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Abstract—We study the hypothesis testing problem of detecting
the presence of a thermal source emitting coherent quantum
states towards an arbitrary but fixed number K of detectors
versus the situation where the detectors are presented uncorre-
lated thermal noise of the same average energy in the setting
of asymmetric hypothesis testing. We compare two variations of
this theme: In the first one the detectors perform heterodyne or
homodyne detection and then transmit their measured results to
a central processing unit with unlimited computational resources.
In the second one the detectors are able to teleport the quantum
states to the central unit, which acts on the received quantum
states with unlimited quantum computational resources. We find
that when the average received energy per detector goes to zero,
the ratio of the error exponents goes to infinity, indicating an
infinite-fold quantum advantage.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given K received signals, the ability to quantify their
correlations is of importance in a variety of domains, ranging
from signal detection and processing in communications [6]
over medical signal analysis in important techniques such as
electroencephalography, magnetoencephalography or predic-
tion of post-operative complications [13], [15], [17] over to
financial data analysis [23]. For a more general overview, we
refer the reader to [14].

Mathematically, the topic is related to tensor decompositions
- in fact all above references utilize a tensor structure which
is at the heart of the so-called CANDECOMP/PARAFAC
decomposition. This decomposition can be used as a tool for
fitting the received signals to a known structure. In the case
at hand, this particular structure is given by a Kruskal tensor,
which takes for K = 3 forms such as∑

r

λrW
(1)
r ⊗W (2)

r ⊗W (3)
r (I.1)

in signal processing [6] and∑
x

p(x)w1(x1|x)w2(x2|x)w3(x3|x) (I.2)
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in information theory [18], where wi(xi|x) are conditional
probabilities. Interestingly, such systems have not been studied
from the perspective of quantum theory so far. It may only
be speculated why, but certainly the hidden assumption that
a joint piece ”i” of information is transmitted into various
modes W (1),W (2),W (3) or w1, w2, w3 is suspicious from the
perspective of quantum theory where the no-cloning theorem
[27] makes it difficult to argue for exactly such processes.

The emission of a qubit or light field from a source towards
a number K of detectors is however a possibility in quantum
theory as well. Such emission may take place in several ways,
out of which we focus on the particular one where the received
state ρ

(K)
E (K · E denoting the total received energy) equals

ρ
(K)
E = 1

π·E

∫
e−|α|2/E |α⟩⟨α|⊗Kdα (I.3)

and describes the emission of classical coherent light towards
the K detectors (the states |α⟩⟨α| are called coherent states
[22]). Our model thus describes the application of quantum
methods to the sensing of specific properties of classical fields,
and provides an alternative perspective to the known sensing
mechanisms based on Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger states or
squeezed light [22], [24]. From the application perspective, our
work may be of relevance to the detection of hidden emitters
pointing to the presence of adversarial parties in the context
of physical layer security [5] where empirical validation of
assumptions on channel models is critical.

Leaving aside the motivating potential applications, we
formalize the task to be carried out as one of asymmetric
hypothesis testing. In particular, we ask what is the error
exponent in asymmetric hypothesis testing when we desire
to correctly detect correlation of the signals with a fixed
probability 1− ϵ, while minimizing the probability of falsely
claiming the signals are not correlated (this probability is
usually called the type two error). This problem is loosely
related to the study of data transmission over quantum systems
in the sense that for K = 2 the error exponent of the type two
error equals the quantum mutual information of ρ(2)E .

For the particular type of scenario studied by us, we prove
the asymptotic superiority of the quantum detection method
over its classical counterpart, which can be quantified by
observing that the ratio of the respective error exponents scales
as 1/E for E → 0.

We now describe the problem statement and our results.
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II. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND RESULT

The mathematical problem statement is taken from the
theory of (quantum) hypothesis testing. For the two quantum
states ρ and σ, the task is to determine for ϵ > 0 the quantity

DQ(ρ, σ) := lim
n→∞

1

n
log βn,ϵ(ρ, σ), (II.1)

where βn,ϵ(ρ, σ) := (min0≤P≤1⊗n{trPσ⊗n : trPρ⊗n ≥ 1−
ϵ}) is called the “type two error”. For finite dimensional sys-
tems, the error exponent D(ρ, σ) has been shown to equal the
quantum relative entropy DQ(ρ∥σ) := tr(ρ(log ρ− log σ)) in
the seminal works [10], [19]. If instead the two hypothesis
are given by multivariate normal distributions on Rn, we may
formulate the problem statement along the lines of the recent
work [16] as the calculation of

DC(N1,N2) := lim
n→∞

1

n
logαn,ϵ(N1,N2), (II.2)

where αn,ϵ(N1,N2) := infpZ|X{e1(pZ|X) : e2(pZ|X) ≤ ϵ},
where ei(pZ|X) =

∫
pZ|X(i|x)dpi(x) and pi are the prob-

ability density functions of the multivariate normal distribu-
tions Ni . For a large class of distributions, [16] proved a
formula for DC , which we use for n-variate normal dis-
tributions in the form DC(N1,N2) = D(N1∥N2), where
D(N1∥N2) =

∫
p1(x

n) log(p1(x
n)/p2(x

n))dxn is the usual
Kullback-Leibler divergence. Here and in the following the
logarithm log is taken with base 2

Our method of analysis is to compare the state of the
art technology with the hypothetical future quantum systems
when the goal is to distinguish between the hypothesis ρ =

ρ
(K)
E and σ = ρ⊗K

E . Since our systems are Gaussian, they are
defined on the infinite-dimensional Fock space F⊗K , where
F := span{|n⟩}n∈N, where |n⟩ are the so-calle number
states [22]. For such infinite-dimensional systems, the usual
formulations of Stein’s Lemma in the quantum case do not
apply. However, to show the desired quantum advantage, it
suffices to show that DQ(ρ

(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E ) is lower bounded by
a large enough quantity. This lower bound is then to be
compared to an approach which qualifies as “state of the art”.
We choose to let the K detectors perform either heterodyne or
homodyne detection on their received signal prior to sending
it forward to the processing center. Both detection methods are
well-established parts of today’s communication infrastructure.
In both cases, we then obtain multi-variate normal distributed
random variables which we write as p(K)

E in case the correlated
state ρ

(K)
E is given and p⊗k

E in case the uncorrelated quantum
state ρ⊗K

E is given. We will later see that the probability
density function p

(K)
E is, for heterodyne detection, given by

p
(K)
E (xk) = 1

πk+1E

∫
e−

|α|2
E e−

∑K
i=1 |α−xi|2dα (II.3)

and for homodyne detection by

p̃
(K)
E (xk) = 1

πk+1E

∫
e−

|α|2
E e−

∑
i |
√
2ℜ(α)−xi|2dα. (II.4)

Fig. 1. Depicted is the (unbounded) quantum advantage in the error exponent
for low energy and the saturation for large energy values. As can be seen,
access to a large enough number of observations at a high enough energy can
allow the classical system to outperform a corresponding quantum system
with access to a lesser number of copies.

The corresponding marginal distributions pE , p̃E and their K-
fold products p⊗K

E , p̃⊗K
E are then derived in the obvious way,

and allow us to state our main results as follows:
Theorem 1 (Error Exponents): The error exponents are

bounded as per the following three inequalities:

DQ(ρ
(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E ) ≥ K · g(E)− f(1 + 2 ·K · E) (II.5)

D(p
(K)
E ∥p⊗K

E ) = log
(1 + E)K

(1 +K · E)
(II.6)

D(p̃
(K)
E ∥p̃⊗K

E ) =
1

2
log

(1 + 2E)K

(1 + 2K · E)
(II.7)

where g is the Gordon function defined via g(x) := (x +
1) log(x+ 1) − x log x for x > 0 and g(0) = 0 and f(x) :=
x+1
2 log x+1

2 − x−1
2 log x−1

2 for x > 1, f(1) = 0.
From [2] we are inclined to believe the interesting system
behavior is in the regime E ≈ 0, which turns out to be true:

Theorem 2 (Quantum Advantage): It holds

D(ρ
(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E ) ≥ K · ln(K) · E +O(E2) (II.8)

D(p
(K)
E ∥p⊗K

E ) = (K−1)·K
ln(4) · E2 +O(E3) (II.9)

D(p̃
(K)
E ∥p̃⊗K

E ) = 2(K−1)·K
ln(2) · E2 +O(E3). (II.10)

Thus we have limE→0 D(ρ
(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E )/D(p
(K)
E ∥p⊗K

E ) = ∞
and limE→0 D(ρ

(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E )/D(p̃
(K)
E ∥p̃⊗K

E ) = ∞.
Finally we note the optimal scaling for E = 0 can be obtained
using passive optics and photon counting:

Theorem 3: Employing a Hadamard interferometer [8] fol-
lowed by photon counting yields error exponent

DPH = K · ln(K) · E +O(E2). (II.11)

Results are illustrated in Figure 1. Where not indicated other-
wise, the notation for quantum systems is borrowed from [22].



III. PROOFS

Proof of Theorem 1: We start out by proving the formula
for the relative entropy D(p

(K)
E ∥p⊗K

E ) in Subsection III-A,
from which the one for D(p̃

(K)
E ∥p̃⊗K

E ) follows with minor
modifications in Subsection III-B, and finally show the lower
bound for D(ρ

(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ) in Subsection III-C.

A. Analysis State of the Art: Heterodyne Detection

For the state-of-the-art version of the hypothesis testing
problem, we assume the K detectors perform either hetero-
dyne or homodyne detection on their received signal prior to
sending it forward to the processing center. In both cases, they
will obtain multi-variate normal distributed random variables
p
(K)
E in case the correlated state ρ

(K)
E is given and p⊗k

E in case
the uncorrelated quantum state ρ⊗K

E is given. In such cases, the
relative entropy D(p

(K)
E ||p⊗K

E ) can be calculated based on a
well-known identity. The probability density of a multi-variate
normal distribution N (µ,Σ) on n modes can be written as

Rn ∋ t → (2π)−n/2 det(Σ)
−1/2

e−(t−µ)TΣ−1(t−µ) (III.1)

where µ ∈ Rn is the mean and the n×n matrix Σ the variance
of the distribution. For two such distributions N1,N2 with
means µ1, µ2 and variances Σ1,Σ2 we have [20, Chapter 1]

D(N1∥N2) =
1

2 ln(2) (D +M + T ), (III.2)

where D := ln det(Σ2) − ln det(Σ1), M := (µ2 −
µ1)

TΣ−1
2 (µ2−µ1) and T := Tr

{
Σ−1

2 Σ1 − 1n

}
. Normal dis-

tributions enter our analysis via heterodyne detection applied
to a coherent state |α⟩⟨α|, leading [25] to a distribution of
measurement results x ∈ C as

p(x|α) = Hx(|α⟩⟨α|) = 1
π e

−|α−x|2 . (III.3)

If the source is measured using K heterodyne detectors, the
probability density for receiving result xk = (x1, . . . , xk) is

p(K)(xk) = 1
πE

∫
e−

|α|2
E

K∏
i=1

Hxi
(|α⟩⟨α|)dα (III.4)

= 1
πk+1E

∫
e−

|α|2
E e−

∑K
i=1 |α−xi|2dα. (III.5)

Writing xi = xi1 + ixi2, the integration over the complex
variable α = a+ ib can be carried out based on the formula∫

e−
a2

E −
∑

i(a−ti)
2

da = CK,Ee
−

∑
i t

2
i+

E(
∑

i ti)
2

1+K·E (III.6)

where summations run from 1 to K and CK,E :=
√

πE
1+K·E .

By using the identity |α|2 = ℜ(α)2 + ℑ(α)2 we conclude
from (III.5) that the distribution of the complex measurement
results xk is actually independent between their real- and their
imaginary parts: Defining

q(K)(tk) =
√

1
πk+1E

∫
e−

a2

E e−
∑K

i=1(a−ti)
2

da (III.7)

and using our convention xi = xi1 + ixi2 again we get

q(K)(xk) = q(K)(ℜxk) · q(K)(ℑxk) (III.8)

where real- and imaginary parts of a vector are taken per
component. Since D(r ⊗ s∥u ⊗ v) = D(r∥u) + D(s∥v) we
know that we can proceed to evaluate only the real part without
loss of generality. We thus set tk := ℜxk and proceed by
calculating the matrix Σ−1

q(K) corresponding to q, whose entries
we can based on (III.6) identify as:

(Σ−1
q(K))ij :=

(1 + E(K − 1))δi,j − (1− δi,j)E

1 +K · E
. (III.9)

where and correspondingly according to Lemma 4 the inverse
Σq(K) can be calculated to have a similar structure:

(Σq(K))i,j = (1 + E)δi,j + E(1− δi,j). (III.10)

The marginals of q(K) all have identical distributions, and each
of them is calculated to equal

q(t) =
√

1
2π(1+E)e

−t2/(1+E). (III.11)

Since all correlations vanish, we have

Σ−1
q⊗K =

1

1 + E
1. (III.12)

It then holds

det
(
Σq⊗K

)
= (1 + E)K , (III.13)

det
(
Σq(K)

)
= 1 +K · E (III.14)

tr
(
Σ−1

q⊗KΣq(K)

)
= (1 + E)−1 tr

(
Σq(K)

)
= K. (III.15)

Using (III.2) and noting M = 0 in our case, we get the result

D(q
(K)
E ∥q⊗K

E ) = 2 ·D(q(K)∥q⊗K) (III.16)

= log det
(
Σq⊗K

)
− log det

(
Σq(K)

)
(III.17)

= log
(

(1+E)K

1+KE

)
. (III.18)

B. Analysis State of the Art: Homodyne Detection

When homodyne detection is used, the conditional prob-
ability of getting the real-valued measurement outcome
x given the state was |α⟩⟨α| is given by p(x|α) =
1√
2π

e−(x−
√
2ℜ(α))2/2 [12, Eq. (11)]. This equivalent to study-

ing the previous problem of heterodyne detection, but with
only one quadrature and instead an energy which is increased
by a factor of 2. The relative entropy therefore changes to

D(p̃
(K)
E ∥p̃⊗K

E ) = 1
2 log

(
(1+2E)K

1+2KE

)
. (III.19)

C. Quantum Approach

In order to prove the desired lower bound, we first have to
deal with the problem that the system of interest is infinite-
dimensional, and show that for the specific case treated
here, we have DQ(ρ

(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E ) ≥ D(ρ
(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ) (hypothe-
sis testing bound). Afterwards, we proceed by noting that
D(ρ

(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ) = K · S(ρE) − S(ρ
(K)
E ) and then calculating

the two respective entropies.



a) Hypothesis Testing Bound: For convenience, we base
our work on [4] which provides near-optimal tests even when
the Hilbert space size grows logarithmically with the block-
length. We benefit from the fact that all involved systems have
bounded energy, which allows us to proceed as follows: We
truncate each involved system at finite energy, and use the
optimal projection for the resulting finite-dimensional systems.
By controlling the approximation error, we are then able to
utilize the continuity of entropy and the specific structure of
our hypothesis testing problem to arrive at the desired result.
Using Lemma 5, we have with TN :=

∑N
n=0 |n⟩⟨n|

tr(TNρE) ≥ 1− 2−N (III.20)

for large enough N . We conclude that for a suitable κ1 > 0:

min{tr
(
T⊗K
N ρ⊗K

E

)
, tr

(
T⊗K
N ρ

(K)
E

)
} ≥ 1− 2−κ1N . (III.21)

Define N (ρ) := TNρTN + tr((1− TN )ρ)|0⟩⟨0| and

ρ̃
(K)
E := N⊗K(ρ

(K)
E ), ρ̃⊗K

E := N (ρE)
⊗K . (III.22)

Then from (III.20) we know that for some κ2 > 0

max{∥ρ̃(K)
E − ρ

(K)
E ∥1, ∥ρ̃⊗K

E − ρ⊗K
E ∥1} ≤ 2−κ2·N . (III.23)

According to [4, Eqn. (17)] there is for every δ > 0 a sequence
(Pn)n∈N of non-negative operators so that for every ϵ > 0
there exists an N0 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N0

tr
(
Pnρ̃

(K)
E

)
≥ 1− ϵ (III.24)

tr
(
Pnρ̃

⊗K
E

)
≤ 2−n·(D(ρ̃

(K)
E ∥ρ̃⊗K

E )−δ). (III.25)

Let {Ki}i be the Kraus representation of N . Then we have,
for every quantum state σ and non-negative matrix X ,

tr(XN (σ)) =
∑

i tr
(
XKiσK

†
i

)
= tr

(∑
i K

†
iXKiσ

)
.

In our particular situation, P ′
n :=

∑
i K

†
i PnKi thus satisfies

tr
(
P ′
nρ

(K)
E

)
≥ 1− ϵ (III.26)

tr
(
P ′
nρ

⊗K
E

)
≤ 2−n·(D(ρ̃

(K)
E ∥ρ̃⊗K

E )−δ). (III.27)

Since D(ρ̃
(K)
E ∥ρ̃⊗K

E ) = K · S(ρ̃E) − S(ρ̃
(K)
E ) and since

tr(n̂ρ̃E) ≤ tr(n̂ρE) and tr
(
n̂K ρ̃

(K)
E

)
≤ tr

(
n̂Kρ

(K)
E

)
where

n̂ and n̂K are the photon number operators for 1 and K modes,
respectively, and the original ensembles have finite energy,
we may utilize the fact that for such states the entropy is
continuous in ∥ · ∥1 (see [26] and [3]), so that (III.23) and the
choice N = log(n)/κ3 for a suitably chosen κ3 > 0 implies

D(ρ̃
(K)
E ∥ρ̃⊗K

E ) → D(ρ
(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ), (III.28)

and at the same time tr
(
Pnρ̃

(K)
E

)
≥ 1 − ϵ − 1

n . Note that
the speed of convergence in [4] is tied to the variance VN of
the function − logµK defined via µK(nk) := ⟨nk, ρ̃⊗K

E nK⟩
with respect to the discrete random variable NK defined via
s̃N (nK) := P(NK = nk) = ⟨nk, ρ̃

(K)
E nk⟩. For N = ∞ it

holds V∞ = E(1+E) log2(1+E)/E). Due to the structure of

sN one can show that VN ≤ V (1+2−κ4·N ). Thus the central
limit theorem for discrete random variables guarantees (III.26),
as in [4]. By construction of ρ̃

(K)
E and ρ̃⊗K

E , this implies the
inequality

DQ(ρ
(K)
E , ρ⊗K

E ) ≥ D(ρ
(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ). (III.29)

b) Computation of Entropy: To perform calculations, we
use the conventions as described in [25] with the small add-on
that we use subscripts like ⟨Â⟩ρ to indicate that the expectation
of operator Â is meant to be taken with respect to the state
ρ. Using the convention of physical constants as in [22], [25],
we have canonical position- and momentum operators equal to
q̂k = âk+ â†k and p̂k = i(â†k− âk). The following expectation
values are needed for the computation:

⟨p̂⟩α = tr(p̂|α⟩⟨α|) = 2ℑ(α) (III.30)
⟨q̂⟩α = tr(q̂|α⟩⟨α|) = 2ℜ(α) (III.31)

⟨p̂2⟩α = tr
(
p̂2|α⟩⟨α|

)
= 1 + 4ℜ(α)2 (III.32)

⟨q̂2⟩α = tr
(
q̂2|α⟩⟨α|

)
= 1 + 4ℑ(α)2 (III.33)

Observations (III.30) and (III.31) imply

⟨p̂k⟩ρ(K)
E

= ⟨q̂k⟩ρ(K)
E

= 0 ∀k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. (III.34)

To compute the covariance matrix of ρ(K)
E we use the integrals

1
πE

∫
e−|α|2/E⟨p̂⟩α⟨p̂⟩αdα = 2E (III.35)

1
πE

∫
e−|α|2/E⟨q̂⟩α⟨q̂⟩αdα = 2E (III.36)

1
πE

∫
e−|α|2/E⟨p̂⟩α⟨q̂⟩αdα = 0. (III.37)

Based on (III.34) we can draw first conclusions on the structure
of the covariance matrix V (K) of the state ρ

(K)
E :

(V (K))ij :=
1
2 ⟨x̂ix̂j + x̂j x̂i⟩ρ(K)

E

. (III.38)

If i = j this implies (V (K))ii = ⟨x̂ix̂i⟩ρ(K)
E

, and equations

(III.32) and (III.33) tell us that (V (K))ii = 1 + 2E holds.
If i ̸= j but both i and j and either i is even and j is

odd or the other way around, we are looking at correlations
between momentum and position of different subsystems, and
equation (III.37) implies that (V (K))ij = 0 must hold. If
instead i and j are both even or both odd, then equations
(III.35) and (III.36) imply that (V (K))ij = E. Thus V (K)

is a Toeplitz matrix defined by the vector v2K with entries
v1 = 2E + 1 and v2i = 0 for i = 1, . . . ,K and v2i+1 = 2E
for i = 1, . . . ,K− 1. The entropy of ρ(K) is calculated based
on its symplectic eigenvalues ν1, . . . , νK , which equal the non-
negative eigenvalues of the matrix iΩV (K) where

Ω =

K⊕
k=1

ω, ω =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
. (III.39)



Using the structure of our states and the fact that the thermal
state ρE has entropy g(E) [11], we see that

D(ρ
(K)
E ∥ρ⊗K

E ) = S(ρ⊗K
E )− S(ρ

(K)
E ) (III.40)

= K · S(ρE)− S(ρ
(K)
E ) (III.41)

= K · g(E)−
∑K

i=1 f(νi). (III.42)

It remains to calculate the symplectic eigenvalues ν1, . . . , νK
to arrive at the desired result. For K = 2, V (2) is given by

V (2) = 2


E + 1

2 0 E 0
0 E + 1

2 0 E
E 0 E + 1

2 0
0 E 0 E + 1

2

 . (III.43)

The symplectic eigenvalues of V (2) are equal to 1 and 1+4E.
The relative entropy for K = 2 therefore evaluates to

D(ρ
(2)
E ∥ρ⊗2

E ) = 2 · S(ρA)− S(ρAB) (III.44)
= 2 · g(E)− f(1 + 4 · E). (III.45)

For K > 2, the vectors wi := −ie1 − e2 − iei + ei+1for
i = 3, 5, . . . ,K − 1 are all eigenvectors to eigenvalue 1 for
iΩV (K), while (i, 1, i, 1, . . . , i, 1) is the vector to eigenvalue
(1 +KE), as can be proven by induction.

Proof of Theorem 2: The series expansions follow from
elementary calculations which we omit for brevity.

Proof of Theorem 3: Given an incident field |α⟩⟨α|⊗K

an optical Hadamard transformation [8] will transform it
to |

√
Kα⟩⟨

√
Kα| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|⊗(K−1). Applying the POVM

{ΠbK}bK∈{0,1}K where ΠbK := ⊗K
i=1Πbi with Π0 := |0⟩⟨0|

and Π1 := 1 − Π0 yields distribution p(1+KE)−1 ⊗ p
⊗(K−1)
1

when the correlated source is present and p⊗K
(1+E)−1 when the

uncorrelated source is present, where px(0) := x. Calculation
of the relative entropy D(p(1+KE)−1 ⊗ p

⊗(K−1)
1 ∥p⊗K

(1+E)−1)
and Taylor expansion then yield the result.

D. Appendix

Lemma 4: Let the n × n matrix A have entries (A)i,j =
(a− b)δi,j + b where a ̸= b. Then A−1 exists and has entries

(A−1)i,j = C−1 · [(a+ (n− 2)b)δi,j − b(1− δi,j)] (III.46)

where C = a2+(n−2)ab−(n−1)b2. Further, the determinant
of A is given by det(A) = (a− b)n−1(a+ (n− 1)b).

Proof of Lemma 4: The matrix A has n eigenvectors
where the first is given by

∑n
i=1 ei with eigenvalue a+ (n−

1)b, and the next n − 1 vectors are given by −e1 + ei (with
eigenvalue a − b). As a result, the determinant is given by
(a− b)n−1(a+ (n− 1)b).

Lemma 5: Let α ∈ C, N ∈ N, TN :=
∑N

n=0 |n⟩⟨n|. Then

trTN (|α⟩⟨α|) ≥ 1− 1
N ! ·max{2, |α|2}N (III.47)

Let E > 0. If N ≥ 2 · 502 · E · log
(
e−1

)
, then

trTN
1

πE

∫
e−|α|2/E |α⟩⟨α|dα ≥ 1− 2−N . (III.48)

Proof of Lemma 5: We first prove (III.47), from which
(III.48) follows. To show this preliminary result, we first
introduce the Gamma- and the incomplete Gamma functions:

Γ(a) :=

∫ ∞

0

ta−1e−tdt (III.49)

γ(a, z) :=

∫ z

0

ta−1e−tdt (III.50)

Γ(a, z) :=

∫ ∞

z

ta−1e−tdt. (III.51)

The incomplete gamma functions can be used to define a
probability distribution [1, 6.5.1]

P (a, z) := Γ(a)−1γ(a, z). (III.52)

which [1, 6.5.13] obeys the relation

P (a, z) = 1− e−z ∑a
n=0

zn

n! (III.53)

for a ∈ N. Upon setting z = |α|2 and a = N we obtain

trTN |α⟩⟨α| = e−|α|2 ∑N
n=0

|α|2
N ! = 1− γ(N, |α|2)/N !.

To obtain a lower bound on trTN |α⟩⟨α| we derive an upper
bound on γ(a, z) which is tight for a ≫ z > 0:

γ(a, z) =

∫ 1

0

ta−1e−tdt+

∫ z

1

ta−1e−tdt (III.54)

≤
∫ 1

0

ta−1dt+

∫ z

1

ta−1e−1dt (III.55)

= 1
a + e−1

a (za − 1) (III.56)
≤ max{2, za}. (III.57)

This shows the first part of Lemma 5. We then utilize Stirling’s
approximation in the weak version N ! ≥ NNe−N and our
assumption N ≥ 8 · e ·max{2, |α|2} to arrive at

trTN |α⟩⟨α| ≥ 1− 4−N . (III.58)

Let us define B(r) := {α : |α|2 ≤ r}. As a result of the
formula 2

E

∫ R

0
re−r2/Erdr = 1− e−R2/E we conclude that∫

e
−
|α|2
E

πE trTN |α⟩⟨α|dα ≥
∫
B(N/50)

e
−
|α|2
E

πE dα(1− 4−N )

≥ (1− e−(N/50)2/E)(1− 4−N ) ≥ 1− 2−N . (III.59)

IV. CONCLUSION

We motivated a novel quantum hypothesis testing problem,
and provided proof of an unbounded quantum advantage in
the low energy regime. Our analysis shows that joint detec-
tion methods may not only improve communication systems
[2], [7], but also sensing abilities related to a variety of
applications. Given that our problem statement describes the
analysis of (weak) classical electromagnetic radiation, our
findings shine some light on potential fields of application
for quantum computing. We leave the analysis of concrete
detection schemes [8], [21] as well as possible connections
to recent work on learning classical structures from quantum
data [9] to future work.
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