− s)ii!

∫ ∞

0

e−
1+s
s r2r2(m2+i)+1dr

=
sm2−m1

m2!

(s− 1)m1

(1 + s)m2+1

m1∑
i=0

(
m1

i

)
(m2 + i)!

(s2 − 1)ii!

= sm2−m1
(s− 1)m1

(1 + s)m2+1 2F1(−m1,m2 + 1, 1, (1− s2)−1)

= sm1+m2 2F1(−m1,−m2, 1, s
−2)

(1 + s)m1+m2+1
,

(H16)

where the only difference from the off-diagonal case is in the prefactor, coming from the integration of the angular part. We have
dropped the θ-dependence because, per Eq. (H2), for m = n, θ = arg[ama

∗
m] = 0. Again, the expression is symmetric under

interchange of m1 and m2, so we again set m2 ≥ m1. Then,

γs(m1,m1,m2,m2) = sm2−m1

m1∑
k=0

(
m1

k

)
m2!

(m2 − k)!k!
s2(m1−k) =

sm2−m1G[m1,m2, 0, s]

(1 + s)m1+m2+1
. (H17)

Recall that we are only interested in the fidelity for small s. We will therefore construct a small-s approximation of the squared
fidelity. From Eqs. (H15) and (H17), we can see that the gamma functions go to 0 as s→ 0 except in the case of m1 = m2, due
to the prefactor of sm2−m1 . For m1 = m2, Eqs. (H15) and (H17) become

γs(m,n, θ,m, n, θ) =
1

2

(
m

n

)
G[m,m,m− n, s]

(1 + s)m+n+1
, (H18)

γs(m,m,m,m) =
G[m,m, 0, s]

(1 + s)2m+1
. (H19)
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From Eq. (H14), we can see that only the k = n1 term survives as s→ 0, so Eqs.(H18) and (H19) go to 1
2 and 1 respectively as

s→ 0. Assessing Eq. (H3) for s = 0 (and again dropping unnecessary θ-dependence), we therefore get

Tr[|ψ⟩⟨ψ| C0[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]] =
∑
m=0

|a4m|γ0(m,m,m,m) + 2
∑

m,n=0,
m̸=n

|a2ma2n|γ0(m,n,m, n) =
∑

m,n=0

|a2ma2n| = 1, (H20)

where the factor of 2 comes from summing both γ0(m,n,m, n) and γ0(m,n, n,m).
To lower bound the fidelity for non-zero (but small) s, we take the lowest ordered terms of γs(m,m,m,m) and

γs(m,n,m, n), i.e., we take the s0 terms of Eqs. (H18) and (H19) and neglect all other terms. This is valid because, as we
will now show, the sum over all terms of the form γs(m,n,m+ q, n+ q) (for q > 0) is positive. I.e.,

M−2∑
q=1

M−1−q∑
m,n=0

(2− δkron(m,n))|am+qan+qaman|γs(m,n, θ1,m+ q, n+ q, θ2) ≥ 0, (H21)

where δkron is the Kronecker delta and the prefactor of (2 − δkron(m,n)) is so that we count both γs(m,n,m + q, n + q) and
γs(n,m,m+q, n+q) form ̸= n. For completeness, we should also sum over γs(m+q, n+q,m, n) and γs(m+q, n+q, n,m),
but since this only results in a prefactor of 2 on all terms, we can neglect this. We rewrite Eq. (H15) (for q > 0 and m ̸= n) as

γs(m,n, θ1,m+ q, n+ q, θ2) =
cos(θ1 − θ2)

2

√
m!n!(m+ q)!(n+ q)!

(1 + s)m+n+q+1

min[m,n]∑
j=0

sq+2j

j!(q + j)!(n− j)!(m− j)!

=
1

4|am+qan+qaman|

min[m,n]∑
j=0

ψq,j,mψ
∗
q,j,n + ψ∗

q,j,mψq,j,n,

(H22)

where we define

ψq,j,r =
ara

∗
r+qs

j+ q
2

√
r!(r + q)!

(1 + s)r+
q+1
2 (r + q)!

√
j!(q + j)!

(H23)

and we use the fact that

ama
∗
m+qa

∗
nan+q + a∗mam+qana

∗
n+q = 2|am+qan+qaman| cos

(
arg[ama

∗
n]− arg[am+qa

∗
n+q]

)
. (H24)

Similarly, Eq. (H17) becomes

γs(m,m,m+ q,m+ q) =
1

|a2m+qa
2
m|

m∑
j=0

ψq,j,mψ
∗
q,j,m (H25)

Thus, the condition from Eq. (H21), which we want to prove, becomes

M−2∑
q=1

M−1−q∑
m,n=0

min[m,n]∑
j=0

ψq,j,mψ
∗
q,j,n =

M−2∑
q=1

M−1−q∑
j=0

M−1−q∑
m,n=j

ψq,j,mψ
∗
q,j,n ≥ 0. (H26)

Defining ψq,j as the 1 by M − j − q vector with entries ψq,j,r for r ranging from j to M − 1 − q, we note that the left hand
side of Eq. (H26) is the sum over q and j of the sum of all entries of the matrices ψq,jψ

†
q,j . Summing all entries of a positive

semi-definite matrix gives a number that is ≥ 0, and since ψ†
q,jψq,j ≥ 0, ψq,jψ

†
q,j is positive semi-definite.

Hence, we can validly lower bound the fidelity by summing only the s0 terms in Eqs. (H18) and (H19). Specifically, we write

Tr[|ψ⟩⟨ψ| Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]] ≥
M−1∑
m,n=0

|a2ma2n|
(1 + s)m+n+1

, (H27)

where we only use the first term in G[m,m, n, 0]. This is a convex function in s, so for pure states, we can write

F 2(|ψ⟩⟨ψ| , Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]) ≥ 1− s

M−1∑
m,n=0

|a2ma2n|(m+ n+ 1) = 1− s

(
1 + 2

M−1∑
m=0

|a2m|m
)
, (H28)
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where we have lower bounded it using the first order Taylor expansion around s = 0. Using the definition of the average energy

F 2(|ψ⟩⟨ψ| , Cs[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|]) ≥ 1− s(1 + 2n̄(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)), (H29)

and from the Fuchs-van de Graaf relations,

δs(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) ≤ 2
√
s(1 + 2n̄(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)). (H30)

Finally, using the convexity of the trace norm and Jensen’s inequality, we arrive at Eq. (16) from the main text.

Appendix I: Out-of-distribution generalisation for coherent states when ϵ0 > 0

We now use some of the techniques from the previous appendices to revisit out-of-distribution generalisation for coherent
states. The aim now is to explicitly show that we can always (i.e., regardless of the class of the target channel) construct a
concave function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) that bounds the output distance for coherent states and that has the properties listed in Theorem 2.

Recall that coherent states have the number state decomposition

|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh = e−r2
∞∑

m,n=0

rm+nei(m−n)ϕ

√
m!n!

|m⟩⟨n|. (I1)

We use the same method as in Section IV B, replacing |reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh with Cs(|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh). Per Eq. (16), |reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh
has a distance from Cs(|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh) of no more than 2

√
s(1 + 2r2). We then upper bound ∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh)]∥

by bounding ∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|m⟩⟨m|)]∥ and ∥(Ψ− Φ)[ 12Cs(e
iθ|m⟩⟨n|+ e−iθ|n⟩⟨m|)]∥ for every m, n, and θ.

Note that we have previously upper bounded these same quantities (in Section VII B and Appendix F), however here our
starting point is different. Previously, we assumed we had a known, concave function ϵ(ϵ0, r2), but now finding such a function
is the goal. Instead, we only assume that ∥(Ψ − Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ0 for r2 ≤ τ2. Then, we can apply the step function
(ϵstep from Eq. (6)) that assigns ϵ0 for r ≤ τ and 2 for r > τ .

Recall that the P-representation of |m⟩⟨m| is given by Eq. (35). ∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|m⟩⟨m|)]∥ can therefore be upper bounded by

∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|m⟩⟨m|)]∥ ≤ ϵ0µτ

[
P (m,m)
s

]
+ 2
(
µ
[
P (m,m)
s

]
− µτ

[
P (m,m)
s

])
, (I2)

µτ

[
P (m,m)
s

]
=

∫ 2π

0

∫ τ

0

∣∣∣P (m,m)
s (reiϕ)

∣∣∣rdϕdr, µτ

[
P (m,m)
s

]
=

∫ 2π

0

∫ ∞

0

∣∣∣P (m,m)
s (reiϕ)

∣∣∣rdϕdr, (I3)

where we have applied the same technique as in Section IV B of separating the negative and positive parts of the P-representation,
but applying the step function instead of ϵ(ϵ0, r2). Since all of the mass of P (m,m)

s concentrates around the origin as s→ 0 (since
the decay exponent becomes larger as s decreases), the second term approaches 0 as s does. On the other hand, µτ

[
P

(m,m)
s

]
approaches ∞. Following the methods used in Eq. (F13), we get (for s < 1

2 )

µτ

[
P (m,m)
s

]
≤ 2
(
1− e−τ2 1−2s

2s(1−s)

) (1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)
, (I4)

so we can write the upper bound∥∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|m⟩⟨m|)]
∥∥ ≤ 2

(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)

(
ϵ0 + (2− ϵ0)e

−τ2 1−2s
2s(1−s)

)
. (I5)

Noting that Eq. (I5) is trivial for large m, we provide the non-trivial bound
∥∥(Ψ− Φ)[Cs(|m⟩⟨m|)]

∥∥ ≤ ξ
(m,m)
τ,s , where

ξ(m,m)
τ,s = min

[
2
(1− s)m+1

sm(1− 2s)

(
ϵ0 + (2− ϵ0)e

−τ2 1−2s
2s(1−s)

)
, 2

]
. (I6)

Following a similar approach for the off-diagonals, we recall that the P-representation of 1
2Cs(e

iθ|m⟩⟨n| + e−iθ|n⟩⟨m|) is

given by Eq. (F2). Proceeding similarly to the on-diagonal case, we must find µτ

[
P

(m,n)
s

]
. Following Eq. (F9), we get

µτ

[
P (m,n)
s

]
≤ 22+

m−n
2 (1− s)1+

m+n
2

πs
m+n

2 (1− 2s)1+
m−n

2

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

(
Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2

]
− Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2
,
τ2(1− 2s)

2s(1− s)

])
, (I7)
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where Γ[a, b] is the incomplete gamma function. We get the bound 1
2

∥∥(Ψ−Φ)[Cs(eiθ|m⟩⟨n|+ e−iθ|n⟩⟨m|)]
∥∥ ≤ ξ

(m,n)
τ,s , where

ξ(m,n)
τ,s = min

[
22+

m−n
2 (1− s)1+

m+n
2

πs
m+n

2 (1− 2s)1+
m−n

2

(m− n+ 1)n√
m!n!

(
ϵ0Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2

]
+(2−ϵ0)Γ

[
1 +

m− n

2
,
τ2(1− 2s)

2s(1− s)

])
, 2

]
. (I8)

Finally, putting these various elements together, we get

∥(Ψ− Φ)[|reiϕ⟩⟨reiϕ|coh]∥ ≤ ϵ(ϵ0, r
2) = min

[
inf

0<s< 1
2

{
e−r2

∞∑
m,n=0

rm+n

√
m!n!

ξ(m,n)
τ,s + 4

√
s(1 + 2r2)

}
, 2

]
. (I9)

From Eqs. (I6) and (I8), we see that decreasing ϵ0 (or increasing τ ) for fixed s decreases ξ(m,n)
τ,s . For sufficiently small ϵ0, we

can choose s such that Eq. (I9) is non-trivial for any r. Eq. (I9) is not known to be concave, but we can always make it concave
by taking its upper concave hull. Nonetheless, it is not a practically useful bound, as we require ϵ0 to be extremely small for it to
be non-trivial for large r. However, it is sufficient to prove that a concave bounding function ϵ(ϵ0, r2) can always be constructed,
and hence that out-of-distribution generalisation is always possible.

Appendix J: Tightening the bound for SPATs

For low energy SPATs, the negativity is large, so the bound on the distance between the output states, given by Eq. (34), may
be loose. To tighten it, we may consider using the same technique as for states with infinite negativity, i.e., we can bound the
output distance for the input σs,SPAT, where σs,SPAT is given by applying the Gaussian additive noise channel Cs to ρSPAT. The
distance between ρSPAT and σs,SPAT is given by Eq. (16). Parametrising with q instead of n̄, we get δs ≤ 2

√
s(3 + 4q).

Using the P-representation of ρSPAT from Eq. (31), we find the P-representation of σs,SPAT is(
1

sπ
e−

1
s |α|

2

)
⋆ PSPAT(re

iϕ) =
1 + q

π(q + s)3

(
r2 − (q + s)(1− s)

1 + q

)
e−

r2

q+s . (J1)

Integrating separately over the negative (r2 < (q+s)(1−s)
1+q ) and positive regions, we find the values of µs and νs

µs
for σs,SPAT are

µs = 2e−
1−s
1+q

1 + q

q + s
− 1,

ν

µ
= 1 + 2q + s− 2(1− s)2

2 + 2q − e−
1−s
1+q (q + s)

< 1 + 2q + s. (J2)

We can then write the bound

∥(Ψ− Φ)[ρSPAT]∥ ≤
(
2e−

1−s
1+q

1 + q

q + s
− 1

)
ϵ

(
ϵ0, 1 + 2q + s− 2(1− s)2

2 + 2q − e−
1−s
1+q (q + s)

)
+ 4
√
s(3 + 4q), (J3)

which reduces to Eq. (34) in the limit of s → 0. Since the argument to concave function ϵ is approximately linear in s, a small
change in s may not increase ϵ(ϵ0, νµ ) by much. The δs term is also sublinear in s. On the other hand, for small q, a small change
in s can result in a significant change in the multiplicative factor µs. Hence, we may obtain tighter bounds by choosing s > 0.

Appendix K: Application to squeezed vacuums

Using Eqs. (F15), (F16), and (38), we can calculate µs,M for a (one-mode) squeezed vacuum, by calculating the contributions
from each element of ρsq. For any off-diagonal element with p > q,

|⟨2p|ρ|2q⟩|µs,2p,2q =
4
√
1− λ2(1− s)

π(1− 2s)p−q+1

(1− s)p+qλp+q

sp+q

(1 + 2p− 2q)2q(p− q)!

22qp!q!
(K1)

where we have separated out terms based on their dependence on p and q. For on-diagonal elements,

|⟨2p|ρ|2p⟩|µs,2p,2p =
2
√
1− λ2(1− s)

(1− 2s)

(1− s)2pλ2p

s2p
(2p)!

22p(p!)2
. (K2)
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Note that iff (1−s)λ
s < 1, the sum

∑
q |⟨2(p0+q)|ρ|2q⟩|µs,2(p0+q),2q for q ranging from 0 to ∞ is convergent. This is as expected,

since (1−s)λ
s < 1 is precisely the condition for the negativity of a squeezed vacuum to be finite (in fact, zero). However, we want

to be able to take s to 0 as ϵ0 → 0, so we are interested in the divergent region. Instead, we set x = (1−2s)(1−s)λ
s , so that

p−1∑
q=0

|⟨2p|ρ|2q⟩|µs,2p,2q =
4
√
1− λ2

π

λp(1− s)p+1

sp(1− 2s)p+1

p−1∑
q=0

xq(1 + 2p− 2q)2q(p− q)!

22qp!q!

=
4
√
1− λ2

π

λp(1− s)p+1

sp(1− 2s)p+1

(
(1 + x)p−

1
2 −

xp2F1

(
1
2 , 1, 1 + p,−x

)
(2p)!

22p(p!)2

)
,

(K3)

where 2F1 is the hypergeometric function. Multiplying by two to account for p < q and adding the on-diagonal contribution,

|⟨2p|ρ|2p⟩|µs,2p,2p + 2

p−1∑
q=0

|⟨2p|ρ|2q⟩|µs,2p,2q =
8
√
1− λ2

π

λp(1− s)p+1

sp(1− 2s)p+1

(
(1 + x)p−

1
2

+
xp(2p)!

22p(p!)2

(π
4
− 2F1

(1
2
, 1, 1 + p,−x

)))
.

(K4)

Applying a Pfaff transformation to the hypergeometric function so that its final argument is x
1+x and then writing it in power

series form, we can easily verify that it is always positive. Hence, we can upper bound this expression with

|⟨2p|ρ|2p⟩|µs,2p,2p + 2

p−1∑
q=0

|⟨2p|ρ|2q⟩|µs,2p,2q ≤ 2(1− s)
√
1− λ2

(1− 2s)

(
4

π
√
(1 + x)

(
λ(1− s)(1 + x)

s(1− 2s)

)p

+
(2p)!

22p(p!)2

(
λ(1− s)x

s(1− 2s)

)p)
.

(K5)

The first term is a geometric sequence in p, so is simple to sum. For the second term, (2p)!
22p(p!)2 ≤ 1 (this can be simply verified

by taking the ratio between this expression for p and p+1 and thus seeing it is a decreasing function of p). Hence, we can upper
bound the second term by replacing (2p)!

22p(p!)2 with its maximum value of 1. Then, both terms are geometric sequences, so we can
recover Eq. (39) by summing over p (note that the maximum value of p is M+1

2 , not M − 1).
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