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Abstract
The no-cloning theorem leads to information-theoretic security in various quantum cryptographic
protocols. However, this security typically derives from a possibly weaker property that classical
information encoded in certain quantum states cannot be broadcast. To formally capture this
property, we introduce the study of ‘orthogonality broadcasting.’ When attempting to broadcast
the orthogonality of two different qubit bases, we establish that the power of classical and quantum
communication is equivalent. However, quantum communication is shown to be strictly more
powerful for broadcasting orthogonality in higher dimensions. We then relate orthogonality
broadcasting to quantum position verification and provide a new method for establishing error
bounds in the no pre-shared entanglement model that can address protocols previous methods
could not. Our key technical contribution is an uncertainty relation that uses the geometric
relation of the states that undergo broadcasting rather than the non-commutative aspect of the
final measurements.

1. Introduction

The famous no-cloning principle in quantum mechanics prohibits the copying of non-orthogonal quantum
states [1]. More precisely, if |ψ〉 and |φ〉 are two non-orthogonal states of some quantum system, then there
does not exist any physically realizable mapping U such that U|ψ〉= |ψ〉⊗2 and U|φ〉= |φ〉⊗2. This
fundamental fact provides a foundation for designing cryptographic protocols [2], with specific examples
being quantum key distribution [3], secret sharing [4], and position verification [5].

Quantum broadcasting extends cloning to a communication setting and relaxes the goal to duplication
on the level of reduced density matrices. That is, a set of states {ρi}i on system S is broadcast to Alice (A) and
Bob (B) if there exists a completely-positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map ES→AB such that E(ρi) = σAB

i with
trA(σAB

i ) = ρi and trB(σAB) = ρi for all i. Similar to the no-cloning theorem, it has been shown that quantum
mechanics [6–8] and even more general theories of nature [9] prohibit universal broadcasting. Only if the
input states {ρi}i are pairwise commuting can such a broadcasting map ES→AB be constructed.

In this work we propose a weaker form of broadcasting called orthogonality broadcasting. Let
SΘ = {ρi|θ}i∈Iθ,θ∈Θ be |Θ| sets of pairwise orthogonal states {ρi}i∈Iθ

, i.e. for all θ ∈Θ and i 6= j ∈ Iθ,
ρi|θ ⊥ ρj|θ. We say that a CPTP map ES→AB broadcasts the orthogonality of SΘ if

trA
(
σAB
i|θ

)
⊥ trA

(
σAB
j|θ

)
and trB

(
σAB
i|θ

)
⊥ trB

(
σAB
j|θ

)
for all θ, i 6= j, where σi|θ = E(ρi|θ) (see figure 1(a)). Orthogonality broadcasting can be understood as a basic
quantum communication task with post-information. Suppose that a quantum system is prepared in some
unknown state chosen from an ensemble like S . For example, this could be one of the BB84 states
{|0〉, |1〉, |+〉, |−〉}. Once the the value θ is revealed as ‘post-information,’ the system state can be determined
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by measuring in the correct orthonormal basis; e.g in the BB84 case, this basis is either {|0〉, |1〉} or
{|+〉, |−〉}. Orthogonality broadcasting enables both Alice and Bob to learn the state preparation through
local measurement and post-information. This goal is less demanding than state broadcasting since all we
require is that the correct orthogonality be preserved by the reduced density matrices of the distributed state
σAB
i|θ . Nevertheless, through the map ES→AB, orthogonality broadcasting still requires copying some type of

information that is encoded in a family of potentially non-orthogonal states. It can thus be viewed as another
communication primitive, in the same spirit as cloning and state broadcasting.

A special type of orthogonality broadcasting arises when one of the output systems is classical. In this
case, the broadcasting map takes the form ES→AX, with X being a classical register, and we refer to this as
classical orthogonality broadcasting. It is important to note that when describing θ as post-information in the
context of broadcasting, it means that θ arrives after the application of the broadcasting map. However, there
is another notion of post-information in which θ arrives after the quantum measurement [10, 11]. However,
as we observe in proposition 2 below, under a natural measure of error, these two notions of
post-information are operationally equivalent when restricting to classical orthogonality broadcasting,
meaning that the optimal success probability of identifying i in one task is the same as the other.

1.1. Uncloneable cryptography and quantum position verification
Beyond the foundational importance of understanding the no-cloning theorem in quantum information
theory, our primary motivation for studying both classical and non-classical orthogonality broadcasting is
quantum cryptography. Most quantum cryptographic protocols derive their security from the no-cloning
theorem on some level because the protocol ‘hides’ some classical information in non-commuting quantum
states that an adversary cannot perfectly distinguish nor clone. This basic idea has given rise to the study of
‘uncloneable cryptography’ (see [12] for an introduction).

A major method for establishing security in uncloneable cryptography has been monogamy-of-
entanglement (MoE) games introduced in [13] and used subsequently, e.g. [2, 14–18]. However, MoE games
do not directly capture the limitations of cloning quantum states, but rather test for a property of the
entangled state that arises when trying to clone non-commuting states. Indeed, concurrent work [17] defines
a specific case of orthogonality broadcasting as a ‘1→ 2 cloning game’ and shows it to be equivalent to a
restricted variant of the MoE game. This in total means that orthogonality broadcasting can only be captured
by a (restricted) MoE game under special conditions. As MoE games and orthogonality broadcasting are
generally distinct, they require independent studies. For clarity, appendix A includes a detailed discussion on
the relationship between orthogonality broadcasting and MoE games.

A more concrete motivating example comes from establishing the security of quantum position
verification (QPV) in the no pre-shared entanglement (no-PE) model. The limitations on orthogonality
broadcasting underpins the security of many QPV protocols under the no-PE model. In these QPV
protocols, at time t0, spatially separated verifiers draw a state from a set of globally orthogonal product
(GOP) quantum states, {|ak〉|bk〉}k, and send it to claimed location of the honest prover (see figure 2). The
verifiers ‘accept’ if at time t1 they both receive the correct index k of the state sent. The honest prover can
always achieve this by applying the projective measurement that discriminates the set {|ak〉|bk〉}k at the
honest position. However, dishonest provers will not be located at the appropriate spacetime point, but
spatially separated around this point. Thus they have to attempt to clone the orthogonality of |ak〉 and |bk〉5.
The simplest example of such a QPV protocol is ‘BB84 QPV’ where the set of {|ak〉|bk〉} is given by{

|0〉A|0〉B , |0〉A|1〉B , |1〉A|+〉B , |1〉A|−〉B
}
. (1)

In this case, the adversaries’ optimal attack is to approximate orthogonality broadcasting as much as possible.
This is because the party who receives system B acts as the broadcasting channel E and the party who receives
the fully classical state, system A, copies it and forwards it, acting as the value θ ∈Θ arriving after
broadcasting (recall figure 1(a)). Note this exact identification holds so long as one of the registers is always
classical and the adversaries hold no entanglement, i.e. one considers the no-PE model.

In principle, this above correspondence alone would motivate the study of orthogonality broadcasting.
However, in the case of BB84 QPV, it turns out the reduction to an MoE game is tight [13], which is likely
why the limitations of cloning and MoE games have been treated as inextricable while distinct. Nonetheless,
it is easy to break this exact connection to MoE games: if the set {|ak〉A|bk〉B}k is not of the form
{|θ〉AUθ|x〉B}x,θ where {Uθ}θ is some set of unitaries acting on the B space, the reduction to an MoE game
breaks down (see appendix A for more details). The set of states not satisfying this aforementioned structure
can happen if both parties receive a quantum input or simply by not having the |bk〉 be generated by x and a

5 We stress orthogonality as they only need to be able to extract the index k rather than hold copies of the states |ak⟩,|bk⟩.
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Figure 1. (a) Orthogonality broadcasting a set of states SΘ = {ρi|θ}i,θ with ρi|θ ⊥ ρj|θ for all θ ∈Θ and i ̸= j. A map E
distributes the orthogonality of ρi|θ so that both receivers can recover the index i given value θ. (b) In a second task, a quantum
measurement must be performed on ρi|θ before receiving θ, which is used only later to recover the index i in classical
post-processing. Orthogonality broadcasting reduces to (b) when one of the broadcast systems is classical. In all figures, green,
double-line arrows represent classical information, and black, single-line arrows represent quantum information.

unitary. Both of these situations are natural to consider in designing more powerful, practical QPV protocols
as well as studying the structure of no-cloning.

1.2. Summary of results and outline
At a high-level, this work contributes to three domains: the foundations of quantum mechanics, the security
of QPV, and, at a technical level, the development of quantitative uncertainty relations. We summarize the
contribution to these respective fields below. Any omitted proofs from the main text are collected in the
appendices.

Contribution 1: Orthogonality broadcasting and foundations of quantummechanics In section 2, we
introduce orthogonality broadcasting and analyze both the perfect and approximate setting. For perfect
orthogonality broadcasting, we show a separation between the power of using classical and quantum
communication (theorem 1) and further demonstrate that perfect orthogonality broadcasting sometimes
requires the use of entangled states (theorem 2). We however show that when one system is a qubit system,
there is generally not an advantage to quantum communication (proposition 3). These results also imply a
similar property in the communication setting of a QPV protocol without entangled inputs (theorem 3).
This implies a separation between adversaries having access to classical and quantum communication when
attacking a QPV protocol without entangled inputs in the no-PE model (corollary 3). This resolves an open
question from [19]. As previously highlighted, orthogonality broadcasting is a relaxation of state
broadcasting which is itself a relaxation of cloning. Thus, these results refine our understanding of the
structure of quantum mechanics through an information-theoretic lens.

Contribution 2: The Security of QPV in the no-PEmodel In section 3, we consider QPV protocols where
the task of the honest party is to distinguish GOP states {|ak〉|bk〉}k (see figure 2). We identify the adversaries’
communication structure in attacking such QPV protocols in the no-PE model as optimizing strategies that
make up ‘local operations and simultaneous quantum communication’ (LOSQC). We show how LOSQC
relates to orthogonality broadcasting, either through an exact correspondence (as described previously in the
case of BB84 QPV) or via relaxations for more involved GOP states. This allows us to upper bound the
success probability of state discrimination on GOP ensembles which, by the exact correspondence between
LOSQC and QPV attacks in the no-PE model, implies security bounds on these QPV protocols.

Our method culminates in three theorems. The first (theorem 4) provides bounds for any set of product
states that contains four product states that generalize the structure of the BB84 states. This may be applied
to many well-known GOP ensembles and recovers the tight bound for BB84 QPV (corollary 5). The second
(theorem 5) establishes bounds when the set of GOP states to discriminate are in qutrit space such that the
‘error per state’ outperforms that of BB84 QPV. theorem 5 implies a significant practical advantage in using
only slightly higher-dimensional QPV protocols. The third (theorem 6) demonstrates that the adversarial
success probability can strictly decrease when requiring both adversaries to broadcast locally non-commuting
states. While intuitive, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first method that rigorously establishes the
added strength of QPV protocols in which both verifiers send quantum states. In particular, in appendix A,
we show the ensembles considered in theorems 5 and 6 cannot be analyzed using MoE games with
pre-existing methods.

Contribution 3: A new type of uncertainty relation Contributions 1 and 2 stem from a more direct analysis
of no-cloning than previous methods. In order to achieve this more direct analysis, one of the main technical
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Figure 2. Spacetime diagram of a QPV protocol using GOP set S = {|ak⟩|bk⟩}k. With probability p(k), the verifiers VA, VB
simultaneously send |ak⟩ and |bk⟩ respectively at time t0. An honest prover at spacetime point x could measure jointly on the
states and identify k. In contrast, dishonest provers, A and B, would need to clone the orthogonality of |ak⟩ and |bk⟩ at the two
lower boxes in order to return the correct value k at time t1. The adversaries’ strategy can be limited by the same tools as
studying orthogonality broadcasting (section 3). The communication setting of the dishonest provers is an example of ‘local
operations and simultaneous quantum communication’ (LOSQC).

contributions of this work is a new uncertainty relation that only depends on the relation between the given
states to be cloned (lemma 1 and theorem 7), and thus can be used to bound the error in orthogonality
broadcasting of more general ensembles than previous methods. In other words, our uncertainty relation
differs from entropic uncertainty relations studied in quantum information theory [20–23] as well as the
operator inequality used to analyze MOE games [13], which all rely on incompatible measurements. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first such uncertainty relation of its type and we hope it motivates more
general and direct methods for bounding strategies based on cloning and thus more direct applications to
cryptographic protocols whose security depends on the no-cloning theorem.

2. Orthogonality broadcasting

Let us analyze the task of orthogonality broadcasting in more detail. To prepare us for its application in QPV,
suppose that Alice receives an ensemble of states SΘ = {ρi|θ}i,θ that are pairwise orthogonal for each fixed
θ ∈Θ. Her goal is to broadcast the orthogonality of this ensemble to herself and Bob. We label the input
system as A and the output systems as A ′B ′. Let us proceed by distinguishing between the cases of perfect
and approximate broadcasting.

2.1. Perfect broadcasting
It is often convenient to assume that Alice’s broadcasting map takes the form of an isometry U : A→ A ′B ′.
This can always be done without loss of generality since a CPTP map can be built by combining an isometry
with a discarding of subystems, and the latter can always be done by Alice or Bob after the broadcasting. For
isometry U, Alice then receives the output of the quantum channelN (·) = trB′U(·)U† while Bob receives the
output of its complementary channelN c(·) = trA ′U(·)U†. From this it follows that SΘ admits orthogonality
broadcasting if and only if there exists a channelN such that

Tr
[
N

(
ρi|θ

)
N

(
ρj|θ

)]
= Tr

[
N c

(
ρi|θ

)
N c

(
ρj|θ

)]
= 0 (2)

for all θΘ and i 6= j.
In the special case of classical orthogonality broadcasting, when Alice can only communicate classical

information to Bob, the isometry U gets replaced by a channel E : A→ A ′X with a quantum–classical (qc)
output. We can express this as E(·) =

∑
xAx(·)⊗ |x〉〈x| with the {Ax}x being a family of CP maps

whose sum is CPTP (i.e. an instrument). The condition for orthogonality on Bob’s side is
Tr[Ax(ρi|θ)]Tr[Ax(ρj|θ)] = 0 for all x. Letting Πx =A†

x(I) denote elements of a POVM, whereA†
x is the

adjoint map, we can thus express the condition for orthogonality on Bob’s side as the existence of a POVM
{Πx}x satisfying

Tr
[
Πxρi|θ

]
Tr

[
Πxρj|θ

]
= 0 (3)

for all x, θ, and i 6= j. In other words, for every fixed θ, there is at most one value i such that Tr[Πxρi|θ] 6= 0.
This means that the POVM {Πx}x is able to perfectly identify the value i given x and θ. In the next section,
we will generalize this finding to not only perfect identification but also minimum error state discrimination.

4
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For now, we consider the comparative powers of classical and non-classical orthogonality broadcasting in the
case of zero error.

We begin with a simple example that shows that perfect orthogonality broadcasting is possible using only
classical communication even when not all states in SΘ are simultaneously diagonalizable. This is in contrast
to cloning and state broadcasting described in the introduction, which both require the ensemble to consist
of pairwise commuting states. Moreover, it shows that even for qutrits such examples exist, which highlights
the nuance of orthogonality broadcasting in any dimension greater than two.

Proposition 1. Let

SΘ =

{
ρ0|0 := |0〉 ρ1|0 := |1〉
ρ0|1 := |ψ+〉 ρ1|1 := |ψ−〉

}
, (4)

where |ψ±〉 := 1
2 |0〉+

1
2 |1〉±

1√
2
|2〉= 1√

2
(|+〉± |2〉). This set admits perfect classical orthogonality

broadcasting.

Proof. We show that perfect discrimination is possible by a broadcastingmap with both parties receiving clas-
sical information, i.e. E(·) =

∑3
x=0 tr[Πx(·)]|x〉〈x| ⊗ |x〉〈x|, a general fact that holds for all classical orthogonal

broadcasting (see proposition 2). Consider the set of matrices

Π0 :=


1
2 0 1

2
√
2

0 0 0
1

2
√
2

0 1
4

 Π1 :=


1
2 0 − 1

2
√
2

0 0 0
− 1

2
√
2

0 1
4


Π2 :=

0 0 0
0 1

2
1

2
√
2

0 1
2
√
2

1
4

 Π3 :=

0 0 0
0 1

2 − 1
2
√
2

0 − 1
2
√
2

1
4

 .

A direct calculation will verify that each of these matrices have eigenvalues {3/4,0,0} and by inspection they
sum to identity. Thus, {Πi}i∈[3] is a POVM. By direct calculation using Born’s rule, one may verify that if Alice
measures the input state with the given POVM, her possible (non-zero probability) outcomes are captured by
the following table:

State ρi|θ Possible Outcomes

ρ0|0 {0,1}
ρ1|0 {2,3}
ρ0|1 {0,2}
ρ1|1 {1,3}

It follows that her possible outcomes partition upon receiving θ ∈ {0,1}. Thus, if Alice measures the state
with the given POVM and broadcasts the answer, then when Alice and Bob receive θ, they can both determine
the state correctly.

It may be surprising that the communication of classical information suffices in the above example.
Proposition 3 below implies that in fact classical and quantum communication are equally powerful for
perfect orthogonality broadcasting for all ensembles with |Θ|= 2. However, the following theorem shows a
separation already exists as soon as |Θ|> 2.

Theorem 1. Let

SΘ =


ρ0|0 := |+01〉 ρ1|0 := |−01〉
ρ0|1 := |+02〉 ρ1|1 := |−02〉
ρ0|2 := |+̃12〉 ρ1|2 := |−̃12〉

 (5)

be |Θ|= 3 pairs of orthogonal states, where |±mn〉= 1√
2
(|m〉± |n〉) and |±̃mn〉= 1√

2
(|m〉± i|n〉). Then it is

possible to broadcast the orthogonality of SΘ, yet classical orthogonality broadcasting of SΘ is impossible.

Proof. We first construct an orthogonality broadcasting map for SΘ. For A= C3, define the isometry
U : A→ A ′B ′ by

U|0〉= 1√
2
(|00〉+ |11〉) U|1〉= 1√

2
(|00〉− |11〉) U|2〉= 1√

2
(|01〉+ |10〉) .

5
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Then

U|+01〉= |0〉A
′
|0〉B

′
, U| − 01〉= |1〉A

′
|1〉B,

U|+02〉= |+01〉A
′
|+01〉B

′
, U|−02〉= |−01〉A

′
|−01〉B

′

U|+̃12〉= |+̃01〉A
′
|+̃01〉B

′
, U|−̃12〉= |−̃01〉A

′
|−̃01〉B

′
.

Thus, the necessary orthogonality is preserved for both Alice and Bob for all elements of SΘ.
We now show that there is no classical orthogonal broadcasting map for SΘ. According to equation (3),

this would require a POVM {Πx}x such that

0= 〈+01|Πx|+01〉〈−01|Πx|−01〉
0= 〈+02|Πx|+02〉〈−02|Πx|−02〉
0= 〈+̃12|Πx|+̃12〉〈−̃12|Πx|−̃12〉

for all x. These three equalities can be satisfied only if three states from SΘ lie in the kernel of Πx. However,
any subset of three states from SΘ are linearly independent, which means the only solution to these equations
is Πx = 0.

2.2. Separable communication in orthogonality broadcasting
With the separation of classical and quantum communication in orthogonality broadcasting established, an
interesting question is whether orthogonality broadcasting actually needs the use of entanglement. In other
words, does there exist ensembles S = {ρi|θ}i,θ whose orthogonality can be broadcast by map E : A→ A ′B ′

only if the broadcast states σi|θ = E(ρi|θ) are entangled? This question is fundamental for two reasons. First,
the requirement for entangled states in the broadcasting map would be a sharp departure from cloning and
state broadcasting, which, when feasible, can always be accomplished by generating product and separable
output states, respectively. Second, a more general question in quantum communication is to understand
which distributed tasks are possible using the transmission of separable rather than entangled states. For
example, it is possible to distribute entanglement through the exchange of separable states [24], indicating
the curious utility of quantum correlations beyond entanglement [25, 26]. The following theorem shows that
separable carriers are insufficent in general for broadcasting orthogonality.

Theorem 2. Let

SΘ =


ρ0|0 := |1〉 ρ1|0 := |2〉
ρ0|1 := |+23〉 ρ1|1 := |−23〉
ρ0|2 := |+24〉 ρ1|2 := |−24〉
ρ0|3 := |+̃34〉 ρ1|3 := |−̃34〉

 (6)

be |Θ|= 4 pairs of orthogonal states and we remind the reader |±mn〉= 1√
2
(|m〉± |n〉) and

|±̃mn〉= 1√
2
(|m〉± i|n〉). Then Pbc(SΘ) = 1. Furthermore, any broadcasting map must transform at least one of

the states in SΘ into an entangled state.

Theorems 1 and 2 collectively establish different types of orthogonality broadcasting. The ensemble SΘ in
theorem 1 requires broadcasting a map that transforms the elements of SΘ into non-classical but possibly
separable states. Even stronger, the ensemble SΘ in theorem 2 requires a map that transforms at least one
element of SΘ into an entangled state.

2.3. Approximate orthogonality broadcasting
Even if perfect orthogonality broadcasting is not possible for SΘ, one can consider approximate
orthogonality broadcasting. Here, it is natural to quantify the quality of approximation as the largest worst
case error probability among Alice and Bob for correctly guessing the value i ∈ Iθ given θ ∈Θ. For a given
ensemble SΘ = {ρi|θ}i,θ and joint distribution p overΘ×I where I := ∪θIθ, this gives the measure

Pbc (SΘ) :=max
E

min
P∈{A,B}

∑
θ∈Θ

p(θ)Pguess
({
σP
i|θ

}
i

)
, (7)

where the maximization is taken over all broadcasting maps E : ρi|θ 7→ σAB
i|θ , and

Pguess
({
σi|θ

}
i

)
:= max

{Πi}i

∑
i∈Iθ

p(i|θ)Tr
(
Πiσi|θ

)
6
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is the maximum guessing probability for a uniform ensemble of states {σi|θ}i using a positive operator-
valued measure (POVM) {Πi}i. Note that this approximation is well-defined for all ensembles
SΘ = {ρi|θ}i,θ even if pairwise orthogonality does not hold for each θ. Then orthogonality broadcasting of
SΘ is possible iff Pbc(SΘ) = 1. We let Pc-bc(SΘ) quantify approximate classical orthogonality broadcasting,
which is defined in the same way except with the maximization in equation (7) restricted to broadcasting
maps having a quantum–classical (qc) output. This notion of approximate orthogonality broadcasting
proposed here is analogous to the well-studied tasks of approximate cloning and state broadcasting [27, 28].

Note that the choice of local POVMs in the definition of Pguess({σAB
i|θ}) can depend on the value θ. The

value θ is called post-information since it comes after the broadcasting map E . An alternative notion of
post-information state discrimination has been considered in which the post-information comes after the
choice of POVM [10, 11] (see figure 1). The optimal guessing probability for ensemble SΘ in this scenario is
then given by

Pp-i (SΘ) :=max
∑
θ,i

∑
x

q(i|x,θ)p(θ, i)Tr
(
ρi|θΠx

)
, (8)

where the maximization is taken over all POVMs {Πx}x and all classical post-processing channels q(i|x,θ).
Despite this conceptual difference, it is not difficult to show that they are operationally equivalent.

Proposition 2. For all SΘ and any choice of prior distribution onΘ×I , Pc-bc(SΘ) = Pp-i(SΘ). In particular,
this is because Pc-bc(SΘ) is always achieved using a fully classical broadcasting channel EA→XY.

Proof. We begin with the second claim. By (7), Pc-bc(SΘ) is always achieved by a fully classical broadcasting
map EA→XY. Indeed if the worse performing player receives classical information, then the minimum success
probability for both parties will not change if both players follow the strategy of the classical player; and,
if the worse performing party receives quantum information, then they can improve the minimum success
probability by both following the classical player’s strategy.

To establish the first claim, note the above argument shows the optimal fully classical broadcastmap applies
someoptimal POVM {Πx} toρi |θ, and broadcasts the outcome to both parties. It follows for each θ both parties
hold {σX

i|θ}i = {
∑

xTr[Πxρi |θ]|x〉〈x|}i distributed according to p(i|θ) and then apply an optimal POVM {τθi }i
to guess the value of i ∈ IΘ. As {σX

i|θ}i are classical distributions, for each θ ∈Θ the optimal POVM {τθi }i may
be reduced to a conditional distribution {wθ(i|x)}i,x. Thus, defining q(i |x,θ) := wθ(i |x) along with {Πx}x
defines a feasible strategy for (8), so Pc-bc(SΘ)⩽ Pp-i(SΘ). On the other hand, the reverse inequality follows
from the fact that any POVM and post-processing strategy used to optimize Pp-i(SΘ) can be converted into a
fully classical broadcasting map in which the POVM is first performed on ρi|θ, the classical outcome is then
broadcast to both Alice and Bob, and finally they both perform the post-processing locally.

We can extend the relationship between classical broadcasting and post-information to general quantum
broadcasting in the special case that |Θ|= 2. The following proposition is a counterpart to theorem 1.

Proposition 3. For any prior distribution overΘ×I , Pc-bc(SΘ) = Pbc(SΘ) for all SΘ with |Θ|⩽ 2 .

Proof. It suffices to show Pc-bc(SΘ)⩾ Pbc(SΘ) forΘ= {0,1}. For any broadcastingmap E : ρi|θ 7→ σAB
i|θ , there

must be a θ0 ∈ {0,1} such that

min
P∈{A,B}

[
p(0)Pguess

({
σP
i|0

}
i

)
+ p(1)Pguess

({
σP
i|1

}
i

)]
⩽ p(θ0)Pguess

({
σA
i|θ0

}
i

)
+ p(θc0)Pguess

({
σB
i|θc

0

}
i

)
, (9)

where θc0 = θ0 ⊕ 1. Let {ΠA
i|θ0}i and {τBi|θc

0
}i be optimal POVMs attaining the maximum guessing probability

in Pguess({σA
i|θ0}i) and Pguess({σB

i|θc
0
}i), respectively. Using these measurements we construct the fully classical

broadcasting map

ρi|θ 7→
∑
j,k

Tr
[
ΠA

j|θ0⊗τ
B
k|θc

0
E
(
ρi|θ

)]
|j,k〉〈j,k|A ⊗ |j,k〉〈j,k|B.

Alice and Bob both hold the classical variables (j, k) with probability p( j,k) = Tr[ΠA
j|θ0⊗τ

B
k|θc

0
E(ρi|θ)]. When θ

is announced as post-information, they both submit j as their guess if θ = θ0 or they both submit k as their
guess if θ = θ1. Hence, they both have the same overall probability of correctly guessing, which is given by
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p(θ0)
∑
j

Tr
[
ΠA

j|θ0⊗1BE
(
ρj|θ

)]
+ p(θc0)

∑
k

Tr
[
1A ⊗ τBk|θc

0
E
(
ρk|θ

)]
= p(θ0)Pguess

({
σA
i|θ0

}
i

)
+ p(θc0)Pguess

({
σB
i|θc

0

}
i

)
⩾ min

P∈{A,B}

[
p(0)Pguess

({
σP
i|0

}
i

)
+ p(1)Pguess

({
σP
i|1

}
i

)]
. (10)

Since we originally chose E as an arbitrary broadcasting map, it follows that Pc-bc(SΘ)⩾ Pbc(SΘ).

Note that Pp-i(SΘ) in (8) is always optimized by a deterministic distribution as for any choice of POVM
{Πx}, for each (θ,x) ∈Θ×X there is an i′ that maximizes p(θ, i)Tr[ρi|θΠx] over i and Pp-i is a maximization.
As an extremal POVM has at most d2 outcomes, the optimal value is determined using one of
N= (maxθ∈Θ |IΘ|)d

2|Θ| deterministic distributions to search over. As maximizing the POVM is an SDP,
there are N SDPs that need to be evaluated to determine Pp-i(SΘ). Combining propositions 2 and 3, for
|Θ|⩽ 2, this gives a method for determining Pbc(SΘ). In contrast, computing Pbc(SΘ) appears to be a
challenging bilinear optimization problem in general. Given this complexity, we next present an uncertainty
relation that can be used to compute upper bounds on Pbc(SΘ) for certain ensembles. The intuition behind
the uncertainty relation is as follows. Consider a pure state ensemble {|aµ〉}µ with |αµ〉AB

′
= U|aµ〉. If |α0〉

and |α1〉 are two entangled states that Alice can distinguish with high probability by measuring subsystem A,
then the reduced density matrices αA

0 and αA
1 must be nearly orthogonal. Consequently, tracing out Alice in

any superposition of |α0〉 and |α1〉 will effectively destroy the relative phase between these states, thereby
making it difficult for Bob to distinguish superpositions of |α0〉 and |α1〉. We can quantify this tradeoff in
terms of the fidelity F(ρ,σ) = ‖√ρ

√
σ‖1 and trace distance Dtr(ρ,σ) =

1
2‖ρ−σ‖1 between hermitian

operators.

Lemma 1 (uncertainty relation). For any vectors |α0〉AB
′
and |α1〉AB

′
, if |αθ〉AB

′
= cos(θ/2)|α0〉AB

′
+

eiϕ sin(θ/2)|α1〉AB
′
and |αω〉AB

′
= cos(ω/2)|α0〉AB

′
+ eiϕ

′
sin(ω/2)|α1〉AB

′
, then

Dtr

(
αB′

θ ,α
B′

ω

)
⩽ |z1|F

(
αA
0 ,α

A
1

)
+ |z2|Dtr

(
αB′

0 ,α
B′

1

)
, (11)

where z1 =
1
2 (sin(θ)e

−iϕ − sin(ω)e−iϕ ′
) and z2 =

1
2 (cos(θ)− cos(ω)).

We remark that we in fact prove a more general uncertainty relation for two vectors that both decompose
into linear combinations of the same set of vectors (see the supplemental material), but the above suffices for
the main results of this work. Moreover, we highlight that this lemma may be seen as our major technical
contribution. As noted earlier, unlike other uncertainty relations that rely upon the incompatibility of the
measurement directly (see [23] for a review), ours follows from the geometric relation between the initial
quantum states.

To appreciate the utility of proposition 1, we immediately obtain a no-go result for broadcasting the
orthogonality of any two distinct pairs of basis vectors {|0〉, |1〉} and {|n̂〉, | − n̂〉}, where
|n̂〉= cos(θ/2)|0〉+ sin(θ/2)eiϕ|1〉 and | − n̂〉= sin(θ/2)|0〉− cos(θ/2)eiϕ|1〉 with θ ∈ (0,π).

Corollary 1. Orthogonality broadcasting is not possible for the set of states SΘ = {|0〉, |1〉, |n̂〉, | − n̂〉} if
|n̂〉 6∈ {|0〉, |1〉}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that {|0〉, |1〉} remains locally orthogonal for Alice. The isometry
maps {|0〉, |1〉, |n̂〉, | − n̂〉} into {|α0〉AB

′
, |α1〉AB

′
, |αθ〉AB

′
, |αθ−π〉AB

′} of proposition 1, where we take ω = θ−
π and ϕ =−ϕ. Equation (11) then reads

Dtr

(
αB′

θ ,α
B′

θ−π

)
⩽ | sinθ|F

(
αA
0 ,α

A
1

)
+ |cosθ|Dtr

(
αB′

0 ,α
B′

1

)
.

Orthogonality of αA
0 and αA

1 implies that F(αA
0 ,α

A
1 ) = 0, and so Dtr(α

B′

θ ,α
B′

θ−π)⩽ |cosθ|Dtr(α
B′

0 ,α
B′

1 )⩽
|cosθ|< 1, assuming θ 6∈ { kπ

2 }k∈N, which is equivalent to |n̂〉 6∈ {|0〉, |1〉}. This proves the corollary since αB′

θ

and αB′

θ−π are orthogonal if and only if Dtr(α
B′

θ ,α
B′

θ−π) = 1.

Before moving forward, we remark that we may relax lemma 1 in terms of guessing probability, which
follows from the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality and the equiprobable case of the Holevo-Helstrom theorem,
i.e. Dtr(ρ,σ) = 2pg(ρ,σ)− 1 where pg(ρ,σ) denotes the optimal guessing probability when the two states are
equiprobable [29].

Corollary 2. Under the same conditions as lemma 1,

pg
(
αB′

θ ,α
B′

ω

)
⩽1

2

[
|z1|

√
1−

(
2pg

(
αA
0 ,α

A
1

)
− 1

)2
+ |z2|

(
2pg

(
αB′

0 ,α
B′

1

)
− 1

)
+ 1

]
. (12)
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In the case SΘ decomposes into states

ρ0|0 = |a0〉S ρ1|0 = |a1〉S (13)

ρ0|1 = cos(θ/2) |a0〉S + eiϕ sin(θ/2) |a1〉S (14)

ρ1|1 = cos(ω/2) |a0〉S + eiϕ sin(ω/2) |a1〉S . (15)

Corollary 2 may be used to provide bounds on Pbc(SΘ) as the constraint will hold for any choice of
broadcasting channel E . We however use this idea in further generality in a subsequent section, section 3.3, so
we omit an example here. We remark, in the special case given above, that propositions 2 and 3 already imply
there exists a direct method to determine the optimal value, although it is more computationally intensive.

3. LOSQC/LOSCC state discrimination and QPV in the no pre-shared entanglement
model

We now shift to the application of our results to QPV. The class of protocols we consider asks an honest
prover to distinguish the state drawn from a GOP ensemble {|ak〉|bk〉}k by performing a joint measurement,
which is depicted in figure 3(a). For clarity, we begin by identifying the communication structure of
attacking such a QPV protocol, which is depicted in figure 3(b). From the adversarial perspective, there are
two dishonest provers, which we can call Alice and Bob, who each receive a portion of the global state that
intersects their worldline on the spacetime diagram, split their local state in two to share part with the other
party, and then, once each holds their respective shares, they may each guess k to forward to their respective
verifier6. Formally, Alice intercepts |ak〉A and performs the isometryU : |ak〉A 7→ |αk〉A0B1 while Bob intercepts
|bk〉B and applies V : |bk〉B 7→ |βk〉B0A1 . This is without loss of generality as any communication strategy
allowed by quantum mechanics under the given timing constraints can be represented by this form. After the
quantum communication, Alice holds systems A0A1 and Bob holds B0B1, and they both must perform local
measurements to learn the value k. This is the most general strategy allowed by quantum mechanics in the
no-PE model under the time constraints of special relativity. We call such the set of such communication
strategies ‘LOSQC’ and the optimal success probability over all such strategies can be expressed as

Pr
LOSQC

[S] :=max
∑
k

p(k)Tr
[
Πk ⊗ τk (U⊗V)(ρk)(U⊗V)†

]
, (16)

where the {ρk}k denote the possible states, and as we just explained, without loss of generality the
maximization is over isometries UA→A0B1 , VB→B0A1 and POVMs {ΠA0A1

k }, {τB0B1
k }. In other words, (16) gives

the exact optimal success probability of attacking a state discrimination QPV protocol on inputs {ρk}k in the
no-PE model. If we restricted the adversaries to only using classical communication between them, we would
consider ‘local operations and simultaneous classical communication’ (LOSCC). In this case, rather than
general isometries, Alice and Bob perform local instruments {Ax}x and {By}y, respectively, with classical
information x going to Bob and y going to Alice.

Remark . Before moving forward, we note that LOSQC is the relevant attack model even if there is pre-shared
entanglement. For example, consider Alice and Bob will intercept some state from {σ̃AB

k }k∈K and pre-share
some resource ζA

′B ′
. Then defining ρk := σ̃k ⊗ ζ for all k reduces studying attacking the QPV with resource

state τ to the form of (16) where the isometries now are UAA′→A0B1 ,VBB′→B0A1 .

3.1. Zero-error LOSQC and LOSCC state discrimination
Before directly addressing QPV, we study the problem of zero-error state discrimination in LOSQC and
LOSCC. For GOPs with one system being a qubit, we find that LOSQC is no more powerful than LOSCC,
and we obtain a reduction to classical orthogonality broadcasting.

Theorem 3. A GOP {|ak〉A|bk〉B}k ⊂ C2 ⊗Cd is perfectly distinguishable by LOSCC if and only if it is perfectly
distinguishable by LOSQC. Moreover, to be distinguishable by either, the ensemble must have the form

|0〉A|si|0〉B, |1〉A|si|1〉B, |ϕi〉A|ti〉B, (17)

where the |ϕi〉 are arbitrary states, the {|si|θ〉}i,θ is an ensemble whose orthogonality 〈si|θ|sj|θ〉= δij can be
classically broadcast, and each |ti〉 is orthogonal to every other state on Bob’s side.

6 We remark that without loss of generality there are only two dishonest verifiers as there are only two messages to intercept and respond
to in this one spatial-dimensional setting.
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Figure 3. Spacetime diagram of the QPV protocols considered in section 3. Green double-lines denote classical communication,
black lines depict quantum communication. Blue dashed lines denote the worldlines of the verifiers V0,V1. The dashed grey line
denotes the required time to respond to the verifiers. (a) Honest prover case. Verifiers V0,V1 send |ak⟩, |bk⟩ respectively at time t0.
The honest prover uses any measurement that distinguishes the set of GOP states {|ak⟩|bk⟩}k, which determines k with certainty.
The prover then forwards the answer to each verifier to be received at t1. (b) Dishonest prover case. The dishonest provers intercept
the states |ak⟩, |bk⟩ respectively. As they both must answer, they split the inputs using isometries UA→A0B1 ,VB→A1B0 and forward
the corresponding pieces to eachother. They then perform measurements to guess the value of k and forward the verifiers their
guesses. This is the structure of local operations and simultaneous communication (LOSQC). Note the dishonest setting requires
neither prover’s wordline be where the honest prover should be (the dotted white circle).

While it is straightforward to see one may efficiently determine if an input set of product states has the
form in (17) via Gram matrices, it is unclear if there exists an efficient method for determining if a set of the
form in (17) is in fact perfectly discriminable under LOSCC. In particular, by propositions 2 and 3, deciding
whether a 2⊗ d GOP ensemble can be perfectly distinguished by LOSQC/LOSCC reduces to the
post-information discrimination problem depicted in figure 1(b). However, the method for determining
Pbc(SΘ) provided below the Proof of proposition 3 is not efficient in the sense that it scales exponentially in
the dimension of the states. Nonetheless, for the simplest case of two qubits, one yet again recovers corollary
1, so in this case it is easy to determine. On the other hand, proposition 1 shows that in C2 ⊗C3 the
characterization of all GOP sets perfectly distinguishable under LOSQC or LOSCC is already non-trivial.

The equivalence between LOSCC and LOSQC stated in theorem 3 is an extension of proposition 3 to the
QPV setting. We can obtain a separation between LOSCC and LOSQC from the ensemble of theorem 1 as a
direct corollary to theorem 3.

Corollary 3. The following states are distinguishable by LOSQC but not LOSCC:

|ψ1〉= |0〉|+12〉, |ψ2〉= |1〉|+13〉, |ψ3〉= |2〉|+̃23〉
|ψ⊥

1 〉= |0〉|−12〉, |ψ⊥
2 〉= |1〉|−13〉, |ψ⊥

3 〉= |2〉|−̃23〉.

The ensemble in the above corollary provides the first example of a product state input QPV protocol
that, in the no-PE model, is secure against attackers restricted to LOSCC but completely broken by attackers
restricted to LOSQC operations. This resolves an open question from [19], where a separation between
LOSQC and LOSCC attackers was shown when the inputs were entangled.

3.2. Analytic error bounds for QPV in the no-PEmodel
While the problem of perfect state discrimination is important for understanding the fundamental
limitations of LOSCC and the comparative power of LOSQC, in practical QPV and related tasks one typically
needs to replace perfect discrimination with bounded error. Specifically, as already shown, to establish
security guarantees against adversaries with quantum communication, we need error bounds on how well a
GOP ensemble can be discriminated by LOSQC. Establishing such bounds is difficult because the success
probability of the optimal attack given by (16) is highly non-linear. However, when the inputs are product
S = {|ak〉A|bk〉B} we may use the tools and insights we developed for orthogonality broadcasting to obtain
upper bounds on (16). A simple way to see this is to note that because the optimal strategy is limited by the
party that guesses incorrectly most frequently, we have

Pr
LOSQC

[S]⩽max
U,V

min
P∈{A,B}

max
{γk}

∑
k

p(k)Tr
[
γkσ

P0P1
k

]
, (18)

where σP0P1
k := TrP0P1 [(U⊗V)(ρk)(U⊗V)†], P denotes the other party than P, and the second maximization

is over POVMs. Note that the RHS may be viewed as a direct generalization of Pbc(Sθ) in (7). Indeed, in the
case that one input is always classical, so that without loss of generality it is simply copied, the optimal

10
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LOSQC (resp. LOSCC) strategy is determined by the optimal orthogonality (resp. classical orthogonality)
broadcasting strategy. This observation alone allows us to obtain results from our earlier results.

Corollary 4. Let S = {|ak〉A|bk〉B} where Bob’s input is classical, i.e. |bk〉 ∈ {|z〉}z∈Z for all k where {|z〉Z} is an
orthonormal basis of B. Then there exists SΘ induced by S , such that

Pr
LOSCC

[S] = Pc-bc [SΘ] = Pp-i [SΘ] . (19)

This in particular implies in this scenario the optimal LOSCC strategy never requires a quantum memory.
Moreover, if |Z|= 2, then the optimal LOSQC strategy is an LOSCC strategy.

Proof. By assumption, S may be taken to be SΘ. Thus, PrLOSCC[S] = PrLOSCC[SΘ]⩽ Pc-bc[Sθ] = Pp-i[SΘ],
where the last equality is proposition 2. The concern would be that the inequality is strict. However, as
explained below the proof of proposition 3, Prp-i[SΘ] is always achieved by a deterministic conditional dis-
tribution. Thus, by Bob performing the optimal POVM for Pp-i[SΘ] (See (8)) and having Alice and Bob use
the same deterministic conditional distribution, they always guess the same i. Thus, PrLOSCC[SΘ] = Pc-bc[Sθ].
Moreover, this strategy uses a fully classical broadcast channel, so it requires no quantummemory. This estab-
lishes the first point.

For the second, PrLOSQC[SΘ]⩽ Pbc[SΘ] = Pc-bc[SΘ] = PrLOSCC[SΘ]⩽ PrLOSQC[SΘ], where the first equal-
ity is proposition 3 and the second equality is what we just proved.

We remark that the second point of corollary 4 generalizes the observation that the optimal strategy for
BB84 QPV [30] is an LOSCC strategy as first proven in [13].

While corollary 4 is structurally important, as mentioned, the most important problem for QPV is upper
bounds on the achievable state discrimination under LOSQC. We can obtain such bounds as an application
of the uncertainty relation in lemma 1.

Theorem 4. Consider any ensemble containing four states of the form

|ψ0〉AB = |a0〉A|b0〉B

|ψ1〉AB = |a1〉A|b1〉B

|ψ2〉AB = |a2〉A
(
cos θ

2 |b0〉+ sin θ
2 e

iϕ|b1〉
)B

|ψ3〉AB = |a3〉A
(
cos ω

2 |b0〉+ sin ω
2 e

iϕ ′
|b1〉

)B
,

(20)

with 〈a0||a1〉> 0. Suppose Alice and Bob can identify each state with at least probability 1− ε using some
LOSQC protocol; i.e. given state |ψk〉AB they both guess k with probability at least 1− ε. Then

1⩽ 2|z1|
√
ε(1− ε)

|〈a0|a1〉|2
+ |z2|

√
1− |〈b0|b1〉|2 +

√
1− |〈a2|a3〉|2 + 2ε, (21)

where z1 and z2 are defined in lemma 1.

From theorem 4, we can recover the optimal LOSQC error bounds for BB84 QPV determined in [13, 30].
This shows that Theorem 4, and by extension all steps in the proof including our uncertainty relation, are
tight.

Corollary 5. Given the set of globally orthogonal product states{
|0〉A|0〉B, |0〉A|1〉B, |1〉A|n̂〉B, |1〉A| − n̂〉B

}
,

where |n̂〉= cos(θ/2)|0〉+ sin(θ/2)eiϕ|1〉. The minimal ε such that both parties can guess the state with
probability at least ε under LOSQC is

ε⋆ (θ)⩾
1− cos(θ)+

(
1+

√
2
)
sin(θ)2

2
(
1+ sin(θ)2

) . (22)

In particular, this recovers the tight bounds for BB84 QPV where θ = π/2.

Proof. Note without loss of generality wemay let ϕ = 0= ϕ ′ by rotating the states into the {|0〉, |1〉, |+〉, |−〉}
plane of the Bloch sphere. For the states we consider, | − n̂〉= cos( θ−π

2 )|0〉+ sin( θ−π
2 )|1〉. It follows z1 =

sin(θ) and z2 = cos(θ) in theorem 4. Using theorem 4, one finds the condition

1⩽ 2sin(θ)
√
ε(1− ε)+ cos(θ)+ 2ε .

11
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Solving this as an equality condition, one finds (22). To recover the BB84 case, one uses θ = π/2 to obtain 1−
ε⋆ = 1− 1

4 (2+
√
2) = 1

2 +
1

2
√
2
. However, this can be achieved by Bob measuring each state in the ‘Breidbart

basis’, so this bound is tight.

We remark that by generalizing the Breidbart basis measurement to measuring the states equidistant on
the Bloch sphere between |0〉, |n̂〉, i.e. projecting |m̂θ〉= cos(θ/4)|0〉+ sin(θ/4)|1〉 and its orthogonal vector,
one can obtain a minimum error of 1− cos(θ/4)2. This is a slightly larger error than given in (22), which
would suggest (22) is loose except for θ ∈ {0,π/2}.

We provide another example of how theorem 4 can be used to bound the minimum error guessing
probability.

Example 1. An unextendible product basis (UPB). Consider the tripartite UPB known as Shifts [31].
Combining two of the parties yields the bipartite ensemble

|ψ0〉= |00〉|0〉, |ψ1〉= |+−〉|1〉,
|ψ2〉= | − 1〉|+〉, |ψ3〉= |1+〉|−〉. (23)

If one of these is chosen with uniform probability and distributed to Alice and Bob, their smallest possible
guessing error ε using LOSQC satisfies ε > 5.52× 10−4. Clearly this also provides a lower bound on the tri-
partite error probability for Shifts under LOSQC.

Remark . Note that the same sort of analysis may be applied to quantum states shared by more parties. In
particular, if one can partition the systems such that one has a set of bipartite states where a subset satisfies the
structure of (21), then one may apply theorem 4. The error will then scale governed by theorem 4.

3.3. Semidefinite program bounds
We remark a major appeal of theorem 4 is that it is quick to evaluate. One can however in various cases
directly obtain bounds on the probability of distinguishing a set of input states S := {|ψk〉AB}k over a given
distribution using LOSQC using the uncertainty relation to convert the problem into a SDP over vectors. For
example, using the same tools as to establish theorem 4, we can obtain the following SDP, which is provably
generally non-trivial.

Proposition 4. Consider the ensemble S of the form given in theorem 4 and ψ0,ψ1 (resp. ψθ,ψω) are each
provided with probability p/2 (resp. (1− p)/2). Then, PrLOSQC[S] is upper bounded by the optimal value of

max min{f(p,S,r) , f(p,S,s)}− 1

s.t. r1 ⩽
1

2

[
|z1|

√
1− (2s0 − 1)2 + |z2|(2r0 − 1)+ 1

]
s1 ⩽

1

2

[
|z1|

√
1− (2r0 − 1)2 + |z2|(2s0 − 1)+ 1

]
0⩽ r,s⩽ 1

(24)

where f(p,S,x) := p · [pg(a0,a1)+ x0] + (1− p)[pg(a3,a4)+ x1]. This is a convex optimization problem and
equals unity if and only if 〈a0|a1〉= 0= 〈a3|a4〉 and θ =±arccos(1+ cos(ω)).

We remark that proposition 4 may be used as yet another method for proving corollary 5 although we omit
this.

There are two key ideas in establishing proposition 4 as well as the other results in this section. The first is
captured in (18). The second is that the uncertainty relation (corollary 2) implies constraints on the guessing
probabilities independent of Alice and Bob’s choices of broadcasting channels, so we may replace maximizing
over the isometries by maximizing the guessing probabilities allowed according to the uncertainty relation as
may be seen in (24). We refer the reader to the appendices for more information.

The major strength of these semidefinite program bounds is not in proposition 4, but in the more direct
analysis of discriminating product state ensembles S := {|ak〉A|bk〉B} that are not of the form in theorem 4
but are limited by the inability to broadcast orthogonality. This results in obtaining stronger, i.e.
smaller-valued, upper bounds on the optimal distinguishing probability under LOSQC, PrLOSQC[S]7. We will
in particular establish a qutrit classical-quantum product state that outperforms the BB84 set in terms of
amplifying the error (theorem 5) and, to the best of our knowledge, the first proof of error bounds on

7 Smaller-valued upper bounds are stronger because, inQPV, LOSQC represents the attackmodel of dishonest provers, so if the probability
of success is lower, then the protocol is more secure against dishonest provers.
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quantum-quantum product states (theorem 6). We note that, as shown in appendix A, neither of these cases
can be analyzed using MOE games.

We begin by showing there exist sets of globally orthogonal classical-quantum product states that result
in provably stronger security than using BB84 states. In particular, we consider the following set of states:

SOBB =


|ψ1〉= |0〉|1〉
|ψ2〉= |0〉|2〉 |ψ3〉= |1〉|1+ 2〉

|ψ4〉= |1〉|1− 2〉 |ψ5〉= |0〉|0〉
|ψ6〉= |2〉|0+ 1〉 |ψ7〉= |2〉|0− 1〉

 . (25)

It is not hard to see that the subsets S ′
1 := {|ψ1〉, |ψ2〉, |ψ3〉, |ψ4〉} and S ′

2 := {|ψ1〉, |ψ5〉, |ψ6〉, |ψ7〉} are both
equivalent to SBB84 up to local unitaries. However, note that S ′

1 ,S ′
2 contain overlapping states on Bob’s side,

which is why we label them OBB (overlapping BB84 states). It follows that using the optimal strategy for each
subset, given in the proof of corollary 5, may do quite poorly on the other set of states. In other words, one
expects the optimal approximate broadcasting of SOBB84 to be lower than SBB84. Using our methodology, we
are indeed able to prove this.

Theorem 5. Consider the set of globally orthogonal product qutrit states SOBB84 in (25) where |ψ1〉 occurs with
probability 1/4 and the rest occur with probability 1/8. Then

Pr
LOSQC

[SOBB]⩽ 0.603554 . (26)

We first stress that the ability to establish such results follows from our ability to work with the geometry
of the initial states using lemma 1. Moreover, we note that this result is quite strong in the following sense. By
corollary 5, PrLOSQC[SOBB]< PrLOSQC[SBB84], but SOBB84 requires more resources to implement (namely, a
qutrit quantum system and the ability to prepare certain superposition states). To place the two ensembles on
an equal footing, we could measure the error ‘per state’ in comparison to global success probability Pr[S]:

∆LOSQC (S) =
(
Pr [S]− Pr

LOSQC
[S]

)
/|S| . (27)

A direct calculation will find∆LOSQC(SBB84)< 0.03662 whereas∆LOSQC(SOBB84)> 0.05663. Thus, by
increasing to a qutrit (resp. trit) space on Bob’s (resp. Alice’s) side, we may increase the error per state, which
may have practical relevance in cryptographic schemes that rely on the impossibility of orthogonality
broadcasting.

Intuitively, we should be able to further amplify the result of theorem 5 by giving both Alice and Bob
non-commuting states from a globally orthogonal set. One would expect under certain conditions this would
amplify the result as then Alice will also need to implement approximate orthogonal broadcasting. This is
motivated not only from a foundational perspective, but also the possibility of building secret sharing
schemes [4] out of product states.

It appears that our uncertainty relation, lemma 1 as well as its generalization, is not strong enough to
place constraints to prove that making Alice’s states from SOBB84 in (25) quantum as well will increase the
error probability specifically (see appendix E for further discussion), but we are able to construct a different
example such that there is a non-trivial increase in the probability of error in distinguishing the states by
having both parties receive quantum inputs. In particular, we consider the globally orthogonal
classical-quantum product states

Scq =


|ψ1〉= |1〉|1〉 |ψ2〉= |1〉|0+ 2〉

|ψ3〉= |1〉|0− 2〉 |ψ4〉= |0〉|0+ 1〉
|ψ5〉= |0〉|0− 1〉 |ψ6〉= |2〉|1+ 2〉
|ψ7〉= |2〉|1− 2〉

 (28)

and the set of globally orthogonal quantum-quantum states

Sqq =


|ψ1〉= |1〉|1〉 |ϕ2〉= |1− 0〉|2〉

|ψ3〉= |0〉|0+ 1〉 |ψ4〉= |0〉|0− 1〉
|ψ5〉= |2〉|1+ 2〉 |ψ6〉= |2〉|1− 2〉
|ϕ7〉= |1+ 2〉|0〉

 . (29)

One may see that Sqq is a globally orthogonal product set obtained from Scq by altering which party has the
coherence for two of the states, i.e. |ψ2〉 → |ϕ2〉, |ψ7〉 → |ϕ7〉, which will then suffer from both parties
needing to approximately broadcast (see figure 4 for visual comparison).
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Figure 4. Depiction of the sets Scq and Sqq (equations (28) and (29) respectively) in terms of ‘tilings’ [32, 33]. A state |ψ⟩AB is
depicted on a ‘tile’ (i, j) if ⟨i|A⟨j|B|ψ⟩ ̸= 0, i.e. if the state has ‘support’ on the joint computational basis state. The± symbol
denotes that two superposition states lay on the tile. The dashed tile in the left image means that Bob’s state has support on both
|0⟩ and |2⟩.

The choice of classical states in Scq allows us to establish that, independent of the distribution on the
states,

Pr
LOSQC

[
Scq

]
⩾ Pr

LOSCC

[
Scq

]
⩾ 1

2

(
1+

1√
2

)
.

On the other hand, we are able to show using our semidefinite program method that the success probability
of distinguishing Sqq is strictly lower. While intuitive, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first proof of
such an example.

Theorem 6. Consider Scq and Sqq where in both cases |ψ1〉 occurs with probability 1/4 and the rest occur with
probability 1/8. Then

Pr
LOSQC

[
Sqq

]
⩽ 0.7805<

1

2

(
1+

1√
2

)
⩽ Pr

LOSQC

[
Scq

]
.

That is, forcing both parties to approximately broadcast increases the probability of error.

4. Conclusion and outlook

In this paper, we have introduced the study of orthogonality broadcasting. We have established a strong
characterization of its properties in low dimensions, related it to the cryptographic task of QPV, and
established new methods for error bounds on QPV protocols when there is no-PE. In doing so, we have
introduced a new uncertainty relation that uses the geometric relation of the initial states to be broadcasted
and shown both its utility and its limitations.

We note that the ability to combine our uncertainty relation to derive semidefinite programming bounds
on vectors of guessing probabilities in the LOSQC setting (e.g. proposition 4 and the derivations of theorems
5 and 6) may be of interest in the framework of optimization programs capturing correlations. In particular,
it is well-known that non-signaling correlations are quite useful for deriving linear program bounds in
various settings [34–36]. However, a key technical issue in LOSQC is the fact that there is signaling (the
simultaneous communication), which is what makes it distinct from the framework of non-local games [34,
37]. Roughly speaking, our uncertainty relation is constraining the strength of the correlations achievable via
signaling at the expense of the linear program becoming a semidefinite program.

Finally, we highlight two natural future directions based on this work. First, the study of (approximate)
orthogonality broadcasting seems deeply related to approximate symmetric quantum cloning and the notion
of symmetric extendability. A more in-depth study of the relation between these may be of both fundamental
and practical value. Second, in section 3.3, it was highlighted that the SDP bounds are in effect coming from
the uncertainty relation bounding the correlations achievable through signaling and that the uncertainty
relation can be loose under certain situations. It could be of value to develop more general methods for
constraining the achievable correlations under signaling through broadcast channels. In particular, such
methods might be able to improve upon and clarify the scaling of error per state under LOSQC for families
of states that generalize the overlapping BB84 construction in theorem 5. The hope would be that this would
give insight into designing QPV protocols that are hard to break with entanglement given the relation
between the no-PE model and the entanglement-assisted case, e.g. [38, lemma 5.3].
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Appendix A. Monogamy-of-entanglement games, quantum position verification, and
orthogonality broadcasting

In this section, we clarify the relation between MoE games, QPV, and orthogonality broadcasting. In
particular, we show why MoE games are both a less direct reduction for proving security of QPV in the
no-PE model and at times cannot establish security while the orthogonality broadcasting methodology can.

A.1. A review onmonogamy-of-entanglement (MoE) games
We begin with the description of a MoE game (see figure A1 for depiction), the physical idea it operationally
captures, and the primary tool used to analyze MoE games [13, lemma 2]. For clarity, we describe the
procedure with references to the subsequent formal definitions.

As depicted in figure A1, in a MoE game G (definition 1), Alice’s measurements {Mθ = {Fθx}}θ are
publicly known and fix the dimension of the quantum system she is to receive. Bob and Charlie prepare a
quantum state ρABC according to their strategy S (definition 2). They then forward the A system to Alice.
Alice draws θ fromΘ uniformly at random and applies the measurementMθ = {Fθx} to the A system,
obtaining outcome xA ∈ X . Bob and Charlie therefore share the conditional state

ρBCxA|θ :=
TrA

[
FθxA ⊗1B ⊗1CρABC

]
Tr

[
FθxAρ

A
] . (A.1)

Alice then announces θ to Bob and Charlie who then apply their corresponding measurements {Pθx}x∈X ,
{Qθ

x}x∈X as specified by their strategy S (definition 2). Bob and Charlie’s measurement outcomes are xB,xC
respectively. Bob and Charlie ‘win’ whenever xA = xB = xC as by definition 3.

Definition 1. Amonogamy-of-entanglement (MoE) game G is defined by a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
A= Cd and a set of |Θ| POVMs on A,Mθ = {Fθx}x∈X . θ ∈Θ indexes the choice of POVM and x ∈ X indexes
the measurement outcome.Θ,X are finite alphabets.

Definition 2. A strategy S for a MoE game G is specified by a tuple

S =
(
ρABC,

{
Pθx

}
x∈X ,θ∈Θ

,
{
Qθ

x

}
x∈X ,θ∈Θ

)
,

where ρABC is quantum state, B,C are arbitrary finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, and {Pθx}x∈X
(resp. {Qθ

x}x∈X ) is a POVM on B (resp. C) for every θ ∈Θ.

Definition 3. The winning probability of a MoE game G with a strategy S is defined as

pwin (G,S) :=
∑
θ∈Θ

Tr
[
ΠθρABC

]
, where Πθ :=

∑
x

Fθx ⊗ Pθx ⊗Qθ
x . (A.2)

The optimal winning probability is pwin(G) := supS pwin(G,S).

The intuition behind an MoE game is as follows. Imagine Alice and Bob share a maximally entangled
state |Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|AB and Alice performs projective measurements, i.e.Mθ = {Uθ|x〉〈x|U†

θ}x∈X where Uθ is
some unitary for every θ ∈Θ. A standard calculation using the transpose trick [39] will verify that Bob’s
conditional state ρBx|θ = UT|x〉〈x|U where X denotes the entry-wise conjugate of X and T is the matrix

15



New J. Phys. 27 (2025) 054511 I George et al

Figure A1. Depiction of a Monogamy-of-Entanglement game. In the first step, Alice, Bob, and Charlie share a joint quantum state
ρABC that Bob and Charlie chose. In Step 2, Alice chooses θ uniformly randomly and measures the A system with POVM {Fθx }x to
obtain outcome xA. Bob and Charlie then share a conditional state ρBC

xA|θ
. In step 3, Alice has told Bob and Charlie the value of θ,

so they perform measurements {Pθx }x, {Qθ
x }x to their respective portions of the conditional state obtaining outcomes xB,xC. Bob

and Charlie win the game when xA = xB = xC.

Figure A2. Depiction of the reduction of a certain class of QPV protocols to monogamy-of-entanglement games. (a) Depicts the
spacetime diagram of the relevant QPV protocols where one dishonest prover receives |θ⟩ to copy and forward and the other
party receives Uθ|x⟩ which they attempt to broadcast with EA→BC. (b) Depicts a mathematically equivalent setup to the QPV
protocol. At the initial time, a maximally entangled state is shared. At t1, EA→BC has been applied. At t2, a random θ ∈Θ has
been chosen and the measurement {Fθx := UT

x |x⟩⟨x|Ux}x has been applied to the A′ system. At t3, measurements {Pθx }, {Qθ
x }

have been applied according to θ. Note that t1, t2, and t3 respectively correspond to (1),(2), and (3) in figure A1. In other words, it
depicts a specific strategy of a MoE game.

transpose. As {ρBx|θ}x∈X is a set of mutually orthogonal states, this means in this scenario if Alice measures

withMθ and tells Bob θ, Bob can always determine x. However, if Bob shares a maximally entangled state
with Alice, then Charlie is completely independent, i.e. ρABC = |Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|AB ⊗ ρC. This implies Charlie’s
conditional state will be completely independent of Alice’s measurement and so it will be hard for both Bob
and Charlie to guess the value of x correctly. ‘MOE’ generalizes the above to the idea that the more entangled
Bob is with Alice, the less entangled Charlie is with Alice. An MoE game tests this idea operationally. Namely,
it tests how entangled ρAB is versus ρAC by examining the winning probability, (A.2). If monogamy of
entanglement applies, then there does not exist ρABC such that

∑
θ Tr[Π

θρABC] = 1 where Πθ is defined
in (A.2). Note that this does not directly capture anything about broadcasting or orthogonality broadcasting.

It is difficult to prove there does not exist ρABC such that
∑

θ Tr[Π
θρABC] = 1 as one needs to optimize

over all possible {Pθx} and {Qθ
x} in definition 2. As such, MoE games are instead analyzed using the bound∑

θ Tr[Π
θρABC]⩽ ‖

∑
θΠ

θ‖, where ‖ · ‖ is the operator norm and this follows from Tr[MρABC]⩽ ‖M‖. This
is still difficult due to optimizing over both measurements, so further tools are needed. In particular, [13]
establishes and uses the following lemma.

Lemma 2 ([13]). Let R0,R1, . . .,Rn be n positive semidefinite operators. Let {πk}k∈[n] be a set of n permutations
such that πk1(i) 6= πk2(i) for all i ∈ [n], k1,k2 ∈ [n] such that k1 6= k2. Then the following inequality holds∥∥∥∑

i∈[n]

Ri

∥∥∥⩽
∑
k∈[n]

max
i∈[n]

∥∥∥√Ri

√
Rπk(i)

∥∥∥ . (A.3)

A.2. Reduction of specific QPV protocols to monogamy-of-entanglement games
We now explain how the reduction of a specific instance of QPV to MoE works as it will help to clarify how
MoE and orthogonality broadcasting compare. Certain systems are labeled differently than in the main text
to make the conversion to an MoE game clearer. Consider a QPV protocol where V0 sends θ ∈Θ and V1

sends ρAx|θ := Uθ|x〉〈x|U†
θ where {Uθ}θ∈Θ is a set of unitaries and x,θ are drawn uniformly from their sets

(see figure A2 for depiction). The dishonest prover that receives ρx|θ, Bob, must attempt to broadcast the
orthogonality using some broadcast channel EA→BC. The dishonest prover that receives θ, Charlie, simply
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copies and forwards the value to Charlie. Then, upon receiving θ and their respective quantum system, Bob
and Charlie perform local measurements conditioned on θ ∈Θ to obtain outcomes xB,xC and send these to
the verifiers closer to them8.

However, using the ‘transpose trick’ [39], one may verify TrA′ [UT
θ |x〉〈x|Uθ ⊗1A|Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|] = Uθ|x〉〈x|U†

θ

where |Ψ+〉A′A is the maximally entangled state and the transpose is defined in the computational basis. It
follows that the QPV protocol ismathematically equivalent to the following procedure (depicted in
figure A2):

(i) V0 sends nothing and V1 sends the A system of |Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|A′A to Charlie.
(ii) Charlie broadcasts the A system with EA→BC.
(iii) At some point before Bob and Charlie decide to measure their local portions of

ρABC := (idA
′
⊗EA→BC)(|Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|), θ, V1 randomly draws θ, measures the A′ system with

{UT
θ |x〉〈x|Uθ}x∈X , and provides the value of θ to both Bob and Charlie.

(iv) Bob and Charlie perform their measurements as in the true protocol.

Note this new procedure is an MoE game with some specification of the strategy, namely ρABC. It follows
that the optimal strategy for the MoE game defined byMθ := {UT

θ |x〉〈x|Uθ} provides an upper bound on all
possible QPV attacks in the no-PE model. Moreover, it just so happens that this is tight when
{Uθ}θ = {σX,H}, which are the Pauli X and Hadamard unitaries, i.e. the bound is tight for BB84 QPV [13].

Remark . The above relation between QPV, orthogonality broadcasting, andMoE games may be slightly gen-
eralized. If a QPV protocol has classical-quantum inputs {|θ〉〈θ| ⊗ ρAx|θ}x,θ sent according to joint distribution
p(x,θ) = 1

|Θ|p(x|θ). Then the optimal attack in the no preshared entanglement model is exactly orthogonality

broadcasting as we have seen in the main text. However, if there exists a set of |Θ| POVMs, {Fθx}x, and a joint
quantum state σAA′

such that

Tr
[
Fθxσ

A′
]
= p(x|θ)

Tr
[
IA ⊗ Fθxσ

AA′
]

p(x|θ)
= ρAx|θ ∀x,θ , (A.4)

then this shows the QPV protocol is mathematically equivalent to the MoE game defined by the POVMs
{Fθx} using the strategy ρABC := (idA ⊗EA′→BC)(σAA′

). As such, one can further relax analyzing the security
of the QPV protocol in the no-PE model to the MoE game defined by the POVMs {Fθx} and optimizing over
all strategies. Note however this is always a further relaxation from considering orthogonality broadcasting
directly.

Remark [17, appendix A] introduces a ‘1→ 2 cloning game’ where EA→BC is specified. As they show, this is
like restricting the strategy of the MoE game to avoid the last reduction to MoE given above.

A.3. Comparing orthogonality broadcasting andmonogamy-of-entanglement games
With the sufficient background, we may now separate orthogonality broadcasting from MoE games. First, in
the previous subsection, a footnote specified where the equivalence of this specific type of QPV protocol to
orthogonality broadcasting occurs. This was prior to converting to an alternative protocol using a maximally
entangled state. This alone shows it is at least more direct for the protocols above. Second, as orthogonality
broadcasting considers a different aspect of quantum mechanics than MoE games, it can be applied to QPV
protocols that do not satisfy the structure necessary for the reduction to an MoE game. Indeed, noting that
both systems in (29) used in theorem 6 are quantum, it follows the MoE game reduction given above cannot
be done at all for this ensemble. This already distinguishes the two methods. However, even if one of the
inputs is classical, the reduction to MoE games is insufficient with current methods as the following example
shows.

Example 2. Note that (25) has one system always classical, but the quantum states partition (with respect
to the other system’s classical value) as {|0〉, |1〉, |2〉},{|0± 1〉},{|1± 2〉}. Therefore, this is an ensemble that
cannot be generated in the form {|θ〉(Uθ|x〉}θ,x as the reduction in the previous paragraph required. However,
the situation is significantly worse—if we tried to complete these bases, the measurements are

M0 = {|0〉〈0|, |1〉〈1|, |2〉〈2|}
M1 = {|0〉〈0|, |1+ 2〉〈1+ 2|, |1− 2〉〈1− 2|}
M2 = {|0+ 1〉〈0+ 1|, |0− 1〉〈0− 1|, |2〉〈2|} .

(A.5)

8 Recalling figure 1, this shows this specific type of QPV protocol is exactly orthogonality broadcasting.
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If we define GO to be the MoE game defined by the measurements in (A.5), then the methods of [13] obtain
trivial bounds. This is because themeasurements pairwise contain a projective POVMelement that is identical.
For completeness, we show this. First, following the notation of [13, theorem 4],

c(GO) = max
θ,θ ′∈Θ
θ ̸=θ ′

max
x,x ′∈X

∥∥∥√Fθx

√
Fθ

′
x′ ‖= ‖|0〉〈0||0〉〈0|‖= 1 , (A.6)

where we used F 0
0 = |0〉〈0|= F 1

0 by (A.5). Then [13, theorem 4] provides the trivial upper bound of 1.
Moreover, the more in-depth analysis of [13, theorem 3] is also trivial as we now show. First,

pwin (GO) =
1

3

∑
θ

Tr
[
ΠθρABC

]
⩽ 1

3
‖
∑
θ

Πθ‖⩽1

3

∑
k

max
θ

‖ΠθΠπk(θ)‖ , (A.7)

where Πθ is defined as in (A.2) and the second inequality is lemma 2. In principle we would need to
optimize over strategies, but we will just pick one that makes the bound trivial. Let both Bob and Charlie

use the same measurements as Alice as given in (A.5). Then Πθ =
∑

i∈[3] F
θ
i
⊗3

for θ ∈ [3]. Because each

θ,θ ′ share a rank-one projector, ‖Π0Π1‖= ‖Π0Π2‖= ‖Π1Π2‖= 1. It follows with this choice pwin(GO)⩽
1
3

∑
kmaxθ ‖ΠθΠπk(θ)‖= 1

3 · 3= 1. Thus the bound remains trivial. This showsMoE games, at least using the
standard tool, (lemma 2) cannot establish security for this ensemble.

Appendix B. Necessity of non-separable communication

In this section we establish theorem 2.

Proof of theorem 2. Consider the eight orthogonal product states stated in the theorem, which we label

|φ1〉= |1〉A|1〉B |φ2〉= |1〉A|2〉B

|φ3〉= |2〉A|+23〉B |φ4〉= |2〉A|−23〉B

|φ5〉= |3〉A|+24〉B |φ6〉= |3〉A|−24〉B

|φ7〉= |4〉A|+̃34〉B |φ8〉= |4〉A|−̃34〉B

where we remind the reader |±mn〉= 1√
2
(|m〉± |n〉 and |±̃mn〉= 1√

2
(|m〉± i|n〉. It is clear that Alice’s action in

any LOSQCdiscrimination protocol should involve hermeasuring in the computational basis and distributing
the outcome information to Bob. It is therefore Bob’s job to broadcast the orthogonality of his portion of the
state. More precisely, he must perform a channel |bx〉B 7→ ρA2B1

x such that {ρA2
x ,ρ

A2
x+1} and {ρB1

x ,ρ
B1
x+1} form

sets of orthogonal operators for x= 1,3,5,7. Moreover, as per the statement of the theorem, we are interested
in establishing that any such broadcasting channel EB→A ′B ′ must map one of the states on the B space to the
joint space A ′B ′ such that it is entangled. We will prove this is the case by contradiction, i.e. we will look at the
structure necessary for EB→A ′B ′ to map each state to a separable state.

Recall that a separable operator R is a positive operator from A⊗B to A⊗B, X ∈ Pos(A⊗B), such that
there exists a finite alphabet I and sets of positive operators {Pi}i∈I ⊂ Pos(A), {Qi}i∈I ⊂ Pos(B) such that
R=

∑
iPi ⊗Qi. Note that by the spectral decomposition theorem, we may in fact decompose such an oper-

ator into a linear combination of tensor products of unit vectors. Thus, we would say ρA
′B ′

k = EB→A ′B ′(ρk) is
separable if we may write it as

∑
i |xi〉〈xi| ⊗ |yi〉〈yi| where {|xi〉}i∈I ⊂ A ′, {|yi〉}i∈I ⊂ B ′ are (not necessarily

normalized) vectors. Note that, when ρA
′B ′

k is separable, this implies a purification, of the form∑
i

|xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E , (B.1)

where {|i〉}i is an orthonormal basis. That this is a purification may be verified by taking the trace over the E
system. Moreover, by the isometric equivalence of purifications on the purifying space [29], all purifications
of ρA

′B ′

k are of this form up to a choice of basis on the E system. It follows that if EA→A ′B ′ maps a pure state |φ〉
to a separable state ρA

′B ′
, then if we consider the isometric extension of E , UA→A ′B ′E, U|φ〉 is a pure state and

thus a purification of ρA
′B ′

k . It follows that it must have the form of (B.1). This is the structure we will make
use of in the rest of the proof.

Suppose that Bob does not distribute entanglement to Alice given the state |φ2〉. Then by the above explan-
ation, this means he applies an isometry U : A→ A ′B ′E such that

U|2〉=
∑
i

|xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E. (B.2)
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Turning to states |φ3〉 and |φ4〉, by linearity, the action of Bob’s isometry has the form

|α3〉A
′B ′E =U|+23〉=

1√
2

∑
i

(
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
+ |ψi〉A

′B ′
)
|i〉E

|α4〉A
′B ′E =U|−23〉=

1√
2

∑
i

(
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
− |ψi〉A

′B ′
)
|i〉E

where U|3〉=
∑

i |ψi〉A
′B ′ |i〉E, which is without loss of generality as we may always decompose a bipartite

entangled state into conditional states [40] where note that |ψi〉A
′B ′

are not necessarily normalized by our
form.

We now wish to consider the requirement that αA′

3 ⊥ αA′

4 and αB′

3 ⊥ αB′

4 . Note that, by the orthonormality
of {|i〉E}, the marginals are

αA′B ′

3 =
1

2

∑
i

[(
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
+ |ψi〉A

′B ′
)
h.c.

]
αA′B ′

4 =
1

2

∑
i

[(
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
− |ψi〉A

′B ′
)
h.c.

]
,

(B.3)

where h.c. denotes the adjoint state. Now, to satisfy αA′

3 ⊥ αA′

4 and αB′

3 ⊥ αB′

4 , by linearity, one may verify
from (B.3) that it must be the case that the marginals on the A′ and B′ of

|xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
+ |ψi〉A

′B ′
=
(
|xi〉A

′
+ |x ′i 〉A

′
)
|yi〉+

∑
j

|x ′j|i〉
A′
|y⊥j|i〉

B′

|xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
− |ψi〉A

′B ′
=
(
|xi〉A2 − |x ′i 〉A

′
)
|yi〉−

∑
j

|x ′j|i〉
A′
|y⊥j|i〉

B′

must be orthogonal for each i. Here, all the {|y⊥j|i〉}j form an orthonormal set orthogonal to |yi〉 which follows
from decomposing the state into conditional states based on a basis that includes |yi〉. Because of the orthonor-
mality of the set, the requirement of orthogonality of Alice’s marginals implies that |x ′j|i〉= 0 for all j. It follows
from this simplification that the orthogonality of Bob’s marginals then requires that |xi〉=±|x ′i 〉 for every i.
In summary, we have

U|2〉=
∑
i

|xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E

U|3〉=
∑
i

(−1)ri |xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E,

for some ri ∈ {0,1}. But by the same argument, we must have

U|4〉=
∑
i

(−1)si |xi〉A
′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E,

for some si ∈ {0,1}. Then turning to states |φ7〉 and |φ8〉 gives

U|+̃34〉=
1√
2

∑
i

(
(−1)si + i(−1)ri

)
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E,

U|−̃34〉=
1√
2

∑
i

(
(−1)si − i(−1)ri

)
|xi〉A

′
|yi〉B

′
|i〉E .

By direct calculation, the reduced densitymatrices of these states are not orthogonal (in fact they are the same),
and hence they cannot be locally distinguished. This proves that the ensemble of states cannot be perfectly
distinguished by LOSQC if Bob does not distribute entanglement to Alice.

Let us now show that an entangling LOSQC strategy can perfectly discriminate the states. In fact, it only
requires two bits of communication from Alice to Bob, and just one qubit communication from Bob to Alice!
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The protocol involves Bob performing an isometry with action

U|1〉= |11〉A
′B ′

U|2〉= 1√
2
(|22〉+ |33〉)A

′B ′

U|3〉= 1√
2
(|22〉− |33〉)A

′B ′

U|4〉= 1√
2
(|23〉+ |32〉)A

′B ′
.

(B.4)

Then

U|+23〉= |22〉, U|−23〉= |33〉
U|+24〉= |+23〉|+23〉, U|−24〉= |−23〉|−23〉
U|+̃34〉= |+̃23〉|+̃23〉, U|−̃34〉= |−̃23〉|−̃23〉.

Hence, the correct pairwise orthogonality is achieved. Moreover, the local states for U|1〉,U|2〉 are |1〉〈1| and
1
2 [|2〉〈2|+ |3〉〈3|], so these are also pairwise orthogonal. Thus, the states can be perfectly discriminated.

Appendix C. Uncertainty relation

We begin with the derivation of the uncertainty relation. We prove the more general form and then provide
sufficient details to see how to obtain lemma 1 as a special case of the method.

Theorem 7. Let {|γ〉ABi }i∈I be a set of (possibly unnormalized) vectors. Let

|γααα〉AB :=
∑
i

αi|γi〉AB |γβββ〉AB :=
∑
i

βi|γi〉AB .

Then,

Dtr

(
γBααα,γ

B
βββ

)
⩽ min

σ∈S(|I|)

∑
i

Dtr

(
p(i)γBi ,q(σ (i))γ

B
σ(i)

)
+
∑
i

∑
j̸=i

|zij|F
(
γAi ,γ

A
j

)
⩽Dtr (p,q)+

∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

|zij|F
(
γAi ,γ

A
j

)
where σ is a permutation on |I| elements, p(i) := |αi|2, q(i) := |βi|2, and for every (i, j 6= i), zij := αiα

∗
j −βiβ

∗
j .

Proof. By direct calculation,

γααα =
∑
i

|αi|2|γi〉〈γi|+
∑
i,j̸=i

rαij

[
e−iϕα

ij |γi〉〈γj|+ eiϕ
α
ij |γj〉〈γi|

]
,

where for every (i, j) rαij := |αiα
∗
j | and φα

ij := atan2(Im(αiα
∗
j ),Re(αiα

∗
j )). The same calculation holds for γβββ .

For every i, let zi := |αi|2 − |βi|2. For every (i, j 6= i), let zij := rαij e
−iϕα

ij − rβij e
−iϕβ

ij . Therefore,∥∥γBααα − γBβββ
∥∥
1

=
∥∥TrA [γABααα − γABβββ

]∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥∑

i

ziTrA [|γi〉〈γi|] +
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

TrA
[
zij|γi〉〈γj| − z∗ij |γj〉〈γi|

]∥∥∥
1

⩽
∥∥∥∥∥∑

i

ziTrA [|γi〉〈γi|]

∥∥∥∥∥
1

+
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

|zij|
∥∥∥TrA [|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

]∥∥∥
1
,

where the inequality is the triangle inequality and we have defined |γ̃ ji〉 := e−iδϕij |γi〉 and δϕij :=
atan2(Im(zij),Re(zij)).
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To bound the first term, note that we can pick any permutation σ ∈ S(|I|) to obtain the following∥∥∥∥∥∑
i

ziTrA [|γi〉〈γi|]

∥∥∥∥∥
1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i

|αi|2TrA [|γi〉〈γi|]−
∑
i

|βi|2TrA [|γi〉〈γi|]

∥∥∥∥∥
1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i

|αi|2TrA [|γi〉〈γi|]−
∑
i

|βσ(i)|2TrA
[
|γσ(i)〉〈γσ(i)|

]∥∥∥∥∥
1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i

p(i)TrA [|γi〉〈γi|]−
∑
i

q(σ (i))TrA
[
|γσ(i)〉〈γσ(i)|

]∥∥∥∥∥
1

⩽
∑
i

‖p(i)γBi − q(σ (i))γBσ(i)‖1 ,

where the first equality is definition of zi, the second is that the second sum is invariant under the permutation
on the indices, the third equality is definition of p,q, and the inequality is triangle inequality. As this held for
arbitrary permutation, we can minimize over the permutation.

We now need to handle the cross terms. Define Pij± be the projector onto the± eigenspace of TrA
[
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+

|γj〉〈γ̃ ji |
]
. Then by definition of trace norm,∥∥∥TrA [|γ̃ij 〉〈γi|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

]∥∥∥
1
= Tr

[(
1A ⊗ Pij+ − Pij−

)(
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

)]
.

Now,

F
(
γAi ,γ

A
j

)
= F

(
γ̃
j,A
i ,γAj

)
=max

U

∣∣∣Tr[(1⊗U) |γ̃ ji〉〈γj|
AB
]∣∣∣

=
1

2

(
max
U

∣∣∣Tr[(1⊗U)
(
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|

)]∣∣∣+max
U

∣∣∣Tr[(1⊗U)
(
|γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

)]∣∣∣)
⩾ 1

2

(
max
U

∣∣∣Tr[(1⊗U)
(
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

)]∣∣∣) ,
where the first equality is noting γi = |γi〉〈γi|= |γ̃ ji〉〈γ̃

j
i | and the second is Uhlmann’s theorem.

Choosing U= Pij+ − Pij− +(1A − Pij+ − Pij−), we have

F
(
γAi ,γ

A
j

)
⩾1

2

(
max
U

∣∣∣Tr[(1⊗U)
(
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

)]∣∣∣)
⩾1

2
Tr

[
1⊗

(
Pij+ − Pij−

)(
|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |

)]
=
1

2

∥∥∥TrA [|γ̃ ji〉〈γj|+ |γj〉〈γ̃ ji |
]∥∥∥ .

Reordering gets us∥∥γBααα − γBβββ
∥∥
1
⩽ min

σ∈S(|I|)

∑
i

‖p(i)γBi − q(i)γBσ(i)‖1 + 2
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

|zij|F
(
γAi ,γ

A
j

)
.

Dividing by two gets us the trace distance and fidelity bound.

To obtain the special case in the main text (lemma 1), the proof is largely the same, but we have more
structure. Namely, there is only one zij term, which is z1 :=

1
2 (sin(θ)e

−iϕ − sin(ω)e−iϕ ′
) and the bound on

‘the first term’ becomes quite simple in terms of a single scalar, which is z2 :=
1
2 (cos(θ)− cos(ω)). For clarity,

we provide the calculations. By direct calculation, one obtains

γθ =cos2 (θ/2) |γ0〉〈γ0|+ sin2 (θ/2) |γ1〉〈γ1|+ sin(θ)/2
[
e−iϕ|γ0〉〈γ1|+ eiϕ|γ1〉〈γ0|

]
γω =cos2 (ω/2) |γ0〉〈γ0|+ sin2 (ω/2) |γ1〉〈γ1|+ sin(ω)/2

[
e−iϕ ′

|γ0〉〈γ1|+ eiϕ
′
|γ1〉〈γ0|

]
.
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Starting from linearity,

‖γBθ − γBω‖1

=
∥∥∥TrA[{cos2(θ/2)− cos2(ω/2)

}
|γ0〉〈γ0|+

{
sin2(θ/2)− sin2(ω/2)

}
|γ1〉〈γ1|

+
1

2
{sin(θ)e−iϕ − sin(ω)e−iϕ}|γ0〉〈γ1|+

1

2
{sin(θ)eiϕ − sin(ω)eiϕ}|γ1〉〈γ0|

]∥∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥TrA[z2|γ0〉〈γ0| − z2|γ1〉〈γ1|+ z1|γ0〉〈γ1|+ z∗1 |γ1〉〈γ0|

]∥∥∥
1

⩽ |z2|
∥∥∥TrA[|γ0〉〈γ0| − |γ1〉〈γ1|

]∥∥∥
1
+
∥∥∥TrA[z1|γ0〉〈γ1|+ z∗1 |γ1〉〈γ0|

]∥∥∥
1

= |z2|
∥∥∥TrA[|γ0〉〈γ0| − |γ1〉〈γ1|

]∥∥∥
1
+ |z1|

∥∥∥TrA[|γ̃0〉〈γ1|+ |γ1〉〈γ̃0|
]∥∥∥

1
,

where the second equality is we have used trigonometric identities and our definitions of z1,z2, the inequality

is triangle inequality, and the final equality uses z1 := |z2|e−iϕ and |γ̃0〉 := e−iϕ|γ0〉. The rest of the proof is
identical to the main theorem proof.

Appendix D. Reduction of LOSQC to LOSCC for qubit-qudit systems

In this section we prove theorem 3. This is established in two steps. The first is to reduce the type of ensemble
that could separate LOSQC and LOSCC in C2 ⊗Cd to be of the form SΘ whereΘ= 2 and each set is a set of
mutually orthogonal pure states. The second step is to show that LOSQC implies an LOSCC strategy for any
such ensemble, which is effectively a corollary of proposition 3.

First we prove the reduction.

Lemma 3. If there is an orthogonal product set in C2 ⊗Cd that separates LOSQC and LOSCC in the zero-error
case, then there exists a set that separates LOSQC and LOSCC of the form{

|0〉A|b0i 〉
}
i∈K0 ∪

{
|1〉A|b1j 〉

}
j∈K1

, (D.1)

where for each j ∈ {0,1}, |Kj|⩽ d and {|bjz〉}z∈Kj is a set of orthonormal vectors .

Proof. We start by considering an arbitrary globally orthogonal product set S := {|ak〉A|bk〉}. We define the
set of Alice’s (resp. Bob’s) possible states as SA := {|ak〉} (resp. SB := {|bk〉}. If Alice’s possible states do not
contain two mutually orthogonal states, then Bob has to discriminate all the states. This means there are at
most d states on Bob’s side and they are mutually orthogonal, and thus an LOSCC strategy exists (Bob just
discriminates them locally). Thus, if there is a separation between LOSQC and LOSCC inC2 ⊗Cd, then Alice’s
possible states must contain two mutually orthogonal states.

We now consider the case where Alice has more than two states. Consider Alice’s set of states contains
two mutually orthogonal states, which up to local unitary are |0〉, |1〉, and some third state |φ〉 6∈ {|0〉, |1〉}.
Then consider S0B := {|bk〉 : |ak〉= |0〉} and S1B, S

φ
B defined similarly. As |φ〉 overlaps with both |0〉 and |1〉,

the states in SφB must be each orthogonal to all states in S0B and all states in S1B for the set of states to be glob-
ally orthogonal. Thus, span(SφB ) defines a subspace that is orthogonal to span(S0B ∪ S1B). Furthermore, if |φ⊥〉
such that 〈φ⊥||φ〉= 0, then |φ⊥〉 6∈ {|0〉, |1〉} but overlaps with both states, because we have a qubit space

on Alice’s side. Thus, span(Sφ
⊥

B ) is also a subspace that is orthogonal to span(S0B ∪ S1B). Thus, Bob can apply

a projector to separate S0B ∪ S1B from SφB ∪ Sφ
⊥

B prior to communication, where we may take Sφ
⊥

B to be trivial
if |φ⊥〉 is not relevant. Applying this argument iteratively, we may conclude if Alice has pairs of orthogonal
states, {|0〉, |1〉}, {|φ〉, |φ⊥〉}, etc each pair results in its own subspace on Bob’s side that Bob can determine

prior to communication. Note that if span(SφB )∩ span(Sφ
⊥

B ) = ∅, then Bob can determine the state locally for
states |ak〉 ∈ {|φ〉, |φ⊥〉}. Thus we can remove any such pair. In total, we have reduced the existence of a sep-
aration in this setting to the existence of a separating ensemble of the form where Alice has sets of orthogonal
pairs, {|0〉, |1〉}, {|φ〉, |φ⊥〉}, etc where for each orthogonal pair on Alice’s side, there are states on Bob’s corres-
ponding set that overlap, e.g. there exists |b〉 ∈ S0B, |b ′〉 ∈ S1B, |b ′ ′〉 ∈ Sφb , |b ′ ′ ′〉 ∈ Sφ

⊥

B such that 〈b||b ′〉 6= 0 and
〈b ′ ′||b ′ ′ ′〉 6= 0. This implies that Alice must broadcast the orthogonality of each pair {|0〉, |1〉}, {|φ〉, |φ⊥〉},
etc. However, the uncertainty relation (lemma 1) shows that Alice cannot broadcast the orthogonality of more
than one such pair, so there cannot be more than one pair.

Combining everything we have shown, if there is a separating ensemble S in C2 ⊗Cd, then up to local
unitaries, |ak〉 ∈ {|0〉, |1〉} for all k. We then may define S0B := {|bk〉 : |ak〉= |0〉} and similarly for S1B. This is
the structure of the ensemble in (D.1). This completes the proof.
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Lemma 4. If a globally orthogonal product set of the form{
|0〉A|b0i 〉

}
i∈K0 ∪

{
|1〉A|b1j 〉

}
j∈K1

, (D.2)

is perfectly LOSQC discriminable, then it is also perfectly LOSCC discriminable.

Proof. Assume that the ensemble is perfectly discriminable under LOSQC. As it is perfectly discriminable
under LOSQC, it does not matter what the distribution over the set of states is, so we may assume that it
is equiprobable. Moreover, as Alice’s input is classical, without loss of generality, she just copies it. Thus,
without loss of generality, is that Bob applies a broadcast channel EB→A ′B ′

sending the A′ space to Alice
and keeping the B′ space for himself and then both Alice and Bob receive the value 0 or 1 that Alice copied.
In other words, we have reduced any LOSQC strategy for (D.2) to an orthogonal broadcasting strategy for
SΘ = {ρi|0 := |b0i 〉}i∈K0 ∪{ρj |1 := |b1j 〉}j∈K1 (Recall figure 1 and the definition of orthogonality broadcast-
ing). Then, as |Θ|= 2 and wemay assume the inputs are equiprobable, by propositions 2 and 3, we know there
exists a fully classical broadcasting map EB→XY that achieves the same winning probability. As our assumption
is the winning probability is unity and EB→XY defines a measurement, there is a perfect LOSCC strategy.

Proof of theorem 3. By lemma 3, if there was an LOSQC but not LOSCC discriminable ensemble, it would be
of the form given in (D.1). By lemma 4, if an ensemble of this form is LOSQC discriminable, then it is LOSCC
discriminable. Thus, there cannot exist an LOSQCbut not LOSCCdiscriminable ensemble inC2 ⊗Cd. Finally,
to get the form in the theorem, one may add back any states that are locally determinable on Bob’s side.

Appendix E. LOSQC error bounds

To establish theorem 4, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 5. If 0⩽W,X,Y,Z⩽ 1, then

‖W⊗X−Y⊗Z‖1 ⩽ ‖W−Y‖1 + ‖X−Z‖1. (E.1)

Proof. Let−1⩽ τ ⩽ 1 be such that

‖W⊗X−Y⊗Z‖1
= Tr [τ (W⊗X−Y⊗Z)]

= Tr

[
τ

(
W⊗ X+Z

2
−Y⊗ X+Z

2
+

W+Y

2
⊗X− W+Y

2
⊗Z

)]
⩽ ‖W−Y‖1 + ‖X−Z‖1,

since−1⩽ TrB
[
τAB

(
1⊗ X+Z

2

)]
⩽ 1 and−1⩽ TrA

[
τAB

(
W+Y
2 ⊗1

)]
⩽ 1.

Proof of theorem 4. We assume that Alice and Bob apply local isometries UA→AB ′
and VB→A ′B, respectively,

on their given states. We define |αk〉 := U|ak〉 and |βk〉 := V|bk〉. The simultaneous communication occurs
and Alice holds systems AA′ while Bob holds systems BB′. The four possible states after the isometries have
the form

U⊗V|ψ0〉AB = |α0〉AB
′
|β0〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψ1〉AB = |α1〉AB
′
|β1〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψθ〉AB = |α2〉AB
′
|βθ〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψω〉AB = |α3〉AB
′
|βω〉A

′B,

where |βθ〉A
′B = cos(θ/2)|β0〉+ sin(θ/2)eiϕ|β1〉 and |βω〉A

′B = cos(ω/2)|β0〉+ cos(ω/2)eiϕ
′ |β1〉.

After the communication, POVMs {Pk}AA
′
and {Qk}BB

′
are performed by Alice and Bob, respectively. The

overall (unnormalized) success probability is given by

PS :=
∑
k

Tr

[(
PAA

′

k ⊗QBB′

k

)(
UAB′

⊗VBA′
)
ψAB
k

(
UAB′

⊗VBA′
)†

]
.

The completion relation demands that
∑

kPk = 1AA′
and

∑
kQk = 1BB′

. Suppose that

Tr
[(

PAA
′

k ⊗QBB′

k

)(
αAB′

k ⊗βA′B
k

)]
⩾ 1− ϵ ∀k.
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From this we obtain constraints on Alice and Bob’s POVM elements:

Tr
[
Pk

(
αA
k ⊗βA′

k

)]
⩾ 1− ϵ (E.2)

Tr
[
Qk

(
αB′

k ⊗βB
k

)]
⩾ 1− ϵ. (E.3)

Since Pk ⩽ 1− Pj and Qk ⩽ 1−Qj for all j 6= k, we use the previous equations to obtain

−Tr
[
Pk

(
αA
j ⊗βA′

j

)]
>−ϵ (E.4)

−Tr
[
Qk

(
αB′

j ⊗βB
j

)]
>−ϵ. (E.5)

Adding equations (E.4) and (E.5) to equations (E.2) and (E.3) yields

1− 2ϵ < Tr
[
Pk

(
αA
k ⊗βA′

k −αA
j ⊗βA′

j

)]
<

1

2

∥∥∥αA
k ⊗βA′

k −αA
j ⊗βA′

j

∥∥∥
1

⩽
√

1− F
(
αA
k ,α

A
j

)2
F
(
βA′

k ,β
A′
j

)2
(E.6)

1− 2ϵ < Tr
[
Qk

(
αB′

k ⊗βB
k −αB′

j ⊗βB
j

)]
<

1

2

∥∥∥αB′

k ⊗βB
k −αB′

j ⊗βB
j

∥∥∥
1

⩽
√

1− F
(
αB′

k ,α
B′
j

)2
F
(
βB
k ,β

B
j

)2
. (E.7)

This says that the isometries U and V must split the states |ak〉|bk〉 and |aj〉|bj〉 into parts that are (roughly)
mutually orthogonal for both parties, for all pairs j 6= k.

Applying equation (E.6) on the first two states, |α0〉|β0〉, |α1〉|β1〉, yields

1− 2ϵ⩽
√

1− F
(
αA
0 ,α

A
1

)2
F
(
βA′
0 ,β

A′
1

)2
⩽
√

1− |〈α0|α1〉|2F
(
βA′
0 ,β

A′
1

)2
=

√
1− |〈a0|a1〉|2F

(
βA′
0 ,β

A′
1

)2
,

which under re-ordering means,

⇒ F
(
βA′

0 ,β
A′

1

)
⩽ 2

√
ϵ(1− ϵ)

|〈a0|a1〉|2
=: δ. (E.8)

Applying (11) of lemma 1 multiplied by two,

4|x|
√
ε(1− ε)

|〈a0|a1〉|2

> ‖βB
θ −βB

ω‖1 − |w|‖βB
0 −βB

1 ‖1
⩾ ‖αB′

2 ⊗βB
θ −αB′

3 ⊗βB
ω‖1 −‖αB′

2 −αB′

3 ‖1 − |w|‖βB
0 −βB

1 ‖1 , (E.9)

where the second inequality is by lemma 5, w= 1
2 (cos(θ)− cos(ω)), and x= 1

2 (sin(θ)e
−iϕ − sin(ω)e−iϕ ′

).

Note that 〈a2|a3〉= 〈α2|α3〉 and ‖αB′

2 −αB′

3 ‖1 ⩽ 2
√

1− |〈α2|α3〉|2 by Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality, so
‖αB′

2 −αB′

3 ‖1 ⩽
√

1− |〈a2|a3〉|2 and similarly ‖βB
0 −βB

1 ‖1 ⩽ 2
√

1− |〈b0||b1〉|2. Then the inequality given
in (E.9) can be relaxed to

4|x|
√
ε(1− ε)

|〈a0|a1〉|2
+ 2

[√
1− |〈a2|a3〉|2 + |w|

√
1− |〈b0||b1〉|2

]
⩾ ‖αB′

2 ⊗βB
+ −αB′

3 ⊗βB
−‖1.

We require 1− 2ε < 1
2‖α

B′

2 ⊗βB
+ −αB′

3 ⊗βB
−‖1. So in total, we need

2|x|
√
ε(1− ε)

|〈a0|a1〉|2
+
√

1− |〈a2|a3〉|2 + |w|
√

1− |〈b0|b1〉|2 > 1− 2ε.
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E.1. Semidefinite program LOSQC error bounds
The rest of the proofs follow roughly the same idea and tools. We therefore first summarize the proof idea
and collect the relevant tools. First, as noted in the main text, one can always upper bound LOSQC success
probability by what may be viewed as a generalization of the approximate orthogonality broadcasting
measure in the main text, (7). To see this, consider Alice and Bob are supplied states S = {|ψk〉 :=
|ak〉A|bk〉B}k∈K according to some distribution p over K. For any fixed choices of broadcasting isometries9

U,V, we define |αk〉AB
′
:= U|ak〉, |βk〉A

′B := V|bk〉. Then for a fixed choice of U,V, the optimal strategy is

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ|U,V] = max
{πAA′

i },{τBB′
i }

∑
i

p(i)Tr
[
πθ
i ⊗ τθi U⊗Vψi (U⊗V)†

]
⩽ min

P∈{A,B}
max
{γPP′

i }

∑
i

p(i)Tr
[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
, (E.10)

where each maximization is over choices of POVM and the inequality uses that the probability both parties is
correct is limited by the worse of the two parties.

Next, when states are sufficiently equiprobable for it to apply, one may upper bound
∑

i
1
2Tr[γ

PP′

i αi ⊗βi]
in terms of distinguishing states pairwise as is necessary to apply the uncertainty relation. For example,∑

i∈{1,2,3,4}

1

2
Tr

[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
⩽ 1

2

{
Tr

[
γPP

′

1 α1 ⊗β1

]
+Tr

[(
1− γPP

′

1

)
α2 ⊗β2

]}
+

1

2

{
Tr

[
γPP

′

3 α3 ⊗β3

]
+Tr

[(
1− γPP

′

4

)
α4 ⊗β4

]}
⩽ max

0⩽π⩽1

1

2
{Tr [πα1 ⊗β1] +Tr [(1−π)α2 ⊗β2]}

+ max
0⩽τ⩽1

1

2
{Tr [τα3 ⊗β3] +Tr [(1− τ)α4 ⊗β4]}

= 1/2(1+Dtr (α1 ⊗β1,α2 ⊗β2))+ 1/2(1+Dtr (α3 ⊗β3,α4 ⊗β4))

=
1

2
+

1

2
[Dtr (α1 ⊗β1,α2 ⊗β2)+Dtr (α3 ⊗β3,α4 ⊗β4)] , (E.11)

where the equality is by the Holevo-Helstrom theorem and we have omitted the P,P ′ superscripts for
simplicity.

One may then split over the tensor product in the trace distance and convert to the guessing probability,
i.e.

Dtr (αθ ⊗βθ,αω ⊗βω)⩽DTr (αθ,αω)+DTr (βθ,βω)

=2
[
pg (αθ,αω)+ pg (βθ,βω)− 1

] (E.12)

where the first follows from dividing lemma 5 by two and the second is by the Holevo-Helstrom theorem.
At this point the remaining idea is to treat the guessing probabilities as optimization variables. One may

place bounds on these guessing probabilities in terms of the uncertainty relation for guessing probability,
which are constraints that are independent of the choice of U,V. Thus, one reduces the bounds to optimizing
over probabilities. This will then be a semidefinite program over these probabilities in disciplined convex
programming form [41] and then may be solved using CVXPY [42, 43].

Proof of proposition 4. Following the proof of theorem 4, without loss of generality,

U⊗V|ψ0〉AB = |α0〉AB
′
|β0〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψ1〉AB = |α1〉AB
′
|β1〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψθ〉AB = |α2〉AB
′
|βθ〉A

′B

U⊗V|ψω〉AB = |α3〉AB
′
|βω〉A

′B,

where |βθ〉A
′B = cos(θ/2)|β0〉+ sin(θ/2)eiϕ|β1〉 and |βω〉A

′B = cos(ω/2)|β0〉+ cos(ω/2)eiϕ
′ |β1〉.

9 The choice of isometries is without loss of generality by considering the isometric extension of the broadcasting channels.
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Then, for some a given choice of U,V, starting from (E.10),

min
P∈{A,B}

max
{γPP′

i }

∑
i

p(i)Tr
[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
⩽ 1

2
+ min

P∈{A,B}

p

2
Dtr (α0 ⊗β0,α1 ⊗β1)+

1− p

2
Dtr (αθ ⊗βθ,αω ⊗βω) , (E.13)

where the inequality uses that p(0) = p(1) = p/2, p(θ) = p(ω) = (1− p)/2 and a similar argument to that
in (E.11). Applying (E.12) and simplifying we obtain

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ|U,V]

⩽ min
P∈{A,B}

p ·
[
pg (α0,α1)+ pg (β0,β1)

]
+(1− p)

[
pg (αθ,αω)+ pg (βθ,βω)

]
− 1 .

Thus, we have

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ]⩽max
U,V

min
P∈{A,B}

p ·
[
pg (α0,α1)+ pg (β0,β1)

]
+(1− p)

[
pg (αθ,αω)+ pg (βθ,βω)

]
− 1 .

By data-processing, pg(α0,α1)⩽ pg(ψ0,ψ1), pg(αθ,αω)⩽ pg(ψθ,ψω), which are determinable constants using
Holevo-Helstrom. Moreover, we may apply corollary 2 to βθ,βω in terms of β0,β1 for any choice of U,V.
Therefore, defining r0 := pg(βA′

0 ,β
A′

1 ), r1 := pg(βB
0 ,β

B
1 ) and similarly for s0, s1 in terms of Bob completes the

derivation of the optimization program.
To see the optimization problem is convex, note that the constraints are concave in the optimization vari-

ables and the objective function includes the pointwise minimization of linear functions, i.e. it is a concave
objective function. As the problem is a maximization, we may conclude it is a convex optimization program.

To see the unity conditions, note that f(p,S,x) = 1 if and only if pg(a0,a1) = pg(a3,a4) = x0 = x1 = 1. This
proves the orthogonality conditions and proves s0, s1, r0, r1 must all be unity. Looking at the constraints, under
everything being unity, one obtains 1⩽ 1

2 [|z2|+ 1]⇔ 1= |z2|= |cos(θ)− cos(ω)|, which is equivalent to the
stated condition.

Proof of theorem 5. As usual, we let U⊗V|ψi〉AB = |αi〉AB
′ |βi〉A

′B for each i. We do not make use of the fact
that one register is classical for the majority of the proof as it will simplify the presentation of the subsequent
proof.

Starting from (E.10),

min
P∈{A,B}

max
{γPP′

i }

∑
i

p(i)Tr
[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]

= min
P∈{A,B}

max
{γPP′

i }

1

8

∑
i∈{1,2,3,4}

Tr
[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
+

1

8

∑
i∈{1,5,6,7}

Tr
[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
=

1

4
min

P∈{A,B}
max
{γPP′

i }

 ∑
i∈{1,2,3,4}

1

2
Tr

[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

]
+

∑
i∈{1,5,6,7}

1

2
Tr

[
γPP

′

i αi ⊗βi

] ,

where we have used our assumption on the probabilities so that we may split distinguishing ψ1 into each sum.
Using the bound of the form (E.11) in both cases, we obtain

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ|U,V]

⩽ 1

4
+

1

8
min

P∈{A,B}

 ∑
i∈{1,3,6}

Dtr (αi ⊗βi,αi+1 ⊗βi+1)+Dtr (α1 ⊗β1,α5 ⊗β5)

 , (E.14)

where we have distributed the 1/4.
Next, introducing pPg to denote the guessing probability of party P with access to their portions of the state,

by (E.12),

Dtr (αθ ⊗βθ,αω ⊗βω)⩽2
[
pPg (αθ,αω)+ pPg (βθ,βω)− 1

]
,
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so we obtain

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ|U,V]⩽
1

4
+

1

4
min

P∈{A,B}

[ ∑
i∈{1,3,6}

{
pPg (αi,αi+1)+ pPg (βi,βi+1)

}
+ pPg (α1,α5)+ pPg (β1,β5)− 4

]
. (E.15)

At this point we note that, by construction, theαi term is always the same as the one it is being compared to,
so pPg (αi,αi+1) = 1/2= pPg (α1,α5) for i ∈ {1,3,6} a term is always 1/2. This simplifies the objective function
to

Pr
LOSQC

[SΘ|U,V]⩽
1

4
+

1

4
min

P∈{A,B}

 ∑
i∈{1,3,6}

{
pPg (βi,βi+1)

}
+ pPg (β1,β5)− 2

 . (E.16)

Then to bound the optimal strategy we would optimize over the choice of U,V. However the bound is now
independent of U and we may replace maximizing over V via constraints that hold from corollary 2, which
apply for any choice of V. We define p0 := pPg (V|1〉,V|2〉), p1 := pPg (V|1+ 2〉,V|1− 2〉), p2 := pPg (V|1〉,V|0〉),
p3 := pPg (V|0+ 1〉,V|0− 1〉) for P ∈ {A,B}. Applying lemma 1 to (E.16), we obtain 4(PrLOSQC[S]− 1/4) is
upper bounded by

max min

∑
i∈[3]

ai ,
∑
i∈[3]

bi

− 2

s.t. p0 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p1 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p1 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p0 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p2 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p3 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p3 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p2 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

0⩽ a,b⩽ 1 ,

(E.17)

where [3] = {0,1,2,3}, p represents the opposite party, and in applying lemma1wehave used |i ± j〉= 1√
2
|i〉±

1√
2
|j〉 and |i〉= 1√

2
[|i+ j〉+ |i− j〉] so that z1 = 1 and z2 = 0 always. Finally, we directly solve this SDP using

CVXPY.

As presented in the main text, our method is general enough to apply to the case where both Alice and
Bob receive non-commuting states. Here we present a lemma that will both allow us to establish the
separation in theorem 6 as well as explain why we cannot decrease the success probability of theorem 5 by
adding coherence to Alice’s side using our methodology.

Lemma 6. Consider the set of globally orthogonal, fully quantum, product qutrit states

S̃qq =


|ψ1〉= |1〉|1〉

|ψ2〉= |1− 2〉|2〉 |ψ3〉= |0〉|1+ 2〉
|ψ4〉= |0〉|1− 2〉 |ψ5〉= |0+ 1〉|0〉
|ψ6〉= |2〉|0+ 1〉 |ψ7〉= |2〉|0− 1〉

 , (E.18)

where |ψ1〉 occurs with probability 1/4 and the rest occur with probability 1/8. Then

Pr
LOSQC

[
S̃qq

]
⩽ 0.78033 . (E.19)

Proof. First, note that for all i, |bi〉 in Sqq is the same as |bi〉 in SOBB84 as given in (25). This means the majority
of the proof is identical to the previous. In particular, we may start at (E.15). However, we now make choices
on how to bound the probabilities on Alice’s side that are no longer identical states. In particular, we may use
data-processing to bound the guessing probability by the original state, e.g.

pPg (W|1〉,W|1− 2〉)⩽pg (|1〉, |1− 2〉)

=
1

2

(
1+

1

2
‖|1〉〈1| − |1− 2〉〈1− 2|‖1

)
=

1

2

(
1+

1√
2

)
=: t .
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Then we obtain ∑
i∈{1,3,6}

{
pPg (αi,αi+1)+ pPg (βi,βi+1)

}
+ pPg (α1,α5)+ pPg (β1,β5)− 4

]
= t+ pPg (V|1〉,V|2〉)+

1

2
+ pPg (V|1+ 2〉,V|1− 2〉)

+
1

2
+ pPg (V|0+ 1〉,V|0− 1〉)+ t+ pPg (V|0〉,V|1〉)− 4

= pPg (V|1〉,V|2〉)+ pPg (V|1+ 2〉,V|1− 2〉)

+ pPg (V|0〉,V|1〉)+ pPg (V|0+ 1〉,V|0− 1〉)+ 1√
2
− 2 . (E.20)

By the same argument as in the previous proof, this ultimately results in an SDP the upper bounds
4(PrLOSQC[Sqq]− 1/4):

max min

∑
i∈[3]

ai ,
∑
i∈[3]

bi

+
1√
2
− 2

s.t. p0 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p1 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p1 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p0 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p2 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p3 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

p3 ⩽
1

2

√
1− (2p2 − 1)2 +

1

2
p ∈ {a,b}

0⩽ a,b⩽ 1 ,

(E.21)

where p represents the opposite party, and in applying lemma 1 we have used |i ± j〉= 1√
2
|i〉± 1√

2
|j〉 and

|i〉= 1√
2
[|i+ j〉+ |i− j〉] so that z1 = 1 and z2 = 0 always. Finally, this is a semidefinite program which we

solved using CVXPY.

We now use lemma 6 to prove theorem 6.

Proof of theorem 6. Note that Sqq in (29) is equivalent to S̃qq in (E.18) up to applying the local unitary on
Alice’s side defined by

U|0〉= |2〉 U|1〉= |1〉 U|2〉= |0〉 .

Thus, we know PrLOSQC[Sqq]⩽ 0.7805 by lemma 6. It therefore suffices to prove PrLOSQC[Scq]⩾ 1
2

(
1+ 1√

2

)
for Scq given in (28). We do this by construction of an LOSCC strategy achieving this lower bound.

Consider the POVM {|φy〉〈φy|}4y=1 defined by vectors

|φ1〉=
1√
2
[cos(π/8) |1〉+ sin(π/8)(|0〉+ |2〉)] ,

|φ2〉=
1√
2
[cos(π/8) |1〉+ sin(π/8)(|0〉− |2〉)] ,

|φ3〉=
1√
2
[sin(π/8) |1〉− cos(π/8)(|0〉+ |2〉)] ,

|φ4〉=
1√
2
[sin(π/8) |1〉− cos(π/8)(|0〉− |2〉)] . (E.22)

Our LOSCC protocol involves Alice measuring in the computational basis (obtaining outcome x) and Bob
performing the above POVM (obtaining outcome y). Their guessing strategy is given by the following table:
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Outcomes (x,y) Guess Prob. the guess is correct

{(1,1),(1,2)} |ψ1⟩ cos2(π/8)
{(1,3)} |ψ2⟩ cos2(π/8)
{(1,4)} |ψ3⟩ cos2(π/8)
{(0,1),(0,2)} |ψ4⟩ 1

2 (cos(π/8)+ sin(π/8))2

{(0,3),(0,4)} |ψ5⟩ 1
2 (cos(π/8)+ sin(π/8))2

{(2,1),(2,2)} |ψ6⟩ 1
2 (cos(π/8)+ sin(π/8))2

{(2,3),(2,4)} |ψ7⟩ 1
2 (cos(π/8)+ sin(π/8))2

Noting that 1
2 (cos(π/8)+ sin(π/8))2 = cos2(π/8), using this strategy, regardless of the priors, the success

probability is cos2(π/8) = 1
2 (1+

1√
2
). This proves that PLOSQC(Scq)⩾ PLOSCC(Scq)⩾ 1

2 (1+
1√
2
)). This com-

pletes the proof.

Finally, we explain why lemma 6 shows that our methodology is too loose to amplify theorem 5 by
making both parties have to do approximate broadcasting. First, note that one may obtain S̃qq from SOBB

in (25) from first applying the unitary

U|0〉= |1〉 U|1〉= |0〉 U|2〉= |2〉

to Alice’s side and then altering U|a2〉 → |1− 2〉, U|a5〉 → |0+ 1〉. This is to say, up to a local unitary, we may
view S̃qq as a method for making SOBB coherent on both sides. Then, we see the reason this does not tighten
the result in this scenario is that our bound on pPg (W|1〉,W|1− 2〉)> 1/2 where the latter value is what we
could use in theorem 5. It is not clear how to improve this using the uncertainty relation. In particular, if one
applies theorem 7 to these states in terms ofW|0〉,W|1〉,W|2〉, a direct calculation shows

Dtr

(
(W|0〉)B ,(W|1〉)B

)
⩽1

2
+ 2F

(
(W|0〉)A ,(W|1〉)A

)
⩽1

2
+ 2

√
1−

(
2pAg (W|0〉,W|1〉)− 1

)2
,

where we used Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality and Holevo-Helstrom theorem. A direct calculation will verify
this constraint is non-trivial (i.e. strictly less than unity) only when pAg (W|0〉,W|1〉)⩾ 0.984123, but the
other constraints already guarantee that it is smaller than this. This seems to be a common issue in trying to
apply theorem 7 more generally.
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