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Abstract

The security of Quantum Key Distribution (QKD) protocols is theoretically established
using idealised device models. However, the physical implementations upon which practical
security relies inevitably deviate from these ideals. This thesis develops a rigorous and
versatile framework to address a subclass of such deviations: detector imperfections.

This framework, termed ’noise channels’, is independent of security proof technique.
This approach recasts imperfections as a quantum channel preceding an idealised mea-
surement process. By granting the eavesdropper control over this channel, the security
analysis is simplified to an ideal scenario, with the effects of the imperfections mathe-
matically contained within a well-defined parameter. The utility and versatility of the
framework are demonstrated through applying it to the postselection technique, and for
phase error estimation. The application to phase error estimation is an improvement over
past analyses which either assumed qubit detection setups, IID attacks, or required hard-
ware modifications. We observe a remarkably high tolerance to imperfections when using
the postselection technique.

Finally, we extend the framework to address cross-round correlations, providing a
methodology to prove security against detector memory effects such as afterpulsing and
dead times. This work thus establishes a structured and powerful toolkit for analysing
detector imperfections in practical QKD systems, unifying their treatment across differ-
ent security proof techniques and advancing the development of robust implementation
security.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

“Just because you’re paranoid
doesn’t mean they aren’t after
you.”

- Joseph Heller, Catch-22

Quantum Key Distribution (QKD) is a maturing technology used to share a secret key
between two parties, Alice and Bob, secure against any eavesdropper, Eve. Since its initial
conception in 1984 with the Bennet-Brassard BB84 [6] protocol, QKD has progressed from
theoretical foundations to experimental implementations.

On the theoretical side, a central part of this progress has been the development of
distinct security proof techniques. These different proof techniques are 1:

1. Phase error correction-based proofs [7]. These proofs connect the security of the
protocol to the success probability of a virtual quantum error correction procedure
designed to correct ’phase errors’ — errors in the conjugate basis to that used for
key generation.

2. Proofs [8] based on the entropic uncertainty relation (EUR) [9]. These proofs
use an entropic version of the Heisenberg uncertainty principle which limits the Eve’s
information about the secret key based on Bob’s ‘phase’ error rate in the conjugate
basis.

1See [2, Section 6] for a more detailed summary of the different proof techniques. See also [2, Section
7] for a comparison.
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3. The postselection technique [10, 11]. These proofs reduce the security analysis
against arbitrary attacks to the more tractable problem of security against indepen-
dent and identically distributed (IID) attacks, albeit at the cost of a dimensional
penalty to the key rate.

4. Entropy Accumulation Theorem (EAT)-based proofs [12, 13, 14], which use
entropic chain rules to provide bounds on the total entropy accumulated over all
rounds in terms of single-round quantities.

Functionally, the EUR- and phase error correction-based proofs both hinge on the task
of bounding the phase error rate. This shared dependency leads to them often being
categorised together as phase error estimation-based proof techniques.

Each of these security proof techniques possesses its own distinct set of advantages
and challenges. While recent advances [14] in EAT-based proofs currently position it as a
leading candidate for constructing robust, high-rate security proofs. Nevertheless, a central
premise of this thesis is that there is enduring value in a holistic approach that encompasses
all proof techniques. Each proof technique has its own particular strengths; a problem that
is analytically cumbersome in one may be straightforward in another. By studying a variety
of proof techniques, we can identify and transfer powerful methods between them, thereby
enabling more rapid and comprehensive advancements than would be possible by focusing
on a single technique in isolation.

This theoretical richness, however, confronts a fundamental challenge: experimental
implementations often deviate from the idealised device models assumed in security proofs.
As we near the commercial deployment of QKD protocols, it is of increasing importance
to perform more refined analyses that take into account such experimental imperfections.
For example, devices cannot be perfectly characterised, and thus the theoretical analysis
must account for cases involving only partial models. Moreover, the adversary might even
have some limited control over the devices. This has led to growing attention to addressing
imperfections in QKD security proofs; both for realistic sources [15, 16, 17], and for realistic
detection setups [18, 19, 20, 21, 22].

While this body of work constitutes a tremendous amount of progress towards the
implementation security of QKD protocols, it is primarily restricted to the entropic uncer-
tainty relation (EUR)- and phase-error correction-based proofs. On the other hand, work
[23, 24] addressing imperfections compatible with entropy accumulation theorem-based
proofs either assume qubit sources [23], or require bounds on quantities that cannot be
easily related to physical device parameters [24].2 Thus, it is important to develop meth-

2See recent work [17] for a notable exception.
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ods that are more broadly applicable, both across proof techniques within QKD as well as
for applications outside QKD.

In this work, we focus primarily on the treatment of detector imperfections by develop-
ing a proof technique-independent framework. We demonstrate its utility through several
applications. We apply noise channels to the postselection technique and for phase error
estimation, highlighting the unique subtleties and limitations that arise in each case. We
also comment on the applicability of our framework to EAT-based proofs. This includes
an increased applicability to imperfect detection setups with active basis choice. Notably,
this solution is achieved by adapting an insight from phase error estimation, highlighting
the utility of the holistic approach to studying different proof techniques.Finally, we ex-
tend the framework to address the challenging problem of detector memory effects, such as
afterpulsing. While our initial analysis of this problem was guided by methods developed
for phase error estimation proofs, the resulting formalism for correlated imperfections is
itself proof technique-independent, further demonstrating the utility of studying different
proof techniques.

1.1 Contributions and structure of the thesis

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows:

• Chapter 2 provides a brief background of concepts in quantum information theory,
quantum optics and concentration inequalities. This chapter is meant more as a
reference and to set up notation, and can be skipped till referred to in other chapters.

• Chapter 3 provides the required QKD-specific background required for the rest of
the thesis. This chapter contains an assortment of tools that are required for the
analysis of practical QKD protocols. Many of these tools are existing results, though
this chapter presents them with a new proof technique-independent perspective. This
perspective along with some of the tools described in the chapter are contributions
made in our work [11, 25]. This chapter sets the context for the rest of the work.

• Chapter 4 formally develops the noise channel formalism. We provide generic con-
structions for modelling imperfections and detail the specific channels for dark counts
and detector loss. This is based on our work in Ref. [26].

• In Chapter 5, we first extend the applicability of the postselection technique to opti-
cal prepare and measure protocols. We also improve on the dimensional-dependent
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penalty incurred when applying the postselection technique. Finally, we apply the
noise channel formalism to the postselection technique. The core improvements to
the proof technique are from our work in Ref. [11], while the application of the noise
channel to the postselection technique is described in our work in Ref. [26]. Some
refinements to this application are influenced by ideas in our work in Ref. [21].

• Chapter 6 addresses the task of phase error estimation with imperfect detectors. We
present two methods to achieve this task, and contrast them. The first method is
based on developing a robust sampling strategy, and is based on our work in Ref. [5].
The second method is an application of the noise channel formalism to this problem.
Some refinements of the noise channel method, similar to those in Chapter 5, are
influenced by ideas in our work in Ref. [21].

• Chapter 7 addresses the security of detection setups with memory effects such as
dead times and afterpulsing. This treatment requires a protocol modification that
discards rounds following a detection event. This is an extension of ideas in our work
[5, 26].

All the code used to generate the plots in this thesis was produced using the Open QKD
Security package [27], and can be found at https://openqkdsecurity.wordpress.com/repositories-
for-publications/
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Chapter 2

Preliminaries

“The sciences do not try to
explain, they hardly even try to
interpret, they mainly make
models.”

- John von Neumann

In this chapter, we introduce the preliminaries required to read the rest of the thesis.

2.1 Quantum information

For an axiomatic and pedagogical introduction to quantum information, we refer the in-
terested reader to [1, Section 2.1]. Here, we briefly state the key definitions, and set up
notation to be used in the rest of this work.

2.1.1 States and Hilbert spaces

A quantum mechanical system is described by an associated complex Hilbert space, denoted
by H. We restrict our attention to the set of linear operators L (H) on this space. We
denote the set of positive semidefinite operators on H as Pos (H).

The state of a system is described by a density operator ρ which is a positive semidefinite
operator with unit trace. Formally, the set of all valid density operators on H, which we
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denote by S◦(H), is the subset of Pos (H) constrained by the trace condition:

S◦(H) := {ρ ∈ Pos (H) | Tr [ρ] = 1} . (2.1)

A state is termed pure if it is a rank-one projector |ψ⟩⟨ψ| for some state vector |ψ⟩ ∈ H.
Otherwise, the state is mixed.

2.1.2 Composite systems and registers

When considering multiple quantum systems, the total system is described by the tensor
product of the individual Hilbert spaces. To distinguish these subsystems, we assign each
a label, referred to as a register.

Notational aside 2.1. For notational conciseness, we will frequently use the register
label (e.g., A) to denote its associated Hilbert space (HA) when the meaning is unam-
biguous. Consequently, notations such as S◦(A) and Pos (A) should be understood as
S◦(HA) and Pos (HA), respectively.

Given registers A and A′, a state of the composite system is an operator ρAA′ ∈ S◦(AA
′)

on the space HA ⊗HA′ . The state of a subsystem is recovered by taking the partial trace
over all other registers; for instance, ρA = TrA′ [ρAA′ ].

Notational aside 2.2. We refer to n copies of the same register A as An = A1 . . . An.
Further, we denote a subset of these registers as Al

j = Aj . . . Al, where j < l.

We sometimes distinguish between two types of registers. A quantum register is one
whose state can be any valid density operator on its associated Hilbert space. In contrast,
a classical register is a special case, constrained to hold only states that are diagonal in a
particular, fixed basis |i⟩. A state ρF in a classical register is thus always of the form

ρC =
∑
i

pi |i⟩⟨i| ,

where {pi} is a probability distribution.

Any mixed state ρA on a register A can be viewed as the partial trace of a larger pure
state |ρ⟩⟨ρ|AE on a composite system HA ⊗HE. The auxiliary register E is known as the
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purifying system. The dimension of the purifying register needs to be at least as large
as the rank of the mixed state ρA, and the pure state is unique upto isometries on the
purifying register.

2.1.3 Quantum processes: channels and measurements

The most general physical processes are described by quantum channels. A quantum
channel is a completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) linear map Φ that takes
density operators on an input space to density operators on an output space. We denote
the set of such channels from A to B as C (A,B).

A measurement (also called POVM) is a set of positive semidefinite operators {Γi} that
sum to the identity,

∑
i Γi = I. The probability of obtaining outcome i when measuring

a state ρ is given by the Born rule, p(i) = Tr [Γiρ]. We can formalise the measurement
process itself as a specific type of channel, a measurement channel, which maps a quantum
state to a classical register holding the outcome: M[ρ] =

∑
i Tr [Γiρ] |i⟩⟨i|. To represent

an entire measurement compactly, we will often group the POVM elements into a vector,
denoted as Γ⃗.

For every channel Φ ∈ C (A,B), one can define its adjoint Φ† acting from L (B) to L (A),
defined by the relation Tr [ΓΦ(ρ)] = Tr

[
Φ†(Γ)ρ

]
, for all linear operators ρ ∈ L (A) and

Γ ∈ L (B). The adjoint of a channel is completely positive and unital, as can be derived
from the defining relation stated above. Intuitively channels can be thought of as maps
from states to states, the adjoint of channels can be thought of as maps from POVMs to
POVMs.

2.1.4 State and channel distinguishability

We quantify the difference between operators via Schatten norms. In particular the dif-
ference between quantum states, is typically quantified via the 1-norm, and the difference
between POVM elements is typically quantified via the ∞-norm. The difference between
channels is defined via the diamond norm, also known as the completely bounded trace
norm. Given two channels Φ,Ψ ∈ C (A,B) their diamond norm is defined as

∥Φ − Ψ∥♢ := max
X∈L(HA⊗HA)

∥X∥1≤1

∥(Φ − Ψ) ⊗ idA [X]∥1.
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2.2 Quantum optics

In what follows, we provide a number of dry facts and set up the notation and language
that is used in a variety of places in this work. For a more pedagogical and comprehensive
introduction to quantum optics, see for e.g. Refs. [28, 29, 30].

2.2.1 Quantising classical electromagnetic fields

In classical optics, an electromagnetic field can be decomposed into a set of orthogonal
modes, most conveniently labelled by their wave vector k (and polarisation, which we
suppress for notational simplicity). Each such mode carries an associated frequency ω(k)1

and behaves like an independent degree of freedom. Quantisation promotes the classical
field amplitudes of these modes to operators.2 The resulting creation and annihilation
operators, a†k and ak, satisfy the canonical commutation relations [ak, a

†
k′ ] = δk,k′ . The

Hilbert space associated with a single mode k is spanned by the number states, or Fock
states, {|n⟩k}n∈N0

, which are acted on by the creation and annihilation operators as

a†k |n⟩k =
√
n+ 1 |n+ 1⟩k

ak |n⟩k =
√
n |n− 1⟩k .

Physically, |n⟩k represents n photons in mode k. When multiple modes are present, the
full Hilbert space is the tensor product of the single-mode spaces. Thus, the basis states
for a d distinct modes can be expressed as

{|n⃗⟩}n⃗∈Nd
0

:= {|n1, . . . , nd⟩}n1,...,nd∈N0 ,

where |n⃗⟩ represents the state with ni photons in the ith mode.

2.2.2 Coherent states

An important, widely used class of states are coherent states. These are eigenstates of the
annihilation operator

ak |α⟩k = α |α⟩k (2.2)

1Note that the magnitude of the wave vector along with the speed of light determine the frequency.
2While this might seem somewhat ad hoc at first, it can also be understood by promoting all observables,

such as the electromagnetic fields, to operators, similar to the quantisation of position and momentum in
Newtonian mechanics.
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where the complex eigenvalue α is called the amplitude of the coherent state.3 The set of
coherent states {|α⟩k}α∈C form an overcomplete basis for the Hilbert space. We can write
the coherent state in the Fock basis as

|α⟩k = e−
|α|2
2

∞∑
n=0

αn

√
n!

|n⟩k . (2.3)

The phase and intensity of a coherent state |α⟩, correspond to the phase θ of the
complex number α =

√
µeiθ, and the square of its amplitude µ = |α|2 respectively. We

call a mixture of coherent states with a fixed intensity but uniformly random phase, a
completely phase-randomised or fully phase-randomised coherent state given by

ρµPR =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ
∣∣√µeiθ〉〈√µeiθ∣∣

k
(2.4)

=
∞∑
n=0

pµ(n) |n⟩⟨n|k , (2.5)

where pµ is a Poisson distribution with mean µ.

2.2.3 Beam splitters

A beam splitter is an optical device with two input ports and two output ports. Classically,
it combines the incoming light fields through interference, redistributing the light into the
two output beams according to its reflectivity and transmissivity. Quantum mechanically,
it acts similarly — but on the mode operators as depicted in Fig. 2.1 [1, Fig. 2.2]. The
beam splitter generically transforms the input modes a1, a2 to the output modes a3, a4
as a3 =

√
ta1 + eiϕ

√
ra2 and a4 =

√
ta2 − e−iϕ

√
ra1 where r and t are the reflectivity and

transmissivity of the beam splitter respectively with r + t = 1, and ϕ is the phase shift
caused by the reflection. For simplicity, we will always assume that ϕ = π.

Note that a more nuanced multi-modal model of the beam-splitter would include a
potentially different set of reflectivity r, transmissivity t and phase shift ϕ for different sets
of input frequency and polarisation modes.

3The coherent state |0⟩k corresponds exactly to the Fock state |0⟩k saving us from some ambiguity,
though this is not the case for the coherent state |1⟩k, and so on.
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Figure 2.1: Schematic of a generic beam splitter. The input modes are labelled 1 and 2,
while the output modes are labelled 3 and 4. ([1, Fig. 2.2])

2.2.4 Threshold detectors

Threshold detectors are devices that ideally ‘click’ in the presence of incident photons,
and don’t click in the absence of incident photons. Mathematically, threshold detectors
can be described by a two-element POVM {Γclick, Γno-click}, where Γno-click := |0⟩⟨0|, and
Γclick = I− |0⟩⟨0|.

We primarily consider two deviations from ideality in this work:

1. Dark count: A click outcome in the absence of incident photons.

2. Detector loss: A no-click outcome in the presence of incident photons.

2.2.5 Dark counts

Dark counts are clicks that are registered by a detector in the absence of any incident pho-
tons. There are, broadly speaking, two mechanisms that explain this phenomenon. Firstly,
threshold detectors sometimes have dark counts as a result of thermal noise, where ther-
mally generated carriers or quantum tunnelling of electrons can cause spurious detections
[31]. This results in dark counts that are independent of any other click events. Secondly,
after a click event, some4 threshold detectors sometimes have trapped charges that are
released at a later time causing additional click events, commonly called afterpulsing [32].

Independent dark counts

The independent dark counts can be modelled as a classical post-processing being applied
to the measurement outcomes of a detector without dark counts. Specifically, consider a

4Specifically, single-photon avalanche diode detectors, in which a single absorbed photon releases charge
carriers that trigger a large avalanche current, producing a detectable electrical pulse.
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threshold detector with dark count rate dB having POVM {ΓdB
no-click,Γ

dB
click} corresponding

to no-click and click events respectively. This can be written in terms of the POVM
{Γno-click,Γclick} of a threshold detector without dark counts as

ΓdB
no-click = (1 − dB)Γno-click

ΓdB
click = Γclick + dBΓno-click.

(2.6)

Equation (2.6) can be more concisely written as

Γ⃗dB = PdB Γ⃗, (2.7)

where PdB =

(
1 − dB 0
dB 1

)
is a stochastic matrix that describes the classical post-processing,

and Γ⃗ =

(
Γno-click

Γclick

)
.

Notational aside 2.3 (Dark count probabilities?). Dark count rates are usually re-
ported as the number of spurious click outcomes per unit time in the absence of incident
photons. If the detector integrates over a fixed time window in each round, the dark
count rate can be converted into a per-round probability of a click. Accordingly, we
adopt this abstraction and speak of the dark count rate as the probability of a click in
each round.

Similarly, for a more general detection setup with k threshold detectors, we can write
the post-processing map acting on all 2k click patterns based on the dark count rates
dB = (d1, d2, · · · , dk) as PdB . While the exact structure of PdB is not important, we shall
comment on the relevant properties of PdB where applicable.

Notational aside 2.4 (Elements of postprocessing matrix). In this work, we will refer
to the (i, j) element of a post-processing matrix P as Pi|j to represent the probability
of outcome (alternately, click pattern) i given outcome (alternately, click pattern) j.

Afterpulsing

Afterpulsing can be modelled as an increased dark count rate in the rounds immediately
following a detection event, persisting for a finite number of rounds. In reality, however,
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trapped charge carriers can be released at arbitrarily long timescales, so the effect never
vanishes entirely. Instead, its probability decays exponentially and becomes negligible after
sufficiently long delays. Such vanishingly small deviations from ideality can, in principle,
be treated rigorously using the methods of [33, Section 3.3], as discussed in Section 7.1.

2.2.6 Detector loss

Detector loss captures the fact that a photon incident on a detector does not always result in
a registered click. It is useful to distinguish two sources of detector loss. Independent loss,
arising from the detector’s non-unital efficiency and independent of previous detections.
Loss that occurs because the detector requires a recovery period after a click, during which
it cannot register further events (known as dead time).

Detector efficiency

A typical single-mode quantum optical model for detection efficiency uses the single-photon
detection efficiency η, which represents the probability of the detector registering a click for
each incident photon. This can also be represented as a beam splitter with transmission
amplitude coefficient

√
η, followed by a lossless detector. A more complete multimode

model can be developed by allowing for a different efficiencies for different input modes.

A simple special case of the single-mode model that we use in the proof of Theorem 4.4
is that of a lossy detector with no dark counts, where the input has no more than a single
photon. In this case, the loss can be represented as a classical post-processing analogous
to Eq. (2.7)

Γ⃗η = PηΓ⃗, (2.8)

where Pη =

(
1 1 − η
0 η

)
, and Γ⃗ =

(
Γno-click

Γclick

)
. Similarly, for a more general detection

setup with k threshold detectors, we can write the post-processing map Pη acting on all
2k click patterns based on the loss of each detector η = (η1, η2, · · · , ηk). Note once again
that this post-processing map is valid for detectors without dark counts, with an input
with no more than a single photon. We stress that at no point in this work do we assume
that our detectors only allow for a single photon input; we simply detailed the model in
the single-photon subspace.
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Notational aside 2.5 (Postprocessing matrix ordered by number of clicks). Through-
out this work, we use post-processing matrices to describe detection setups involving
multiple detectors. The rows and columns of these matrices are ordered by increasing
numbers of detection events.

Dead times

Dead time can be modelled as a period of reduced sensitivity immediately following a
detection event, during which the detector efficiency is reduced, and which lasts for a finite
number of rounds. This recovery time can be gradual rather than abrupt: its efficiency
might increase continuously with time and never truly attain a sharp cutoff [34]. However,
the residual inefficiency at long delays is typically negligible, and can in principle be treated
rigorously using the methods of [33, Section 3.3], as discussed in Section 7.1.

2.2.7 Multimode detection setups

Thus far, we have described optical components in the single-mode picture. Extending
these models to multiple modes is, in principle, straightforward: each component can be
expressed as a direct sum of its single-mode description, acting independently on each
mode. However, this naive approach quickly encounters a subtlety: there is no guarantee
that different components diagonalise in the same mode basis. For example, a beam splitter
may act diagonally in the frequency basis, while a time-gated detector is naturally described
in the time domain, so their mode decompositions need not coincide. The challenge,
therefore, is to construct models that faithfully capture the joint action of such components
when their ‘preferred’ mode decompositions do not align.

While a complete treatment of these multimode models is essential for cryptographic
applications such as QKD, this is outside the scope of this work. For concreteness, we focus
on a simple independent multimode model in which the preferred mode bases of all optical
components coincide. This situation might arise, for example, in a time-domain description,
where detectors are time-gated and beam splitters are taken to act independently on each
temporal mode. Formally this means that each POVM element decomposes as

Γi =
⊕
k

Γi,k, (2.9)

where each block POVM Γi,k represents the single-mode POVM with parameters corre-
sponding to mode k. The block-diagonal structure reflects our assumption that different
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spatio-temporal modes (e.g. times of arrival or frequencies) are treated as independent,
without coherent coupling. This already covers known attacks such as the time-shift at-
tack.5

A more realistic multimode model has been studied in [18, Section 3], where the core
assumption is that all the optical components act on the information-carrying mode (e.g.
polarisation) independently of the auxiliary modes (e.g. frequency, time-of-arrival and
incidence angle of the input beam). A full description of the latter model requires detailed
experimental characterisation [18, Section 3.1]. Nevertheless, we expect that, given such a
characterisation, the methods developed in this work could be extended to accommodate
the more general multimode setting.

2.3 Concentration inequalities

In quantum information theory (and in classical probability theory), one frequently seeks
to make rigorous statements about the properties of an n−partite quantum system based
on measurements made on k subsystems. For instance, one might want to quantify how
likely it is that the observed statistics on the k subsystems deviate from the statistics on
the remaining n − k subsystems. This is precisely the role of concentration inequalities:
they bound the probability bounds of such a “bad” event occurring.

More formally, given n random variables Z1, . . . ,Zn, define Sn :=
∑

i Zi. Intuitively, we
would expect that the random variable Sn cannot be much lower than its expected value
E(Sn). A concentration inequality would then be an upper bound on the probability of
this “bad” event Ωbad := {z⃗ |

∑n
i=1 zi < E(Sn) − nγ} occurring

Pr
[
Z⃗ ∈ Ωbad

]
:= Pr [Sn < E(Sn) − nγ] ≤ ε(γ, n). (2.10)

5A more detailed discussion is as follows: the independent multimode model assumes no coupling
between any pair of spatio-temporal modes during measurement. This allows an adversary to exploit
auxiliary degrees of freedom such as time-of-arrival, frequency, or incidence angle, provided that each choice
corresponds to a definite mode and no coherent superpositions are used. Even with this limitation, the
model captures a wide range of classical side-channel attacks. For example, the time-shift attack [35, 36] fits
naturally within this model, since it corresponds to Eve selecting different arrival times to exploit efficiency
mismatch in gated detectors. Similarly, other strategies such as modifying the detector temperature are
also covered.
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Notational aside 2.6. For our purposes its often more useful to think of ε as a fixed
quantity, and define γ to be function of ε and n. Thus, we use the notation γ(ε, n)
to indicate this. In this context, for conciseness, we write Eq. (2.10) as Sn ≥

ε
E(Sn) −

nγ(ε, n), which is to be read as Sn ≥ E(Sn) − nγ(ε, n) except with probability ε.
Similarly, we can define γ(ε, n) such that Sn ≤

ε
E(Sn) + nγ(ε, n) can be read as Sn ≤

E(Sn) + nγ(ε, n) except with probability ε.

We abbreviate the notation Z ≤
0
r as simply Z ≤ r, where it is obvious from context.

In a quantum information context, we consider the random variables that arise as
outcomes of measurements. To this end, we consider an n round quantum state ρAn ∈
S◦(A

n). We have n single-round measurements, {Γ
(i)
j }dj=1 ⊂ Pos (A). The state after

measurement is given by the classical state

ρZn =
∑

z1,...,zn∈[d]

Tr
[
Γ(1)
z1

⊗ · · · ⊗ Γ(n)
zn ρAn

]
|z1 . . . zn⟩⟨z1 . . . zn|

=:
∑
z⃗∈[d]n

Tr [Γz⃗ ρAn ] |z⃗⟩⟨z⃗| .

Thus, the outcome of each measurement {Γ
(i)
j }dj=1 is a random variable Zi where the joint

distribution of Z1, . . . ,Zn is given by ρZn . Now, the probability of the bad event Ωbad can
be equivalently described in this language as

Pr
[
Z⃗ ∈ Ωbad

]
= Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad

ρAn ] :=
∑

z⃗∈Ωbad

Tr [Γz⃗ ρAn ] . (2.11)

We sometimes refer to Γz⃗∈Ωbad
as the “failure” POVM element, since it represents the event

that the lower bound has failed.

We now give some examples of concentration inequalities that shall be used in this
thesis.

2.3.1 Binomial distribution

The prototypical example of a binomial distribution is that of n flips of a biased coin where
the probability of heads is p. Here, we model the coin flips as n IID random variables Zi
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which take value 1 if the outcome of the coin is heads, and 0 if it is tails. The probability
of obtaining exactly l heads is

(
n
l

)
pl(1 − p)n−l. Thus, the probability of getting at most l

heads is
∑l

j=0

(
n
j

)
pj(1 − p)n−j. Thus, we obtain the concentration inequality,

Pr [Sn < E(Sn) − nγbinom] = Pr [Sn < np− nγbinom] ≤
⌊np−nγbinom⌋∑

j=0

(
n

j

)
pj(1 − p)n−j.

(2.12)

In a quantum information context, the binomial distribution arises as the outcome of
an n round IID state ρ⊗n acted on by a two-outcome IID measurement {Γ0,Γ1} in each
round. Now, when using this inequalities in QKD we would typically not know the value
of p, as the state ρ is unknown (and the output of the adversary’s attack). In this case,
the n rounds are broken up into a k round test set, and an n− k round key generation set.
Then the concentration inequality can be used with the observations in the k test rounds
to estimate the value of p.

Notational aside 2.7. We use the notation Z⃗test := {Zi| i is a test round} to denote

the random variables Zi in the test set, and similarly Z⃗key to denote the random variables
in the key generation set. For binomial random variables, we we use the notation∣∣∣Z⃗test

∣∣∣ :=
∑

i is a test round Zi, and similarly for key generation rounds.

Alternately, the concentration inequality can be used twice, with a union bound to
bound the deviation in the number of 1s in the test set from the number of 1s in the key
generation set. For example, we can obtain an upper bound on the number of 1s in the
key generation set as follows∣∣∣Z⃗test

∣∣∣ ≥
ε1
kp− kγbinom(ε1, k)∣∣∣Z⃗key

∣∣∣ ≤
ε2

(n− k)p+ (n− k)γbinom(ε2, n− k)

=⇒
∣∣∣Z⃗key

∣∣∣ ≤
ε1+ε2

n− k

k

∣∣∣Z⃗test

∣∣∣+ (n− k)
(
γbinom(ε1, k) + γbinom(ε2, n− k)

)
.

(2.13)

The failure event in this case can be defined as Ωbad := {z⃗ | |z⃗key| > n−k
k
|z⃗test| + (n −

k)
(
γbinom(ε1, k) + γbinom(ε2, n− k)

)
}.
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Although the functions γbinom and γbinom are well-studied and can be numerically com-
puted, there is no analytical expression for them. Thus, sometimes Hoeffding’s inequality
is used for this analysis instead, as described below.

2.3.2 Hoeffding’s inequality

Hoeffding’s inequality [37, Theorem 2] is a more general concentration inequality, and can
be used for n independent (but not identical) random variables Z1, . . . ,Zn which take
values in some bounded range ai ≤ Zi ≤ bi. The concentration inequality can be expressed
as

Sn ≥
ε
E[Sn] − nγhoeff(ε, n), where

γhoeff(ε, n) :=

√√√√ 1

2n2

n∑
i=1

(bi − ai)2 ln

(
1

ε

)
,

and similarly for the upper bound, where γhoeff = γhoeff =: γhoeff .

Hoeffding’s inequality can also be used for IID binomial random variables, where ai = 0
and bi = 1 for all i. Thus, γbinom ≤ γhoeff , and γbinom ≤ γhoeff . This introduces some loose-
ness, but yields a simple closed-form expression in the analysis which might be simpler.6

Similar to the binomial distribution, Hoeffding’s inequality can be used in quantum
information on the outcome of n independent measurements on an n round tensor product
(but not necessarily IID) state.

For another application of Hoeffding’s inequality, consider the following scenario. Let
z⃗ be an n-bit string. We “test” the bit as follows. Each round we pick an index j to
be included in the test set Ωtest uniformly at random. The value of the bit at index j
is a random variable (where the randomness is over the choice of index) which we call
Zi for round i of the test. Note that since each round we pick the index independently
of the indices picked in other rounds, Z1, . . . ,Zk form a set of k IID random variables.
Further, note that the expectation value of each Zi is the fraction of 1s in the string. Thus,
Hoeffding’s inequality7 can be used to bound the Hamming weight8 of the entire string z⃗
in terms of the Hamming weight of the test string.

6Sharper closed-form bounds are also available; see, for instance, [38] for an exposition of such tail
bounds.

7The results discussed in Section 2.3.1 can also be used here since the Zi are IID binomial random
variables.

8This is the number of 1s (|z⃗|) in the string.
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This scenario of sampling with replacement is not directly applicable to our work.
Instead, it is more typical to consider a scenario where each index is picked ensuring that
no index is picked twice, also referred to as sampling without replacement. For instance,
consider an n round state ρAn ∈ S◦(A

n), measured by an IID 2-outcome POVM {Γ1,Γ2}.
In a QKD protocol such a state is the output of the adversary Eve’s attack, and so we
typically cannot assume that the state is IID or in a tensor product. The outcome of
this measurement is a bit string. We can randomly pick a subset of size k to test on. The
values of the bits in this subset are the values of the random variables Z1, . . . ,Zk. Note that
these random variables are not independent, but the bounds obtained from sampling with
replacement (such as Hoeffding’s inequality) hold even if we sample without replacement
[37, Theorem 4].

Remark 2.1 (Hoeffding not tight). For sampling without replacement, one might expect
that as k → n, the test set is representative of the entire set, and so the probability of
deviation should go to 0. However, this is not the case when we use Hoeffding’s inequality
which only depends on the size of the test set, and not the size of the entire string. Serfling’s
inequality [39] is a sharpening of Hoeffding’s inequality, though it too does not satisfy this
property.

2.3.3 Serfling’s inequality

We first state the original form of Serfling’s inequality for sampling without replacement.

Lemma 2.1 (Serfling [39, Corollary 1.1]). Consider an n bit string where µ is the fraction
of 1s in the string. Let Z1, . . . ,Zk be the random variables corresponding to the value of
bits in a randomly picked subset of size k. Then

k∑
i=1

Zi ≤
ε
kµ+ kγserf(ε, k, n), where

γserf(ε, k, n) :=

√
1 − k−1

n

2k
ln

(
1

ε

)
.

Recall that the random variables Z1, . . . ,Zk need not be independent or identical. Fur-

ther, note the improvement over Hoeffding’s inequality: γhoeff(ε, k) =
√

1
2k

ln
(
1
ε

)
.

As already discussed in this section, we often wish to find the deviation of the fraction
of 1s in the test set, from the fraction of 1s in the rest of the string. We will derive this
from Lemma 2.1, closely follow the description in [40, Supplementary Note 2].
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First, we define Stest =
∑k

i=1 Zi, and Skey =
∑n

i=k+1 Zi. We wish to find γserf(ε, k, n)
such that

1

n− k
Skey ≤

ε

1

k
Stest + γserf(ε, k, n). (2.14)

Note that Stest + Skey = nµ, so that Eq. (2.14) can be rewritten as

1

n− k
Skey ≤

ε
µ+

k

n
γserf(ε, k, n).

Now we directly use Lemma 2.1 to obtain

γserf(ε, k, n) =
n

k

√
1 − n−k−1

n

2(n− k)
ln

(
1

ε

)
. (2.15)

An important property of γserf(ε, k, n) that we shall make use of in Chapter 6 is that
γserf(ε, k − x, n− x) is a monotonically increasing function of x ∈ [0, k). This can be seen
as follows. First, we rewrite Eq. (2.15) as

γserf(ε, k, n) =
1

k

√
n(k + 1)

2(n− k)
ln

(
1

ε

)
, (2.16)

so that

γserf(ε, k − x, n− x) =

√
n− x

k − x
· k + 1 − x

k − x
· 1

2(n− k)
ln

(
1

ε

)
,

where monotonicity can be established from noting that a−x
b−x

is a monotonically increasing
function of x ∈ [0, b) when b < a. Further, γserf(ε, k, n) is a monotonically decreasing
function of n, as can be readily verified from Eq. (2.16).
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Chapter 3

A toolbox for the theoretical analysis
of practical QKD protocols

“Remember that all models are
wrong; the practical question is
how wrong do they have to be
to not be useful.”

— George E. P. Box

This chapter introduces the theoretical ‘toolbox’ required for the analysis of practical
QKD protocols. The tools presented here provide methods to reduce complex, imperfect
physical systems to simpler, idealised models amenable to security analysis. Specifically,
we will formalise QKD security definitions and then introduce two reduction techniques:
source maps for handling imperfect state preparations, and squashing maps for imperfect
detection setups.

3.1 Protocol description

QKD is a quantum information processing task where two parties, Alice and Bob attempt
to share a random bit string in the presence of a malicious eavesdropper, Eve. The resources
assumed available to Alice and Bob for this purpose are

• a source of private classical randomness,
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• an insecure quantum channel between Alice and Bob which Eve has full control
over, and

• multiple uses of a classical authenticated channel. Here, a classical authenticated
channel is a classical channel between Alice and Bob which Eve can read, but not
modify.1

The main subtleties in this work, however, will arise not from the communication re-
sources themselves, but from the details of how quantum states are prepared and detected.
Depending on the arrangement of source and receiver modules involved, QKD protocols
are typically grouped into three broad types:

• Prepare-and-measure (PM) protocols: Alice prepares states which are transmitted
to Bob over the (insecure) quantum channel, who then performs the measurement.

• Entanglement-based (EB) protocols: Eve prepares and sends states to both Alice
and Bob, who perform the measurements.

• Measurement-device–independent (MDI) protocols: Both Alice and Bob prepare
states and send them to Eve, who performs the measurement.

Here, we explicitly consider PM QKD protocols as they contain both a trusted source
description and a trusted receiver module description2, though much of our analysis is
applicable to all three types of QKD protocols.

We now outline the steps in a generic (fixed length)3 PM protocol.

1. Signal Preparation: Alice randomly prepares one of a set of quantum states {ρi}dAi=1

each with probability {pi}dAi=1. Sometimes Alice’s state preparation is described by
more than one parameter (for example, intensity and polarisation of coherent state
prepared). We refer to her choice of state prepared i as her setting choice.

1Strictly speaking, one can only implement [41, 42] a weaker version of authentication, i.e., a classical
channel that either transmits the same output as the input, or outputs a flag declaring that the transmission
has failed/aborted. While care must be taken to analyse the security of QKD protocols that use this
weaker resource, much of the analysis remains exactly the same if one aborts the QKD protocol whenever
authentication aborts. Thus, in the interest of pedagogy, we make the common assumption of access to
the stronger authenticated classical channel which never aborts.

2By “trusted” we mean that a quantum mechanical description of the device is fixed and not under
adversarial control, though small deviations from this are tolerated when modelling imperfections.

3More commonly used protocols are generally “variable length” protocols, where the key length is
decided based on the measured test data. However, for our work this distinction is not important, and we
present the more pedagogically accessible fixed length variant.
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2. Measurement: Bob measures the states that he receives by a nB-outcome POVM
{Γj}nB

j=1 and records the outcome from each round.

After repeating the above steps n times, we proceed to the next part of the protocol.

3. Announcements: Alice and Bob make announcements over the authenticated clas-
sical channel. Importantly, in our work we restrict our attention to protocols where
all announcements are made only after Alice and Bob complete all their signal prepa-
ration and measurement steps.

4. Parameter estimation:4 Alice and Bob randomly choose a subset of the rounds
for testing. They announce their measurement outcomes on this subset of rounds,
and decide whether to accept or abort the protocol based on their announcements.
We denote the event that they accept the protocol as Ωacc.

5. Sifting: Alice and Bob sift the data based on the announcements made i.e. based
on the announcements, they choose a subset of protocol rounds to keep and discard
the rest. This is also referred to as post-selection5.

6. Key Map: Alice6 uses her signal state data as well as the announcements to map
it into a key string. This is called the raw key.

7. Error Correction: Alice and Bob perform error correction, which results in Bob
outputting a guess of Alice’s raw key.

8. Privacy Amplification: Alice and Bob produce their final secret key of prede-
termined length7 l by applying a common (communicated over the authenticated
classical channel) two-universal hash function on the raw key.

Alice, Bob and Eve’s state at the end of the QKD protocol is given by ρKAKBEfin
, where

Efin includes all classical communication during the protocol.

4This is sometimes more accurately (for fixed length protocols) referred to as acceptance testing.
5Not to be confused with the postselection technique; a common QKD security proof approach which

we discuss in Chapter 5.
6Bob could also perform the key map. This is called reverse reconciliation. In that case Alice and Bob’s

roles in the next steps are reversed.
7See previous footnote about variable length protocols.
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3.2 Security definition

The most important criterion for a security definition to satisfy is that it is composably
secure, i.e., the keys generated from a QKD protocol can safely be used as part of a larger
cryptographic protocol [43, 44]. Such a definition is formalised [45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50] by
quantifying how indistinguishable the real implementation of a QKD protocol is from an
idealized resource that either outputs a uniformly random and identical secret key to Alice
and Bob, or aborts. The indistinguishability is measured [51, 52] by the trace distance8

between the real output state ρKAKBEfin
and the corresponding ideal state, and a protocol

is called ε-secure if this distance is at most ε:

Definition 3.1 (Security definition). Let ε ∈ [0, 1] be the security parameter, and let
ρKAKBEfin

be Alice, Bob and Eve’s state output at the end of the QKD protocol, where
Efin includes all classical communication during the protocol. Such a protocol is said to be
an ε-secure QKD protocol if

Pr[Ωacc]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ρKAKBEfin|Ωacc −
∑

k∈{0,1}l

1

2l
|kk⟩⟨kk|KAKB

⊗ ρEfin|Ωacc

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤ ε. (3.1)

A simple application of the triangle inequality allows us to decompose the security
statement into two conditions [51]:

(i) correctness, requiring Alice and Bob’s keys to agree, and

(ii) secrecy, requiring the key to be uniform and independent of Eve’s system.

Correctness only depends on Alice and Bob’s honest behaviour and is thus generally easier
to prove. On the other hand, secrecy requires a careful consideration of Eve’s attack. Thus,
we restrict our attention to proving secrecy:

Definition 3.2. Let εsec ∈ [0, 1] be the secrecy parameter, and let ρKAEfin
be Alice and

Eve’s state output at the end of the QKD protocol, where Efin includes all classical com-
munication during the protocol. Such a protocol is said to be an εsec-secret QKD protocol

8Strictly speaking, all the composability proofs assume that the QKD protocol can be modelled as a
channel that outputs Alice, Bob and Eve’s joint quantum state at the end. More realistic models of QKD
protocols, such as quantum combs [53] or causal boxes [54], take into account the interactive nature of the
protocol.
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if

Pr[Ωacc]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ρKAEfin|Ωacc −
∑

k∈{0,1}l

1

2l
|k⟩⟨k|KA

⊗ ρEfin|Ωacc

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

≤ εsec. (3.2)

The secrecy definition above is stated entirely in terms of the output state of the QKD
protocol, without reference to the process itself. For our purposes, however, it is more
useful to make the QKD protocol an explicit part of the definition. We therefore restate
the secrecy criterion below.

First note that Alice’s random state preparation described in protocol step 1 can be
equivalently represented by a preparation of the classical-quantum state ρprepAA′ =

∑dA
i pi |i⟩⟨i|A⊗

ρi, followed by a measurement of the A register in the computational basis. Next, instead
of preparing and measuring such a state in each round, we model the protocol as preparing
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n at the start of the protocol, and then measuring Alice’s registers An round by
round. Alice’s measurements commute with Eve’s attacks as they act on different subsys-
tems. Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume that Eve attacks the A′ subsystem
at the very start of the protocol (before Alice’s measurements).

Thus, the output state of the QKD protocol can be described as

ρKAEfin
= E (l)

QKD ◦ A
[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n] ,
where A ∈ C (A′n, BnEn) represents Eve’s attack, and E (l)

QKD ∈ C (AnBnEn, KAEfin) repre-
sents the rest of the QKD protocol (including Alice’s computational basis measurements)
and acts as the identity on Eve’s subsystems En. Similarly, the ideal state can be described
as

E (l),ideal
QKD ◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n] ,
where E (l),ideal

QKD is a channel which first performs E (l)
QKD, and then replaces the key register with∑

k∈{0,1}l
1
2l
|k⟩⟨k|KA

if the protocol accepts. With this reformulation, we can equivalently
restate the secrecy criterion.

Notational aside 3.1 (QKD protocol). We will represent a QKD protocol by the tuple

{E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n}, as this fully characterises the trusted portion of the protocol. When
the details of the state preparation are unimportant, we will represent the protocol
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simply by E (l)
QKD.

Definition 3.3 (Secrecy). Let εsec ∈ [0, 1] be the secrecy parameter, and let {E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n}
be a QKD protocol. Such a protocol is said to be an εsec-secret QKD protocol if

sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1
≤ εsec. (3.3)

The supremum in the definition reflects the fact that εsec-secrecy must hold against all
attacks A ∈ C (A′n, BnEn). We might sometimes want to restrict the supremum to a
subset A ⊂ C (A′n, BnEn). We say that the QKD protocol is then εsec-secret against
A.

Technical aside 3.1 (What is A?). Note that the secrecy definition Definition 3.3 can
be used for PM, EB and MDI QKD protocols, where the roles of A and A′ depend
on the setting. For EB QKD protocols, the register A is register. For MDI QKD
protocols, A consists of classical registers for Alice and Bob, while A′ consists of the
quantum states they prepare.

Protocol (A, A′)

PM (Alice’s classical choice, Alice’squantum states)

EB (Trivial, Eve’s information prior to QKD protocol)

MDI (Alice+Bob classical registers, their quantum states)

3.3 Source-replacement scheme

QKD security proofs often contain a simplifying step where Eve is assumed to hold a
purification ρAnBnEn of Alice and Bob’s joint state after her attack A. Note that such a
purification implicitly includes a purification of Alice’s initially prepared state (ρprepAA′ )

⊗n.
In particular, ρAnBnEn includes a purification of the classical, private A register. Thus,
naively using these proof techniques would directly reveal Alice’s choices to Eve, making
secrecy impossible. In addition to this, if Alice prepares mixed states {ρi}dAi=1, Eve would be
given a purification of this as well, which introduces looseness in the analysis. To address
this issue, we employ the source-replacement scheme [55, 56, 57] and shield systems [58] to
restate the QKD protocol as one where Alice’s initial state preparation is pure.
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Lemma 3.1 (Shield system). Let
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}
be a QKD protocol, where Alice’s state

preparation ρprepAA′ =
∑dA

i=1 p(i) |i⟩⟨i|A ⊗ ρi. Let
{
E (l)
QKD−shield, (ρ

prep
AASA′)⊗n

}
be another QKD

protocol differing only in Alice’s state preparation

ρprepAASA′ =

dA∑
i=1

p(i) |i⟩⟨i|A ⊗ |ρi⟩⟨ρi|ASA′ , (3.4)

and that AS (termed the shield system) is not sent to Bob and is traced out by Alice. Here,
|ρi⟩ is a purification of Alice’s signal state ρi = TrAS

[|ρi⟩⟨ρi|]. Then, the εsec-secrecy of{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}

is equivalent to the εsec-secrecy of
{
E (l)
QKD−shield, (ρ

prep
AASA′)⊗n

}
.

Proof. Since the QKD protocol
{
E (l)
QKD−shield, (ρ

prep
AASA′)⊗n

}
traces out the shield system An

S,

we may write E (l)
QKD−shield = E (l)

QKD ◦ TrAn
S
, and E (l),ideal

QKD−shield = E (l),ideal
QKD ◦ TrAn

S
. Thus, for any

attack A,∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ A ◦ TrAn

S

[
(ρprepAASA′)

⊗n
]∥∥∥

1

=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD−shield − E (l),ideal
QKD−shield

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAASA′)

⊗n
]∥∥∥

1
,

where the last equality follows since Eve’s attack does not act on the shield system An
S.

Taking the supremum over all attacks A establishes the claim.

Lemma 3.2 (Source-replacement scheme). Let
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AASA′)⊗n

}
be a QKD protocol

where Alice’s state preparation ρprepAASA′ =
∑dA

i=1 p(i) |i⟩⟨i|A ⊗ |ρi⟩⟨ρi|ASA′, and where E (l)
QKD

measures Alice’s register A in the computational basis at the start of each round. Let{
E (l)
QKD, ρ

⊗n
AASA′

}
be another QKD protocol differing only in Alice’s (pure) state preparation

ρAASA′ =

dA∑
i,j=1

√
p(i)p(j) |i⟩⟨j|A ⊗ |ρi⟩⟨ρj|ASA′ . (3.5)

Then, the εsec-secrecy of
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AASA′)⊗n

}
is equivalent to the εsec-secrecy of

{
E (l)
QKD, ρ

⊗n
AASA′

}
.
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Proof. Let Ψmeas ∈ C (A,A) be the measurement channel with Kraus operators {|i⟩⟨i|A}
dA
i=1.

Since E (l)
QKD measures Alice’s register A in the computational basis, E (l)

QKD = E (l)
QKD ◦ Ψ⊗n

meas

and E (l),ideal
QKD = E (l),ideal

QKD ◦ Ψ⊗n
meas. Then, for any attack A,∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρAASA′)⊗n

]∥∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ A ◦ Ψ⊗n

meas

[
(ρprepAASA′)

⊗n
]∥∥∥

1

=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ Ψ⊗n

meas ◦ A
[
(ρprepAASA′)

⊗n
]∥∥∥

1

=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAASA′)

⊗n
]∥∥∥

1
,

where the first equality follows from the definition of the state preparation Ψmeas[ρAASA′ ] =
ρprepAASA′ , and the second last equality follows since Eve’s attack does not Alice’s register An.
Taking the supremum over all attacks A establishes the claim.

Using Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 it suffices to prove security only for a source-replaced pro-
tocol where Alice’s initial state preparation ρ⊗n

AASA′ is pure. Consequently, the common
simplification that Eve holds a purification of Alice and Bob’s joint state introduces no
looseness in the analysis.

Remark 3.1. [Secrecy with respect to state after Eve’s attack] After applying the source-
replacement scheme, the εsec-secrecy condition can be equivalently described in terms of the
state ρAnAn

SB
nEn after Eve’s attack by identifying ρAnAn

SB
nEn = A

[
ρ⊗n
AASA′

]
in the above

formulae:

sup
ρAnAn

S
BnEn∈S◦(AnAn

SB
nEn)

TrBnEn

[
ρAnAn

S
BnEn

]
=TrA′n [(ρAASA′ )⊗n]

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

) [
ρAnAn

SB
nEn

]∥∥∥
1
≤ εsec, (3.6)

where the constraint TrBnEn

[
ρAnAn

SB
nEn

]
= TrA′n [(ρAASA′)⊗n] represents that Eve’s attack

A does not act on Alice’s secret and shield systems AAS. Moreover, since the trace norm
is monotonically decreasing under channels, the supremum in Eq. (3.6) can equivalently be
written in terms of ρAnAn

SB
n as

sup
ρAnAn

S
Bn∈S◦(AnAn

SB
n)

TrBn

[
ρAnAn

S
Bn

]
=TrA′n [(ρAASA′ )⊗n]

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

) [
ρAnAn

SB
nEn

]∥∥∥
1
≤ εsec, (3.7)

with ρAnAn
SB

nEn taken to be any purification of ρAnAn
SB

n.
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Notational aside 3.2 (Fixed marginal constraint). We refer to the constraint TrBn [ρAnBn ] =
TrA′n [(ρAASA′)⊗n] as the fixed marginal constraint. Note that in the source-replacement

picture, the QKD protocol can be equivalently specified by the tuple
{
E (l)
QKD,TrA′ [ρAASA′ ]

}
as the fixed marginal constraint contains all the information about the state prepara-
tion. Further, for brevity, we omit the shield system AS from the notation whenever it
plays no role in the argument. In this case, the shield system AS can be understood to
be a part of Alice’s register A.

Technical aside 3.2 (Intermediate source-replacement schemes). In Lemma 3.2 we
have considered two extreme cases — a pure, entangled state preparation ρAASA′ , and
the separable state ρprepAASA′ . However, note that the essential requirement on the states
to prove the equivalence stated in Lemma 3.2 was that Ψmeas[ρAASA′ ] = ρprepAASA′ . Thus,
any state ρintAASA′ such that Ψmeas[ρ

int
AASA′ ] = ρprepAASA′ may be employed in the security

analysis. Such intermediate states are potentially useful in analysing protocols where
Alice’s signal states {ρi}dAi=1 are not known exactly.

3.4 Simplifying analysis of practical devices

Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 are sufficient to analyse the security of idealised qubit protocols.
However, current implementations of QKD protocols typically use quantum optical setups,
which deviate significantly from the qubit assumption. In particular, these optical systems
are infinite-dimensional, leading to technical complications and making numerical analysis
more challenging. With this motivation in mind, we now introduce some general tools to
simplify the analysis of QKD protocols. These tools are, in fact, broadly applicable, so we
first present the general structure of the argument in an abstract setting before specialising
to QKD.

3.4.1 Abstract reduction argument

We consider a generic two-party adversarial setting in which the trusted operations are
Alice’s preparation of one of a set of states ρ⃗ and Bob’s measurement with a POVM
Γ⃗, while the adversary Eve is allowed to apply an arbitrary channel A between them.
Within this setting, we consider “imperfect” state preparation and measurement. Here, an
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“imperfect” (or real) device denotes the target model of interest, whereas a “perfect” (or
virtual) device denotes an idealised abstraction that is tractable for theoretical analysis.

The performance for such a protocol is quantified by a cost function f(A|ρ⃗, Γ⃗), which
evaluates the effect of Eve’s attack A given Alice and Bob’s trusted preparation ρ⃗ and
measurement Γ⃗. This cost function is required to be small for all possible attacks A. For
instance, in QKD, such a cost function is instantiated by the secrecy definition Defini-
tion 3.3. As might be expected from the protocol structure, the cost function satisfies the
property

f
(
A | Ψ [ρ⃗] ,Λ†[Γ⃗]) = f

(
Λ ◦ A ◦ Ψ | τ⃗ , Γ⃗

)
, (3.8)

for all channels Ψ,Λ.

This already suggests the form of the reduction, where the analysis of imperfect state
preparation ρ⃗ can be reduced to the analysis of the perfect state preparation τ⃗ whenever
there exists a channel Ψ — called a source map — such that ρi = Ψ[τi] for all i. Similarly,

the analysis of an imperfect measurement Γ⃗ can be reduced to the analysis of the perfect
measurement F⃗ whenever there exists a channel Λ — called a squashing map — such that
Γj = Λ†[Fj] for all j. An intuitive explanation of this fact is depicted in Fig. 3.1 [1, Fig.
2.1] and Fig. 3.2 [2, Fig. 2]. We justify this more formally below.

Theorem 3.1. (Informal) Let ρ⃗ ⊂ S◦(A) and Γ⃗ ⊂ Pos (B) be the imperfect state
preparation and measurement for an adversarial protocol. Let there exist a source map
Ψ ∈ C (R,A) and perfect state preparation τ⃗ ⊂ S◦(R) such that ρi = Ψ[τi] for all i, and let

there exist a squashing map Λ ∈ C (B,Q) and perfect measurement F⃗ ∈ Pos (Q) such that
Γj = Λ†[Fj] for all j. Then for any subset (of attack channels) A ⊃ Ψ ◦ C (A,B) ◦ Λ,

sup
A∈C(A,B)

f(A|ρ⃗, Γ⃗) ≤ sup
A∈A

f(A|τ⃗ , F⃗), (3.9)

for any cost function f satisfying Eq. (3.8).

Proof. The proof is straightforward:

sup
A∈C(A,B)

f(A|ρ⃗, Γ⃗) = sup
A∈C(A,B)

f(A|Ψ[τ⃗ ],Λ†[F⃗])

= sup
A∈C(A,B)

f(Λ ◦ A ◦ Ψ|τ⃗ , F⃗)

≤ sup
A∈A

f(A|τ⃗ , F⃗),
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Virtual
Source

Source
Map

EveAlice
Real Source

(a) We can model the real source as a virtual source followed by a source map since they both
have the exact same output.

Virtual
Source

Eve's
Replacement

EveAlice
Real Source

?

(b) Once we give Eve control of the source map, she can perform any physical operation on the
output of the virtual source, including the source map Ψ if reproducing the real state is beneficial
to her.

Figure 3.1: The imperfect source can always be replaced by the perfect source in security
proofs if they are related via a source map since the imperfect source gives Eve more power.
([1, Fig. 2.1])

where the first equality follows from the squashing and source map conditions, the second
equality follows from the structure of the two-party protocol as stated in Eq. (3.8), and
the last inequality follows from the attack set condition A ⊃ Ψ ◦ C (A,B) ◦ Λ.

Remark 3.2. The set A can always be chosen to be C (R,Q) as the composition of channels
is a channel.

We will now specialise this argument to QKD, and give some useful examples. First,
we detail source maps.

3.4.2 Source maps

We first state the formal statement of source maps before giving a common example useful
for the analysis of decoy-state protocols [59, 60, 61].

30



Γ⃗

Λ F⃗
Eve

~w�
Figure 3.2: The imperfect POVM Γ⃗ can be modelled as a squashing map Λ followed by a
perfect POVM F⃗. Giving the squashing map Λ to Eve lets us restrict our analysis to the
perfect POVM F⃗. ([2, Fig. 2])

Corollary 3.1 (Source Maps). Let
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}

be a QKD protocol where Alice’s

state preparation is given by ρprepAA′ =
∑dA

i=1 p(i) |i⟩⟨i|A ⊗ ρi. Suppose there exists a source

map Ψ ∈ C (A′′, A′) and a set of virtual states {τi}dAi=1 ⊂ S◦(A
′) such that ρi = Ψ[τi]

for all i. Consider the corresponding virtual protocol
{
E (l)
QKD, (τ

prep
AA′′)

⊗n
}

where τprepAA′′ =∑dA
i=1 p(i) |i⟩⟨i|A⊗ τi. Then, the εsec-secrecy of

{
E (l)
QKD, (τ

prep
AA′′)

⊗n
}
implies the εsec-secrecy of{

E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}
.

Proof. The proof is a special case of the proof of Theorem 3.1 as follows. The source map
relation ρi = Ψ[τi] for all i, implies that

ρprepAA′ = (idAn ⊗Ψ⊗n)[τprepAA′′ ].

Thus,

sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD ) ◦ A
[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1

(3.10)

= sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD ) ◦ A ◦ Ψ⊗n
[
(τprepAA′′)

⊗n]∥∥∥
1

≤ sup
A′∈C(A′′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD ) ◦ A′ [(τprepAA′′)
⊗n]∥∥∥

1
. (3.11)
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This chain of equations upper bounds the secrecy of
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}

(Eq. (3.10)) with

the secrecy of
{
E (l)
QKD, (τ

prep
AA′′)

⊗n
}

(Eq. (3.11)), hence establishing the claim.

Remark 3.3 (Correlated Source Maps). The proof straightforwardly extends to the case
where the imperfect state preparation is not IID, even if we require the perfect states to be
IID. In that case the required source map Ψ ∈ C (A′′n, A′n) must act jointly across n rounds
in a non-IID manner.

As already noted, the real state preparation ρprepAA′ is fixed by the implementation. By
contrast, the choice of virtual state preparation τprepAA′′ is a degree of freedom in the theoretical
analysis, provided one can establish the existence of a suitable source map. In practice,
such existence is typically demonstrated by giving an explicit construction of the source
map.

An important example of source maps called tagging [62] is useful for the analysis of
fully-phase randomised coherent states. In this case, the imperfection is the fact that the
real states

ρa,µ =
∞⊕

m=0

p(m|µ)ρa,m ∈ S◦

(
∞⊕

m=0

Hm

)
(3.12)

are infinite-dimensional. In this case, finite-dimensional “tagged states” [62] can be con-
structed, where the space with photon number greater than Nph is tagged as follows:

τa,µ =

Nph⊕
m=0

p(m|µ)ρa,m +

1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m|µ)

 |a, µ⟩⟨a, µ| , (3.13)

where {|a, µ⟩}a,µ form an orthonormal basis for a space orthogonal to
⊕Nph

m=0Hm. We state
this formally below.

Lemma 3.3 (Tagged laser source). Let ρa,µ =
⊕∞

m=0 p(m|µ)ρa,m ∈ S◦(
⊕∞

m=0Hm) be the
real state prepared by Alice corresponding to setting choice a, µ. Given Nph ∈ N, let the
virtual state prepared by Alice be

τa,µ =

Nph⊕
m=0

p(m|µ)ρa,m +

1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m|µ)

 |a, µ⟩⟨a, µ| , (3.14)

where {|a, µ⟩}a,µ form an orthonormal basis for a space orthogonal to
⊕Nph

m=0Hm. Then
there exists a channel Ψtag such that Ψtag[τa,µ] = ρa,µ for all setting choices a, µ.
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Proof Idea. Define Ψtag to be the channel that measures |a, µ⟩⟨a, µ| and prepares

1(
1 −

∑Nph

m=0 p(m|µ)
) ∞⊕

m=Nph+1

p(m|µ)ρa,m;

and that acts as the identity on L
(⊕Nph

m=0 Hm

)
. It is then straightforward to verify that

Ψtag[τa,µ] = ρa,µ.

We explain the utility of tagging in more detail in Chapter 5. Source maps have also
been used to address imperfect phase-randomisation [63], and to construct QKD protocols
that are robust to side-channel attacks [64], and thus is a powerful tool to prove security
of realistic QKD protocols. We now describe the application of squashing maps.

3.4.3 Squashing maps

The conceptual idea of squashing maps [65, 66, 67, 68], illustrated in Fig. 3.2, has been
around for quite some time, and several variants have since been proposed. It is useful to
distinguish between two distinct ways in which squashing maps can be applied in security
proofs:

• Part of security proof. One can carry out most of the analysis using the real
measurement and apply a squashing argument only at a later stage to simplify a
specific part of the proof. This makes the reduction closely tied to specific proof
techniques, limiting its general applicability. For example, the universal squasher
[69] is a robust variant of the idea that is tied to phase-error–based approaches
[7, 9], with no evident pathway to generalisation. Similarly, the dimension-reduction
method [70] improves the numerical tractability of key-rate optimisations, but it can
only be employed in proof techniques where the analysis easily reduces to a single-
round numerical optimisation problem.

• Security-definition reduction. Alternatively, one can incorporate the squashing
reduction directly into the security definition, so that the entire analysis is phrased in
terms of the perfect measurement. This has the advantage that the reduction itself
is independent of the proof technique being used.9 This is the perspective we adopt
in what follows.

9Strictly speaking, different proof techniques may require different choices of “perfect” settings, in the
sense of what is deemed theoretically tractable. Thus there is some dependence on the proof technique in
identifying the perfect model, but once fixed, the squashing reduction itself is technique-independent.
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The following corollary formalises the reduction we will use.

Corollary 3.2 (Squashing). Let E (l)
QKD be a QKD protocol where Bob’s measurement is

described by the POVM {Γi}nmeas
i=1 ⊂ Pos (B), and let E (l)

QKD−Sq be an otherwise identical
protocol where Bob’s measurement is described by the POVM {Fi}nmeas

i=1 ⊂ B (Q). If there
exists a channel Λ ∈ C (B,Q) such that Γi = Λ†[Fi] for all i, and a set A ⊃ Λ⊗n ◦
C (A′n, BnEn), then the εsec-secrecy of E (l)

QKD−Sq against A implies the εsec-secrecy of E (l)
QKD.

Proof. The proof is a special case of the proof of Theorem 3.1 as follows. The squashing
condition Γi = Λ†[Fi] implies that Bob’s measurement in E (l)

QKD can be simulated by first
applying Λ and then measuring with {Fi}nmeas

i=1 , i.e.

E (l)
QKD = E (l)

QKD−Sq ◦ Λ⊗n.

Hence, for any input state preparation ρprepAA′ ∈ S◦(AA
′),

sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD ) ◦ A
[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1

(3.15)

= sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD−Sq − E (l),ideal

QKD−Sq) ◦ (Λ⊗n ◦ A)
[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1

≤ sup
A′∈A

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD−Sq − E (l),ideal

QKD−Sq) ◦ A
′ [(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1
. (3.16)

Thus, we have shown that the secrecy of E (l)
QKD (Eq. (3.15)) is upper bounded by the secrecy

of E (l)
QKD−Sq (Eq. (3.16)).

Remark 3.4 (Correlated Squashers). As in Remark 3.3, this proof extends to the case
where the imperfect measurement is not IID, even if the perfect measurement is taken to
be IID. In that case the required squashing map Λ ∈ C (Bn, Qn) must act jointly across n
rounds in a non-IID manner.

Notational aside 3.3 (Squashed measurements). We sometimes refer to the perfect
measurements as squashed measurements, depending on the context. Further, we refer
to the condition Γi = Λ†[Fi] as the squashing constraint or squashing condition.

In practice, applying a squashing reduction involves two steps:

34



• Perfect measurement: Identify a perfect measurement {Fi}nmeas
i=1 that is easier to anal-

yse, and prove the existence of a squashing map relating {Fi}nmeas
i=1 to the real mea-

surement {Γi}nmeas
i=1 .

• Set of restricted attacks A: Characterise the restricted set of attacks A corresponding
to the squashing map in a way that can be conveniently incorporated into the security
analysis.
While A can always be chosen to be all channels, this choice may lead to trivial
key rates for some squashing maps, in which case more restrictive constructions are
necessary (see Lemma 3.4 below for such an example).

Name “Imperfection” “Perfect” case Comments
Simple squash-
ers [67, 68]

Optical detec-
tion setup

Qubit detection
setup

• Requires idealised measure-
ments

• Not robust to infinitesimal-
deviations from symmetric pa-
rameter settings

Flag-state
squasher (FSS)
[3]

Perfectly char-
acterised optical
detection setup

Finite-
dimensional
POVM

• Generally applicable: only as-
sumes block-diagonal structure

• Requires careful construction of
attack set A

Weight-
preserving flag-
state squasher
(WPFSS) [11]

Perfectly char-
acterised optical
detection setup

Finite-
dimensional
POVM

• Generalisation of FSS: works
when attack set A is all channels

• Only assumes block-diagonal
structure

Noise channels
[2]

Imperfectly
characterised
optical detection
setups

Perfectly char-
acterised, finite-
dimensional
POVM

• Builds on FSS: Construction of
attack set A depends on charac-
terisation accuracy

• Only assumes block-diagonal
structure

Table 3.1: Examples of squashing maps, with brief description of their application and
limitations.

Table 3.1 summarises known squashing reductions in the literature, highlighting the
different choices of perfect measurements and the corresponding attack sets. For complete-
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ness, we list four representative examples: the simple squasher, the flag-state squasher
(FSS), the weight-preserving flag-state squasher (WPFSS), and noise channels. We refer
the reader to Refs. [67, 68] for further details on the simple squasher, which we will not
discuss further here. Noise channels will form the focus of Chapter 4, while in the remain-
der of this section, we concentrate on the flag-state squasher and its weight-preserving
extension.

Flag-state squasher

We motivate the construction of the flag-state squasher [3] by first considering a somewhat
trivial squashing map. Given any POVM {Γi}nmeas

i=1 ⊂ Pos (B), we can always pick the
squashed POVM {|i⟩⟨i|}nmeas

i=1 ⊂ Pos (F ), where {|i⟩}nmeas
i=1 is an orthonormal basis for HF .

The construction of the squashing map depicted in Fig. 3.3 is straightforward — mea-
sure the incoming state with the real POVM {Γi}nmeas

i=1 , and then prepare the “flag” |i⟩⟨i|
corresponding to the outcome of the measurement.

Γ⃗
i |i⟩⟨i|HB HF

Figure 3.3: Trivial squashing map that always exists.

However, such a POVM cannot be used to obtain non-zero secret key. Intuitively, this
can be seen as the squashing map has given the trusted measurement entirely to Eve, and
all Bob is now doing is reading out the measurement outcome that Eve obtained. Thus,
there is no “quantumness” in the squashed measurement and Eve has a copy of all of
Bob’s data. The flag-state squasher [3, Theorem 1], which exists whenever the POVM has
block-diagonal structure, is a refinement of this simple idea.

Such block-diagonal structure naturally arises in the case of detection setups that em-
ploy threshold detectors, where the blocks refer to the total number of photons entering
the setup. Thus, for such detection setups,

Γi = Γi,m≤N ⊕ Γi,m>N
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for every outcome i, where the photon-number cut-off N is a free parameter. The squashed
POVM is given by

Fi = Γi,m≤N ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| , (3.17)

where {|i⟩}nmeas
i=1 is an orthonormal basis for the space HF orthogonal to Hm≤N . The

construction of the squashing map, depicted in Fig. 3.4, can be understood as follows.
First, projectively measure the state with projection Π onto the space Hm≤N (termed the
preserved subspace) and its complement Π (termed the flag space). If the measurement out-
come corresponds to the space Hm≤N , do nothing. Otherwise, apply the trivial squashing
map.

Γ⃗
i

Hm≤N Hm≤N

Hm>N HF

Flag-State Squasher (cut-off N)

Figure 3.4: Flag-state squashing map (adapted from [3, Fig. 2]).

Already, one might see that naively giving Eve this flag-state squashing map runs into a
similar issue as encountered when analysing the trivial squashing map — Eve could always
implement an attack where she ignores the preserved subspace, and always forwards flag-
states to Bob. This is equivalent to the trivial squashing map. The flag-state squasher is
thus only useful if we restrict Eve’s attacks (on the squashed protocol) to limit the amount
of flag-states she sends. This is typically done by bounding the amount of states outside
the preserved subspace sent by Eve before the application of the flag-state squasher. By
construction, the flag-state squasher does not map any state from the preserved subspace
to a flag state, so this bound directly carries over to the number of flag states in the
squashed description.

A simple way to see this idea in action is to look at events where multiple detectors
click simultaneously. Such outcomes necessarily arise from states with sufficiently many
photons, i.e., from outside the preserved subspace. Hence, if we observe that multi-click
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events are rare, this directly limits the weight of Eve’s states outside the preserved subspace.
We will now formalise this intuition mathematically in a form that can be used in security
proofs.

Past work [71, 63, 72] focussed on providing a bound on the weight of a single-round
state outside the preserved subspace. Although such a bound cannot be directly used at
the level of the security definition, the central idea can be readily adapted to restrict Eve’s
attacks A.

The general structure of the argument is as follows. First, pick a suitable single-round
event e (e.g., multiple detectors clicking) and associated POVM element Γe such that a
non-zero lower bound λmin on the minimum eigenvalue λmin

(
ΠΓeΠ

)
can be computed. In

other words, for the choice of event e, λmin is computed such that

Γe ≥ λminΠ. (3.18)

Then, for any state ρ the weight outside the preserved subspace W := Tr
[
Πρ
]

can be
bounded as

W ≤ Tr [Γeρ]

λmin

. (3.19)

Technical aside 3.3 (Weight estimation for active setups). The bound λmin is crucial
to bounding the weight outside the preserved subspace. While work [72] on finding
such a bound for generic passive setups exists, a corresponding bound for active setups
does not yet exist. Thus, while the flag-state squasher can be applied to any threshold
detection setup in principle, its application to active setups in practice has this missing
step.

We now adapt this idea to restrict Eve’s attack and construct the restricted attack set A.

Lemma 3.4 (Restricted attack set). Let Π
Sq

be the projection onto the flag space, and
let F j

e be the jth round squashed POVM element corresponding to event e. Further, let
λmin > 0 be such that Γe ≥ λminΠ holds for the real POVM element corresponding to
event e. Here, Π is the projection outside the preserved subspace prior to squashing. If the
restricted attack set is constructed as

A :=
{
ASq ∈ C (A′n, QnEn)

∣∣∣ ASq† (F j
e ⊗ I

)
≥ λminASq†

(
Π

Sq ⊗ I
)

∀j
}
, (3.20)

where the identity I is over all unspecified spaces, then A ⊃ Λ⊗n ◦ C (A′n, BnEn), where Λ
is the flag-state squasher [3, Theorem 1].
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Proof. To prove the set inclusion, consider any ASq ∈ Λ⊗n ◦ C (A′n, BnEn), such that
ASq = Λ⊗n ◦ A for some A ∈ C (A′n, BnEn). Then we show that ASq must be an element
of the constructed A as follows:

ASq† (F j
e ⊗ I

)
= A† ◦

(
Λ†)⊗n (

F j
e ⊗ I

)
= A† (Γe ⊗ I) (3.21)

≥ λmin A† (Π ⊗ I
)

= λmin A† ◦
(
Λ†)⊗n

(
Π

Sq ⊗ I
)

(3.22)

= λmin ASq†
(

Π
Sq ⊗ I

)
,

where Eq. (3.21) follows from the squashing constraint, and Eq. (3.22) follows from the
fact that the flag-state squashing construction does not map any state from the preserved

subspace to the flag space. Λ†
[
Π

Sq
]

= Π. All other (in)equalities follow from definitions

or conditions in the theorem statement. Putting it together, we have shown that any

ASq ∈ Λ⊗n ◦ C (A′n, BnEn) satisfies ASq† (F j
e ⊗ I) ≥ λmin ASq†

(
Π

Sq ⊗ I
)

, which was the

defining property for the attack set A. This proves the set inclusion.

The construction might look somewhat obscure at first sight, but the underlying idea
is simple: it enforces the same intuition that Eve cannot send arbitrarily many flag states
without also increasing the frequency of detectable multi-click events (corresponding to
event e in Lemma 3.4). Importantly, this restriction is formulated at the level of the
overall attack channel, rather than for the single round version given in Eq. (3.19).

Thus, we have described the squashed POVMs {Fi}nmeas
i=1 as well as the set of restricted

attacks A that arise as a consequence of the flag-state squasher. These can, in principle, now
be applied with any proof technique via Corollary 3.2. However, imposing such restrictions
on Eve’s attacks cannot always be used with all proof techniques, as discussed in Section 5.3.
This motivates the weight-preserving flag-state squasher, which avoids imposing explicit
restrictions on Eve’s attacks

Weight-preserving flag-state squasher

The construction of the squashed POVM used with the flag-state squasher from Eq. (3.17)

is such that every non-trivial event e has λmin

(
Π

Sq
FeΠ

Sq
)

= 0. Thus, no non-trivial

analogue to Eq. (3.18) exists for the squashed POVM. The absence of such a bound on
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the squashed POVM is what necessitated the restriction on Eve’s attacks described in
Lemma 3.4. This motivates the construction of a generalisation of the flag-state squasher —
the “weight-preserving flag-state squasher” (WPFSS), where the squashed POVM satisfies
the bound,

Fe ≥ λminΠ
Sq
, (3.23)

which allows its use without explicitly restricting Eve’s attacks on the squashed protocol.

Lemma 3.5 (Weight-preserving flag-state squasher). Let {Γi}nmeas
i=1 ⊂ Pos (B) be a POVM

where each element is block-diagonal, i.e. Γi = Γi,m≤N ⊕ Γi,m>N . Further, let {|i⟩}nmeas
i=1 be

an orthonormal set of vectors for the flag space, and let 0 ≤ λmin ≤ λmin

(
ΠΓeΠ

)
, where

Π is the projection outside the space corresponding to Γi,m≤N , and e ∈ {1, . . . , nmeas} is a
measurement outcome. Then, for the following choice of squashed POVM

Fi = Γi,m≤N ⊕ (1 − λmin) |i⟩⟨i| ∀ i ̸= e (3.24)

Fe = Γe,m≤N ⊕

(
|e⟩⟨e| + λmin

∑
j ̸=e

|j⟩⟨j|

)
, (3.25)

there exists a channel Λ ∈ C (B,Q) such that Λ†[Fi] = Γi for all i.

Proof. First, note that λmin ≤ λmin

(
ΠΓeΠ

)
implies that λmin ≤ 1. Thus, {Fi}nmeas

i=1 is a
POVM. Now define the map

Λ[ρ] =ΠρΠ +

(
Tr
[
ΠρΠ

]
−

Tr
[
ΠρΠ

]
− Tr

[
ΓeΠρΠ

]
1 − λmin

)
|e⟩⟨e|

+
∑
j ̸=e

1

1 − λmin

Tr
[
ΓiΠρΠ

]
|i⟩⟨i| , (3.26)

for all ρ ∈ S◦(B). It is easy to verify that this map is trace-preserving through explicit

computation. Further, λmin ≤ λmin

(
ΠΓeΠ

)
implies that Tr

[
Γe

ΠρΠ

Tr[ΠρΠ]

]
≥ λmin for any

positive semidefinite ρ ∈ Pos (B). Thus, it can be easily verified that the map is positive.

For complete positivity, we show that it can be constructed by the composition of
channels. The first channel is a measurement with Kraus operators Π and Π. The next
channel leaves the outcome corresponding to Π as is, and is a measure-and-prepare chan-
nel on the outcome corresponding to Π. The measurements are given by the POVM
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{ 1
1−λmin

Γi}i ̸=e∪{ Γe−Π
1−λmin

}, and the state prepared is the classical state corresponding to each
measurement result.

Finally, through explicit computation, we can verify that Tr [Γiρ] = Tr [FiΛ[ρ]] for all
i, and ρ ∈ S◦(B). Thus, Λ† [Fi] = Γi for all i.

Remark 3.5 (Coarse-graining needed in WPFSS). This construction relies on the fact
that the event e used for the weight estimation corresponds to a single POVM element
Γe. In particular, this implies that the fine-grained outcomes that constitute the event e
cannot have POVM elements associated with them independently after the application of
the WPFSS.

Technical aside 3.4 (Flag-state squasher as a special case of WPFSS). The extreme
case λmin = 0 reduces the WPFSS to the flag-state squasher, with the extra condition
that all POVM outcomes corresponding to event e are represented by the single POVM
element Γe.

Unlike the ordinary flag-state squasher, this generalisation automatically preserves the
λmin bound (Eq. (3.23)) and therefore requires no restrictions on Eve’s attacks. The
WPFSS can thus be directly applied to reduce security analysis of any QKD protocol using
the block-diagonal measurement {Γi}nmeas

i=1 . By Corollary 3.2, this reduces to the security
analysis of a protocol using the squashed POVM described in Eqs. (3.24) and (3.25).

3.4.4 Extension to infinite-dimensions

The squashing maps developed throughout this chapter are specifically designed for detec-
tion setups, such as those using threshold detectors, that are described by block-diagonal
POVMs. A broader challenge in QKD security arises for continuous-variable systems, such
as those employing homodyne or heterodyne detection, which do not have such block-
diagonal structure. This is particularly relevant for EAT-based proof techniques [13, 14],
which technically require that the underlying POVMs are finite-dimensional, even if that
dimension can be arbitrarily large.

To address this issue, we prove a general theorem in Appendix A for extending security
proofs from finite to infinite dimensions. Our main result formally establishes that if ε

(d)
sec-

security can be proved for any d-dimensional truncated protocol, then the full, infinite-
dimensional protocol is εsec-secure, where εsec = limd−→∞ ε

(d)
sec. The key implication of this
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result is that it enables the use of proof techniques that are themselves restricted to finite
dimensions to establish the security of infinite-dimensional systems, as long as the final
limit exists.
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Chapter 4

Noise channels in QKD

“We demand rigidly defined
areas of doubt and uncertainty!”

— Douglas Adams, The
Hitchhiker’s Guide to the

Galaxy

In this chapter, we describe a proof technique-independent framework to addressing
detector imperfections via noise channels, which were briefly introduced in Table 3.1. This
remarkably simple, yet powerful framework builds on ideas in Ref. [62].

4.1 Generic constructions of noise channels

As described in Section 3.4.3 and Fig. 3.2, the key idea is the following. Given a noisy
POVM Γ⃗noise, we represent it as a noise channel Φnoise followed by an ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal,
with adversarial control over the channel as in Corollary 3.2. As a next step, we consider
a general but somewhat abstract example in which such a noise channel can always be
constructed, before turning to more obviously realistic scenarios later.

Theorem 4.1 (Generic noise channel). Let the noisy POVM Γ⃗noise ∈ Pos (B) describing

the actual imperfect detection setup be related to an ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal ∈ Pos (B) as

Γ⃗noise − (1 − q)Γ⃗ideal ≥ 0, (4.1)
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for some q ∈ [0, 1]. Define an ideal flag POVM F⃗ideal ∈ Pos (Q) as

F ideal
i = Γideal

i ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| , (4.2)

where HQ = HB ⊕HF , and where {|i⟩}nmeas
i=1 is an orthonormal basis for the flag space HF .

Then there exists a noise channel Φnoise ∈ C (B,Q) and flag POVM F⃗ideal such that the
following equations hold:

Γnoise
i = Φ†

noise

[
F ideal
i

]
∀ i (4.3)

Φ†
noise[ΠF ] = qIB, (4.4)

where ΠF is the projection onto the flag space HF .

Proof. First, note that Eq. (4.1) implies that there exists a POVM R⃗ such that

Γ⃗noise = (1 − q)Γ⃗ideal + qR⃗.

We use this POVM to construct the noise channel as depicted in Fig. 4.1:

Φnoise (ρ) := (1 − q)ρ⊕ q

(∑
i

Tr [ρRi] |i⟩⟨i|

)
, (4.5)

where |i⟩⟨i| are the flag states corresponding to measurement outcome i. It is straightfor-
ward to verify that Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4) hold for this noise channel.

Note that the POVM F⃗ideal that would be used in the security proof following Corol-
lary 3.2 has the flag-space, introduced exactly as in the flag-state squasher. Thus, as
explained in Section 3.4.3, granting Eve full control of the noise channel Φnoise would triv-
ialise the security proof reduction. Thus, analogous to Lemma 3.4 we need to restrict her
attacks to some attack set A that limits the amount of flag states she sends to Bob.

Remark 4.1 (Restricted attack set for generic noise channel). Let Φnoise ∈ Pos (B,Q) be
the noise channel constructed in Theorem 4.1, where the Hilbert space HQ can be decom-
posed as HQ = HB ⊕HF . If the restricted attack set is constructed as

A :=
{
ASq ∈ C (A′n, QnEn)

∣∣∣ ASq† (ΠFj
⊗ I
)

= qASq† (IQj
⊗ I
)

∀j
}
, (4.6)

where the identity I is over all unspecified spaces, then A ⊃ Φ⊗n
noise ◦ C (A′n, BnEn).
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R⃗

HB

HB

HF

⊕

1 − q

q

Noise Channel Φnoise

Figure 4.1: Constructive description of the noise channel. With probability q, the noise
channel measures and converts the input state into a flag state. The output flag state is
depicted by dashed lines.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 3.4. To prove the set inclusion,
consider any ASq ∈ Φ⊗n

noise ◦ C (A′n, BnEn), such that ASq = Φ⊗n
noise ◦ A for some A ∈

C (A′n, BnEn). Then we show that ASq must be an element of the constructed A as follows:

ASq† (ΠFj
⊗ I
)

= A† ◦
(

Φ†
noise

)⊗n (
ΠFj

⊗ I
)

= qA† (IBj
⊗ I
)

= qASq† (IQj
⊗ I
)
, (4.7)

where we have used Eq. (4.4) and the fact that the adjoint of a channel is a unital map.

Theorem 4.1 has a number of noteworthy features as listed below.

1. Noisy POVM Γ⃗noise: We have generically termed this a noisy POVM. This could be
noisy either due to imperfection characterisation, or due to Eve having some limited
control over them. Both are treated equivalently in our framework.

2. Ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal: There is a large amount of freedom in choosing this ‘ideal’
POVM.1 There are two competing factors when making this choice of POVM. First,

1As will be discussed later, the choice of common efficiency η∗ in Theorem 4.4 is a manifestation of this
degree of freedom.
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the ideal POVM should be useful for the application being analysed. Second, the
choice of ideal POVM would influence how ‘close’ the noisy POVM is to the ideal
POVM, and thus the ‘cost’ of using Theorem 4.1 through Eq. (4.4) and Remark 4.1
as expanded on in the next point.

3. Deviation from ideality q: Given a choice of ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal, the optimal
choice of q is simply the minimum value that still satisfies Eq. (4.1). This follows
from Remark 4.1, which constrains Eve’s attack such that the weight in the flag space
is q.

Technical aside 4.1 (Deviation metrics). At first glance, the definition we use for
the deviation from ideality q given in Eq. (4.1) might seem odd. However, similar
metrics have been used for states in the context of QKD to quantify deviations from
IID attacks [10] or from IID sources [23]. Moreover, we can establish a loose connection
with a possibly more intuitive metric — the spectral norm.

Lemma 4.1. Let F⃗noise and F⃗ideal be k-element POVMs such that
∥∥F noise

i − F ideal
i

∥∥
∞ ≤ δ

for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}. Then F⃗noisier − 1
1+kδ

F⃗ideal ≥ 0, where F⃗noisier is a POVM with

F noisier
i = 1

1+kδ
F noise
i + δ

1+kδ
I.

Proof. The proof follows from straightforward algebra after noting that∥∥F noise
i − F ideal

i

∥∥
∞ ≤ δ implies that F noise

i − F ideal
i ≥ −δI.

Given some noisy POVM F⃗noise with k events such that
∥∥F noise

i − F ideal
i

∥∥
∞ ≤ δ for

all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, we can implement the noisier POVM F⃗noisier via a classical post-
processing that with probability δ

1+kδ
discards the measured outcome and uniformly

randomly assigns it to another outcome. This can then be used with Lemma 4.1
and Theorem 4.1 to reduce the analysis of this POVM to that of the ideal POVM
F⃗ideal. We stress the point that this relation is rather loose; a direct estimation of the
deviation metric q results in a significantly tighter analysis, as is done in Sections 5.5.5
and 6.4.

Remark 4.2 (Unnecessary flag space). If Γ⃗ideal already contains a flag space, then the
extra flag space added in Eq. (4.2) is unnecessary. Instead, the existing flag space can be
used to accommodate the imperfections. In this case, Eq. (4.4) would be modified to

Φ†
noise[ΠF ] = qΠP + ΠF .
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(See also [26, Theorem 3] for an explicit description of this version of the theorem.)

The above remark is an example of a situation where certain subspaces (i.e., the flag
space) are closer to ‘ideal’ than others. Thus, this should be accounted for in the analysis.
We formally state such a generalisation of Theorem 4.1 below.

Theorem 4.2 (Generic block-diagonal noise channel). Let the noisy POVM Γ⃗noise ∈
Pos (B) describing the actual imperfect detection setup and the ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal ∈ Pos (B)
have the same block-diagonal structure

Γnoise
i =

⊕
m

Γnoise
i,m

Γideal
i =

⊕
m

Γideal
i,m ,

for all POVM elements i. Further, let the relation between each block of the ideal and noisy
POVM be given by

Γ⃗m, noise − (1 − qm)Γ⃗m, ideal ≥ 0, (4.8)

for qm ∈ [0, 1] and all blocks m. Define an ideal flag POVM F⃗ideal ∈ Pos (Q) as

F ideal
i = Γideal

i ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| ,

where HQ =
⊕

m HBm⊕HF , and where {|i⟩}nmeas
i=1 is an orthonormal basis for the flag space

HF . Then there exists a noise channel Φnoise ∈ C (B,Q) such that the following equations
hold:

Γnoise
i = Φ†

noise

[
F ideal
i

]
∀ i (4.9)

Φ†
noise[ΠBm ] = (1 − qm)ΠBm ∀m, (4.10)

where ΠBm is the projection onto the block HBm.

Proof. The proof is a straightforward extension of the proof of Theorem 4.1; we construct
a similar noise channel for each block individually as described below. First, note that
Eq. (4.8) implies the existence of a POVM R⃗ block-diagonal in m such that Γ⃗noise,m =

(1 − qm)Γ⃗ideal,m + qmR⃗m for all blocks m. The noise channel can then be constructed as

Φnoise(ρ) :=
∑
m

(
(1 − qm) ΠBm ρΠBm ⊕ qm

(∑
i

Tr [ΠBm ρΠBmRi] |i⟩⟨i|

))
. (4.11)

It can be readily verified that Eqs. (4.9) and (4.10) are satisfied.
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So far we have explicitly constructed noise channels that work for arbitrary detection
setups. However, this construction was rather abstract, and requires one to identify a
suitable ideal POVM Γ⃗ideal, and bound the abstract deviation metric q. We will now
consider threshold detection setups with loss and dark counts, and describe the explicit
construction of noise channels for this physically relevant case.

4.2 Construction of noise channel for loss and dark

counts for generic detection setups

In this section, we will not attempt to construct the noise channel for the full optical space
directly. Such a construction, or even the identification of the deviation parameter from
Theorem 4.2, can be more difficult at the level of the entire Fock space. Instead, we first
apply the flag-state squasher, thereby reducing the problem to the single-photon subspace
together with a flag space. The noise channel for the flag space is trivial, so the task reduces
to constructing the channel for the single-photon subspace alone. We will first consider a
single-mode detector model, before discussing the multimode case in Section 4.3.

This process is depicted in Fig. 4.2. Here, W represents the weight outside the preserved
subspace constraint that arises from using the flag-state squasher as detailed in Lemma 3.4.
Similarly, the weight outside the preserved space WdB,η after the application of the noise
channel must also be constrained similar to Eq. (4.4) and Remark 4.1.

We shall construct the full noise channel ΦdB,η in two steps. First we construct a noise
channel for the dark counts ΦdB

, and then another for the loss Φη such that ΦdB,η =
Φη ◦ ΦdB

.

4.2.1 Noise channel for dark counts

Any detection setup has single-click events, defined as events where only a single detector
clicks, and multi-click events, defined as events where more than one detector clicks. We
let S be the set of single-click events, and M be the set of multi-click events. The no-click
event will always be denoted by the event 0. The set of all events will be denoted by U .

We first list a set of sufficient conditions we require from the classical post-processing
PdB to construct the noise channel. We then physically motivate these conditions.
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Γ⃗dB,η

Γ⃗η PdB

ΛFSS
F⃗η

W
PdB

ΛFSS ΦdB,η
F⃗

WdB,η

~w�(i)

~w�(ii)

~w�(iii) ?

Figure 4.2: A set of equivalences (as quantum-to-classical measurement channels) of de-
tection setups to consider dark counts and loss as part of the noise channel, using the
flag-state squasher.
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1. The post-processing does not turn one single-click event into another, i.e.,

PdB

s|s′ = 0, (4.12)

for all distinct s, s′ ∈ S.

2. The post-processing does not turn any click event into a no-click event, i.e.,

PdB

0|i = 0, (4.13)

for all i ̸= 0.

3. The post-processing is such that

PdB

s|s ≥ PdB

0|0 , (4.14)

for all s ∈ S.

The first two conditions are true for any dark count post-processing, as dark counts do
not stop a detector from clicking. To see why the third condition is true, observe that
PdB

s|s =
∏

i ̸=s(1 − di) is the probability that none of the other detectors have a dark count.

On the other hand, PdB

0|0 =
∏

i(1 − di) is the probability that none of the detectors have a

dark count. Since (1 − ds) ≤ 1, the claim follows.

We also need to make an additional assumption on the POVM without dark counts
Γ⃗η. Informally, the assumption is that we cannot have more clicks than photons. More
formally, this can be expressed as

Tr [Γη
mρ1] = 0

Tr [Γη
m |vac⟩⟨vac|] = 0

Tr [Γη
s |vac⟩⟨vac|] = 0,

(4.15)

for all m ∈M , s ∈ S and any single-photon state ρ1. This naturally holds for typical detec-
tion setups, as dark counts are the only way single photons can result in multiple detectors
clicking, or the vacuum can result in any detector clicking. Note that this immediately
implies that Tr [Γ0 |vac⟩⟨vac|] = 1.

We combine all these properties to define a generic optical detection setup with dark
counts.

Definition 4.1 (Threshold detection setup with independent dark counts). We define the

POVM Γ⃗dB,η to be a threshold detection setup with independent dark counts if
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1. it is equivalent to a POVM without dark counts Γ⃗η followed by a dark count post-
processing PdB as described in equivalence (i) of Fig. 4.2,

2. the dark count post-processing satisfies Eqs. (4.12) to (4.14), and

3. the POVM without dark counts Γ⃗η satisfies Eq. (4.15).

While this definition might seem overly general and pedantic at first, such a level of
abstraction is in fact necessary for applying the noise channel to the postselection technique,
as will be seen in Section 5.3. We also expect that more refined multimode detection models
to also satisfy these core properties, so that our results apply directly to a broad class of
realistic detection setups.

We now have all the tools to construct the noise channel for dark counts.

Theorem 4.3 (Dark count noise channel). Let F⃗dB,η be the POVM for a flag-state squashed
threshold detection setup with independent dark counts as defined in Definition 4.1, where
each FdB,η

i = ΓdB,η
i,0 ⊕ ΓdB,η

i,m=1 ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| is block-diagonal with an associated Hilbert space
H0⊕H1⊕HF corresponding to the total photon number, and flag space. Then there exists
noise channel ΦdB

: H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF −→ H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF such that

FdB,η
i = Φ†

dB
[F η

i ] ∀ i (4.16)

Φ†
dB

[Π≤1] = PdB

0|0 Π≤1, (4.17)

where F η
i = Γη

i,m=0⊕Γη
i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| , Π≤1 is the projection onto the space H0⊕H1, and PdB

is the stochastic matrix that models the dark counts.

The proof is similar to that of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 and is given in Appendix B.

Eq. (4.17) can be used to constrain the set of Eve’s attacks analogously to the usage of
Eq. (4.4) in Remark 4.1. However, we postpone this discussion till after we construct the
noise channel for lossy detectors.

4.2.2 Noise channel for loss

Theorem 4.4 (Loss noise channel). Let F⃗η be the flag-state squashed POVM for a threshold
detection setup with loss (and without dark counts), where for each POVM outcome i,
F η
i = Γi,m=0⊕Γη

i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| is block-diagonal with an associated Hilbert space H0⊕H1⊕HF

corresponding to the total photon number, and flag space. Here, the vacuum component
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Fi,m=0 is independent of loss η for all outcomes i. Let ηmin and ηmax be the minimum and
maximum of all the detector efficiencies used in the detection setup. We can then define
a family of noise channels Φη∗

η and target POVMs F⃗η∗ parametrised by some parameter

η∗ as follows. For any value of η∗ ∈
[

ηmin

1−(ηmax−ηmin)
, 1
]
, there exists a noise channel Φη∗

η :

H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF −→ H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF such that

F η
i = Φη∗

η

†
[
F η∗

i

]
∀ i (4.18)

Φη∗

η

†
[Π≤1] = Π0 +

ηmin

η∗
Π1, (4.19)

where F η∗

i = Γi,m=0⊕Γη∗

i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| is the lossy flag-state squashed POVM where all detectors
have the (common) efficiency η∗, Π1 is the projection onto the space H1, Π0 is the projection
onto the space H0, and Π≤1 is the projection onto the space H0 ⊕H1.

The proof amounts to a special case of Theorem 4.2, and is given in Appendix B.

Note that Theorem 4.4 leaves us with some freedom to choose how we define the ‘ideal’
POVM F⃗η∗ . Increasing the efficiency η∗ of the ideal POVM decreases the weight ηmin

η∗
of the

state in the preserved subspace. Additional work must be done to decide what the optimal
choice would be. Intuitively, we would expect that the optimal choice would maximise the
weight in the preserved subspace (and hence minimise η∗), as any part of the state outside
the preserved subspace is entirely classical.

We now refer to the noise channel Φη∗
η as Φη to avoid notational clutter. Finally,

combining Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 gives us the noise channel ΦdB,η = Φη ◦ ΦdB
required

for equivalence (iii). We can now construct the set of Eve’s constrained attacks from
Eqs. (4.17) and (4.19) and Lemma 3.4, taking into account the flag-state squasher and
noise channels.

Remark 4.3 (Restricted attack set for loss and dark count noise channels). Let ΦdB,η ∈
Pos (Q,Q) be the noise channel ΦdB,η = Φη ◦ΦdB

. Further, let F η∗
e

j
be the jth round, ideal

flag-state squashed POVM element corresponding to event e, and λdB,η
min > 0 be such that

ΓdB,η
e ≥ λdB,η

min Π>1 holds for the real POVM element corresponding to event e. Further, let
the restricted attack set be constructed as

A :=

ASq ∈ C (A′n, QnEn)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ASq†

(
F η∗

e

j ⊗ I
)
≥ λdB,η

min

(
ASq† (IQ ⊗ I)−

1

PdB

0|0
ASq† (Π0 ⊗ I) − η∗

ηminPdB

0|0
ASq† (Π1 ⊗ I)

) ∀j

 ,
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where the identity I is over all unspecified spaces. Then A ⊃ Φ⊗n
noise ◦ Λ⊗n ◦ C (A′n, BnEn),

where Λ is the flag-state squasher [3, Theorem 1].

The proof is very similar to the proofs of Lemma 3.4 and Remark 4.1.

So far, we have constructed the noise channels assuming some fixed values of dark
count rates dB and detector efficiencies η. In practice, however, we often do not know
the exact values of the parameters2; either due to imperfect characterisation, or due to
partial adversarial control. Indeed, this was the central motivation of the noise channel
framework. We now detail the various aspects of the analysis that need to be modified to
extend it to the practically relevant case where all detector parameters are only known to
be in some range.

1. Subspace weight estimation λdB,η
min : This can be numerically computed for generic

linear optical detection setups by choosing the event e to be the set of all multi-click
outcomes as shown in [21, Section III], which builds on the analysis in Ref. [72].

2. Dark count cost 1 − PdB

0|0 : Note that our analysis (specifically, Remark 4.3) only

requires a lower bound on the probability of no dark counts PdB

0|0 , which can be
obtained from an upper bound on the individual dark count values.

3. Common efficiency η∗: This can be chosen to be any fixed value in the range

η∗ ∈
[

ηmin

1−(ηmax−ηmin)
, 1
]
. The lower bound on the permitted value of η∗ can be easily

ascertained by setting ηmin to be the lower bound of the range of detector efficiencies,
and ηmax to be the upper bound of the range of detector efficiencies.

Alternatively, we expect a more optimal solution to be to consider the common
efficiency η∗ to be a part of the channel.3 Thus, for the purpose of defining the ideal
POVM F⃗η∗ , the common efficiency η∗ can be set to be 1 without loss of generality.
The value of η∗ can then be optimised to minimise the efficiency cost as expanded
on below.

4. Efficiency cost 1 − ηmin

η∗
: As before, the analysis requires only an upper bound on

this cost. If η∗ is set to some fixed value and not given to the channel, then this
must be ascertained via setting ηmin to be the lower bound of the range of detector
efficiencies.

2In fact, the parameter values could vary across rounds.
3For e.g. as described in [73, Section IV. B.], [74, Section III C] or [75, Fig. 1] for a polarisation-encoded

BB84 setup.
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On the other hand, if the common efficiency η∗ is to be considered to be a part of the
channel, then the resulting efficiency cost is (ηmax − ηmin), which can be computed
from the range of detector efficiencies.

Technical aside 4.2 (Constrain 0-photon subspace for tighter constraint). The us-
age of the tighter constraint in Eq. (4.19), which distinguishes between Π0 and Π1 is
apparent in the construction of the set of restricted attacks in Remark 4.3. Apply-
ing this refinement, however, requires imposing an additional constraint on the weight
in the 0-photon subspace is needed. For clarity in its initial definition, this require-
ment is omitted from the description of restricted attacks in Remark 4.3. We refer the
interested reader to Chapters 5 and 6 for explicit examples of such a constraint.

4.3 Multimode extensions

We now briefly describe the extension of the noise channel constructions described in
Section 4.2 to the independent multimode model4 described in Section 2.2.7, where each
POVM element decomposes independently by mode as

ΓdB,η
i =

⊕
k

Γ
dB(k),η(k)
i .

Here, each block POVM Γ
dB(k), η(k)
i represents the single-mode POVM with parameters

dB(k),η(k) corresponding to mode k. The flag-state squasher is applied to squash each of
the blocks to its corresponding subspace Πk

m≤1 with no more than a single photon. Thus,
the preserved subspace Π≤1 :=

∑
k Πk

m≤1 corresponds to the space with each mode having
no more than a single photon. Note that this might not be finite-dimensional in general,
but as we shall see, this will not matter.

The usage of the flag-state squasher requires a bound on the weight outside the pre-
served subspace. This is obtained by finding λdB,η

min ≥ 0 such that ΓdB,η
e ≥ λdB,η

min Π>1 for
some event e (such as the event corresponding to multiple detectors clicking) as detailed
in Section 3.4.3. A complication arises because the losses η(k) are expected to vary sig-
nificantly between modes. This leads to a loose bound on λdB,η

min which must not have any

4More complicated multimode models, such as the one described in [18, Section 3], can be treated by
using Theorem 4.2 to adapt the proof of Theorem 4.4.
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mode dependence. This difficulty is resolved by absorbing the mode-dependent efficiencies
into the channel, thereby rescaling the efficiency of each mode so that ηmax(k) = 1.

Once the flag-state squasher is used, the noise channel ΦdB,η constructed in Theo-
rems 4.3 and 4.4 extends naturally to this multimode setting by acting on each block
independently5 ΦdB,η :=

⊕
k ΦdB(k),η(k). In this multimode setting, the dark count cost

1−PdB

0|0 is obtained from an upper bound on the dark count values across all detectors and

modes. Similarly, the common efficiency η∗ and efficiency cost 1 − ηmin

η∗
are obtained by

setting ηmin and ηmax to be the lower and upper bounds on the efficiency over all detectors
and modes, respectively.

After using the noise channel, the (flag-state squashed) POVM acts identically on every
mode, i.e. each POVM element decomposes as

Fmultimode
i =

⊕
k

Fi, (4.20)

where Fi is the single-mode flag-state squashed POVM. This can be shown to be equivalent
to the single-mode description as follows. Consider the channel

Λ

(⊕
k

ρk + off-diagonal terms

)
:=
∑
k

ρk, (4.21)

satisfies the squashing property Λ† [Fi] = Fmultimode
i for all POVM outcomes i.

Thus, after applying the noise channel and flag-state squasher, the multimode POVM
factors into independent single-mode components. Equivalently, there exists a channel Λ
that maps the multimode description to the single-mode one while preserving the squashing
property. Hence, the analysis of multimode setups reduces directly to the single-mode case
typically considered in the literature.

4.4 Concluding remarks

In this chapter, we have developed a general framework to rigorously address detector
imperfections. The results proved in this chapter can be used in conjunction with Corol-
lary 3.2 to prove security for QKD protocols with imperfect detection setups. In particular,

5Note that the noise channel described in this chapter act trivially on the flag space. Thus, here we
explicitly describe its action only on the preserved subspace.
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EAT-based proof techniques [14] can directly make use of the restricted set of Eve’s at-
tacks A constructed in Remark 4.3 to prove security. We will apply our results to the
postselection technique in Chapter 5, and to phase-error estimation-based proofs in Chap-
ter 6. Finally, we build on the ideas from this chapter to address correlated detectors in
Chapter 7.

We have also sketched an approach to incorporate the simple model of multimode
detection setups described in Section 2.2.7 into security proofs via Theorems 4.3 and 4.4.
We believe that the analysis of more complex models of multimode detection setups can
be similarly addressed by instead applying Theorems 4.1 and 4.2, and leave this for future
work.
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Chapter 5

Postselection technique for optical
QKD protocols

“If the only tool you have is a
hammer, you tend to see every
problem as a nail.”

— Abraham Maslow

The analysis of QKD protocols against IID attacks is well-studied [76, 52, 77, 78, 79]
due to its relative simplicity. However, such an assumption is not realistic, as a non-
IID attack is straightforward to implement. For example, Eve could decide to perform an
attack in every even round and do nothing in every odd round. The postselection technique
[10, 11] is a proof approach that reduces the security of a QKD protocol against general
attacks to its security against IID attacks. In this chapter, we will use the tools developed
in Chapters 3 and 4 to extend the applicability of the postselection technique to optical
prepare-and-measure protocols.

Before diving into the details of this security proof technique, we first give some intuition
about the core mathematical result — the de Finetti reduction [10, 80]. This is a more
general tool that has found use in more general quantum information processing tasks
[81, 82, 83].
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5.1 Motivating de Finetti reductions

A de Finetti reduction is a statement of the following form, made for any permutationally
invariant state ρAn :

ρAn ≤ gn,xτAn ,

where τAn is a mixture of IID states, and gn,x is a number that depends on the number of
rounds n as well as the dimension dA of the register A. The utility of such a statement
might not be immediately obvious, and so we attempt to motivate its utility by briefly
considering its application to concentration inequalities [84, 85, 86].

Notational aside 5.1 (Theorem or reduction?). In earlier works [10, 80], the de Finetti
statement was presented as a ‘de Finetti theorem’. To avoid conflation with the (classical
and quantum) de Finetti theorems [87, 88, 52], a later work [84] introduced the label
de Finetti reduction. We adopt that usage here and refer to it as a de Finetti reduction
throughout.

As described in Section 2.3, concentration inequalities are used to upper bound the
probability of “failure” Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad

ρAn ] (defined in Eq. (2.11)). This POVM is often invari-
ant under permutations, a property that arises because its defining set Ωbad is insensitive
to the ordering of the outcomes in z⃗.1 In this setting, the de Finetti reduction can be used
to reduce the problem of upper-bounding the probability of failure for an arbitrary state
ρAn , to that of bounding the probability of failure for an IID state σ⊗n

A .

Theorem 5.1 (Informal). Let Γz⃗∈Ωbad
be a permutationally-invariant matrix. Then for

any ρAn ∈ S◦(A
n), Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad

ρAn ] ≤ gn,x supσA∈S◦(τ) Tr
[
Γz⃗∈Ωbad

σ⊗n
A

]
, where S◦(τ) is the

set of IID states in the mixture τAn.

Proof Sketch. That Γz⃗∈Ωbad
is permutationally-invariant means that Γz⃗∈Ωbad

= π (Γz⃗∈Ωbad
)

for all permutations π. Thus,

Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad
ρAn ] =

1

n!

∑
π

Tr [π (Γz⃗∈Ωbad
) ρAn ] (5.1)

=
1

n!

∑
π

Tr
[
Γz⃗∈Ωbad

π−1 (ρAn)
]

(5.2)

=: Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad
ρ̄An ] , (5.3)

1For instance, the frequency estimation examples in Section 2.3 are of this type. A statistic such as
frequency depends only on the total count of each outcome, not on the order in which they appear.
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where Eq. (5.2) follows from the fact that the adjoint of the permutation map is its inverse.
Note that by definition, ρ̄An is a permutationally-invariant state. Thus, the de Finetti
reduction states that ρ̄An ≤ gn,xτAn . Inserting this into Eq. (5.3), we obtain

Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad
ρAn ] = Tr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad

ρ̄An ] (5.4)

≤ gn,xTr [Γz⃗∈Ωbad
τAn ] (5.5)

≤ gn,x sup
σA∈S◦(τ)

Tr
[
Γz⃗∈Ωbad

σ⊗n
A

]
, (5.6)

where the last inequality uses the fact that τAn is a mixture (i.e., a convex combination)
of IID states in S◦(τ).

Note the importance of the prefactor gn,x that appears in Theorem 5.1, which is directly
inherited from the prefactor in the de Finetti reduction. This prefactor can be interpreted
as the penalty incurred while using the de Finetti reduction to simplify the general analysis
to the IID case, as can be seen from Theorem 5.1. Additionally, note that the maximisation
over IID states in Eq. (5.6) can be restricted to all IID states in τAn . Both of these are
important points that we shall address when applying de Finetti reduction to QKD.

In summary, a de Finetti reduction is a statement of the following form, made for any
permutationally invariant state ρAn :

ρAn ≤ gn,xτAn ,

with two important points to note.

1. The prefactor gn,x is to be interpreted as a penalty that must be incurred when using
the de Finetti reduction. This penalty depends on the dimension of the local system
A.

2. τAn is a mixture of IID states. The IID states S◦(τ) that comprise this mixture are
the states that will be included in the corresponding IID analysis.

5.2 Choice of de Finetti reduction for QKD

The broad proof structure of the postselection technique is very similar to that of the proof
of Theorem 5.1 as follows:
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1. We start from the definition of εsec-secrecy in terms of Alice and Bob’s state after
Eve’s attack as stated in Eq. (3.7):

sup
ρAnBn∈S◦(AnBn)

TrBn [ρAnBn ]=TrA′n [(ρAA′ )⊗n]

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

)
[ρAnBnEn ]

∥∥∥
1
≤ εsec, (5.7)

where ρAnBnEn is a purification of the optimisation variable ρAnBn . For notational
conciseness, we define σ̂A := TrA′ [ρAA′ ].

2. We use permutational invariance of the QKD protocol2 to argue that the supremum
in Eq. (5.7) is achieved for a permutationally invariant state ρAnBn .

3. We use a de Finetti reduction ρAnBn ≤ gn,xτAnBn , where τAnBn is a mixture of IID
states. This gives

sup
ρAnBn∈S◦(AnBn)

TrBn [ρAnBn ]=σ̂⊗n
A

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

)
[ρAnBnEn ]

∥∥∥
1
⪅ gn,x sup

σAB∈S◦(τ)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

) [
σ⊗n
ABE

]∥∥∥
1
,

(5.8)

where the supremum is over the set S◦(τ) of all IID states σ⊗n
AB that are part of the

mixture τAnBn .

Thus, the security of a QKD protocol against general attacks is reduced to a security proof
against IID attacks. Once again, we must pay attention to the factors noted at the end of
Section 5.1: the penalty gn,x, and the set S◦(τ) of IID states that constitute the mixture
τAnBn .

Notational aside 5.2 (Penalty of reduction). The penalty function is defined as gn,x :=(
n+x−1
x−1

)
. In what follows, we only specify the value that x shall take.

The original proof of the postselection technique [10] required τAnBn to be a mixture over
all IID states with x = d2Ad

2
B. This results in the IID security proof to hold for all IID

states. While this is suitable for the analysis of EB protocols, this does not allow for
the inclusion of the fixed marginal constraint vital for the analysis of PM and MDI QKD
protocols as described in Section 3.3.

2To guarantee the permutational invariance of the protocol, a random permutation needs to be applied
to Alice and Bob’s measurement data [89, 11].
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This can be easily remedied by using [80, Corollary 3.2], which restricts τAnBn to be a
mixture of all IID states with the same (IID) fixed marginal as ρAnBn . This allows for its
application to PM and MDI protocols. However, directly applying this de Finetti reduction
results in the penalty being large; x = d2Ad

4
B.

Fortunately, simple modifications to the proof of this de Finetti reduction results in an
analogous result with x = d2Ad

2
B. Further, these results can be improved when it is known

that the state ρAnBn has some block-diagonal structure — as is commonly the case for op-

tical QKD protocols with threshold detection setups. In this case, x =
∑kA,kB

i,j=1

(
dAi
)2 (

dBj
)2

,

where dAi and dBj are the dimensions of the blocks of Alice’s and Bob’s systems, respec-
tively. As we show in Fig. 5.5, these improvements, summarised in Table 5.1, result in
huge improvements for the key rates. The proofs of these improved de Finetti reductions
are given in Appendix C.

Proved in Applicability Cost

Christandl et al. (2009) [10] EB QKD protocols x = d2Ad
2
B

Fawzi et al. (2015, Cor. 3.2)
[80]

EB, PM and MDI QKD proto-
cols

x = d2Ad
4
B

This work [11]
EB, PM and MDI QKD proto-
cols

x = d2Ad
2
B

IID-block-diagonal EB, PM and
MDI QKD protocols

x =

kA,kB∑
i,j=1

(dAi )2(dBj )2

Table 5.1: de Finetti reductions and their applicability to QKD protocols with penalty

parameter x in gn,x =

(
n+ x− 1

x− 1

)
. Our work derives de Finetti reductions with the

smallest penalty, without sacrificing applicability.

The (in)formal statement obtained at the end of this process is given below.

Theorem 5.2 (Informal). Let E (l)
QKD be a QKD protocol that is εsec-secret against all IID

attacks. Then, the QKD protocol E (l′)
QKD which hashes to length l′ = l−2 log(gn,x)−2 log

(
1
ε̃

)
is gn,x(4

√
εsec + ε̃)-secure against all general attacks. Here, ε̃ is a free parameter, and

gn,x =

(
n+ x− 1

x− 1

)
, where x depends on the exact protocol structure as summarised in

Table 5.1.
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Note that this holds for all types of QKD protocols, where PM and MDI QKD protocols
would have the required fixed marginal constraints in the IID proofs. We refer the reader
to [11, Section III.] for the full proof of this statement.

Technical aside 5.1 (Inaccuracy in [10]). The increase in secrecy parameter was
postulated to simply be gn,xεsec in [10]. However, we were unable to prove this claim,
and so settled for the worse, but rigorous bound stated in Theorem 5.2 (≈ gn,x

√
εsec).

We now discuss the subtleties to be kept in mind when applying the postselection technique
to infinite-dimensional optical protocols, and describe the use of the tools described in
Chapter 4 to address detector imperfections with the postselection technique.

5.3 Imperfect detection setups

Optical implementations are modelled in infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Therefore,
the postselection technique cannot be applied directly, since the cost diverges. We ob-
tain an effective finite-dimensional description by using squashing maps and source maps
as described in Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3. However, the use of these tools — specifically
squashing maps — requires care. In particular, the de Finetti reductions we use retain
only the fixed marginal constraint. Thus, if the flag-state squasher is applied before the
postselection technique, the IID security proof would have to hold against all IID attacks,
not just the restricted set described in Lemma 3.4. As described in Section 3.4.3, this
would result in trivial bounds. Accordingly, we must use the weight-preserving flag-state
squasher (WPFSS) described in Section 3.4.3.

This solution works well for perfect detection setups; for imperfect detection setups,
the noise channel constructions of Chapter 4 introduce an additional complication. In
particular, Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 assume that the flag-state squasher is applied first, and
that security is proved against a restricted set of attacks constructed in Remark 4.3. As
these steps do not commute, the argument must proceed in the following order:

1. Apply the WPFSS (Lemma 3.5 and Corollary 3.2); this reduces the security analysis
to a finite-dimensional protocol.

2. Apply the postselection technique (Theorem 5.2); this reduces the analysis to security
against all IID attacks.
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3. Apply the flag-state squasher ([3, Theorem 1]); this reduces the analysis to the
security of a flag-state squashed protocol against a restricted set of IID attacks
(Lemma 3.4).

4. Apply the noise channels (Chapter 4); this reduces the analysis to the security anal-
ysis of a protocol with perfect detectors against a restricted set of IID attacks.

For this chain of reasoning to be valid, we must verify that the noise channel constructions
remain applicable after applying the WPFSS. We discuss these details further below.

At first glance, one might expect that Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 could be directly applied
in Step 4 to establish security against untrusted loss and dark counts. The subtlety is
that the application of the WPFSS in Step 1 requires the event e used for the construction
of the restricted set Lemma 3.4 to be represented by a single POVM element as stated
in Remark 3.5. Consequently, before invoking the flag-state squasher, we fix a coarse-
graining of the POVM outcomes that constitute the event e, and work thereafter with the
corresponding coarse-grained POVM. In general, the conditions required for the proofs of
Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 might not be satisfied. However, for typical choices of this event e,
as we shall see, Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 remains unchanged.

We first formalise what it means to coarse-grain the POVM as a classical post-processing
of outcomes, in a form convenient for later use. A ‘coarse-graining’ is a classical post-
processing step whose corresponding stochastic matrix only consists of 1s and 0s. For
example, consider the passive BB84 detection setup and classically post-process all click
patterns that consist of more than a single click into a single ‘multi-click’ event. The
stochastic matrix corresponding to this post-processing is given by

Pcg =


1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 1



12︷ ︸︸ ︷
. (5.9)

The general structure of the argument is shown in Fig. 5.1. Each equivalence is an
equivalence of quantum-to-classical measurement channels.

• We start by considering a generic detection setup that uses threshold detectors with
dark counts and loss. Additionally, we allow for some classical post-processing P′

cg.
Although this can be chosen to be any arbitrary post-processing, we choose it to be
a coarse-graining for simplicity.
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Γ⃗dB,η P′
cg

Γ⃗η PdB P′
cg

Γ⃗η Pcg Pdc

ΛWPFSS F⃗η Pdc

ΛWPFSS ΛFSS
F⃗η

W
Pdc

ΛWPFSS ΛFSS ΦdB
F⃗η

WdB

ΛWPFSS ΛFSS ΦdB
Φη

F⃗η

WdB,η

~w�(i)

~w�(ii) ?

~w�(iii)

~w�(iv)

~w�(v) ?

~w�(vi)

Figure 5.1: A set of equivalences (as quantum-to-classical measurement channels) of de-
tection setups to use Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 with the postselection technique. Here, P′

cg

represents the classical post-processing carried out in the protocol, PdB is the dark count
post-processing, Pcg is the coarse-graining required for the WPFSS ΛWPFSS, and Pdc is the
post-processing fixed by Eq. (5.10). In the figure, olive post-processing maps represent free
choices that can be made to make equivalences (ii) and (v) hold. Orange post-processing
maps represent stochastic processes fixed by equivalences (i) and (iii).
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• Equivalence (i) follows from the fact that dark counts can be modelled as a classical
post-processing PdB as described in Section 2.2.5.

• Equivalence (ii) must be shown to hold; we need to find some stochastic matrix Pdc

such that

P′
cgPdB = PdcPcg. (5.10)

Here Pcg is the coarse-graining required for the WPFSS.

• Equivalence (iii) follows from the existence of the WPFSS. The postselection tech-
nique can then be used on the resulting finite-dimensional systems.

• Equivalence (iv) follows from the existence of the flag-state squasher [3, Theorem 1].

• Equivalence (v) follows from Theorem 4.3, if Pdc satisfies Eqs. (4.12) to (4.14).

• Equivalence (vi) follows from Theorem 4.4, assuming that the coarse-graining Pcg

used in the WPFSS preserves the single-click and no-click events, as is commonly the
case.3

The validity of equivalences (ii) and (v) depends on the coarse-graining Pcg needed for
the WPFSS. As explained above, the coarse-graining Pcg must have the event e used to
bound the weight outside the preserved subspace (Lemma 3.4) as one of the coarse-grained
POVM elements. In general, for different protocol-dependent choices [71, 63] of the weight
estimation event, these equivalences would have to be checked on a case-by-case basis.
Fortunately, for the more generic choice of weight estimation event described in Ref. [72,
Section VII. F.], we can check the validity of these equivalences independent of protocol
choice4, which we now proceed to discuss.

The weight estimation in [72], which can be applied to any passive detection setup,
uses the event consisting of any click pattern with more than a single click. The coarse-
graining Pcg corresponding to this weight estimation event does nothing to the no-click
and single-click event, but considers the rest of the events to be a single multi-click event.

3Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 can be used before or after Theorem 4.4 to address more general forms of
imperfections.

4This is a valid choice for all passive linear-optical protocols, as described in [72].
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Concretely, the stochastic matrix corresponding to this coarse-graining is given by

Pcg =


1 0 0 0 0
0

0
0 0 0 1 1

InS 0nS×nM


︸ ︷︷ ︸
nM

︸ ︷︷ ︸
nS

, (5.11)

where nS is the number of single-click events, and nM is the number of multi-click events.

For this coarse-graining, we shall verify that there exists a classical post-processing Pdc

that satisfies Eq. (5.10). First, we set the coarse-graining P′
cg performed in the protocol

to be the same as the coarse-graining Pcg described in Eq. (5.11). Further, we need to
make the physically motivated assumption that the dark count post-processing PdB does
not turn multi-clicks into no-click or single-click events, i.e.

PdB

i|m = 0, (5.12)

for all i ∈ {0} ∪ S, and m ∈M . Thus, the dark count post-processing can be written as a
block-matrix whose top-right block is zero as

PdB =

(
PdB

MC |MC 0(nS+1)×nM

PdB

M |MC PdB

M |M

)nS + 1︷ ︸︸ ︷ nM︷ ︸︸ ︷
. (5.13)

Importantly, the 0(nS+1)×nM
block along with the fact that PdB

M |M is a stochastic matrix can

be used to verify from explicit computation that the following ansatz satisfies Eq. (5.10)
(and hence, equivalence (ii)):

Pdc =


0

0

s1M |MC snS+1
M |MC 1

PdB
MC |MC


nS + 1︷ ︸︸ ︷

, (5.14)

where siM |MC is the sum of all elements in the ith column of PdB

M |MC .

Moreover, it is straightforward to verify that this post-processing Pdc satisfies Eqs. (4.12)
to (4.14). Thus, Theorem 4.3 can be used to show that equivalence (v) holds. We
have hence shown that the postselection technique can be used with the noise chan-
nel constructions described in Chapter 4 with an appropriate choice of coarse-graining
Pcg.
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Technical aside 5.2 (Only IID imperfections). The noise channel constructions elim-
inating the dependence of the POVM on dark counts and loss must be made after the
reduction to IID. Thus, the postselection technique, which requires the measurements
to be IID, cannot accommodate any variance in dark count rates or loss across proto-
col rounds. Additionally, if we consider multimode detection setups, the postselection
technique cannot be used as before applying the noise channels; the multimode POVM
is still infinite-dimensional, even after squashing (see Section 4.3).

5.4 Decoy-state protocols

We now analyse the dimension dA of Alice’s subsystem. If Alice prepares pure states,
the dimension dA is always finite. This can be seen as follows. The shield system AS

constructed in Lemma 3.1 to contain a purification of Alice’s prepared states is trivial (one-
dimensional). So, the source-replaced state constructed in Lemma 3.2 has the dimension
dA of Alice’s system A to be the number of states prepared by Alice, which is finite.
Consequently, any infiniteness in the description can only arise from the shield system
AS.

Notational aside 5.3. There is a slight discrepancy in notation here. Throughout
most of this chapter, A denoted the system subject to the fixed marginal constraint, i.e.
Alice’s measured subsystem together with its shield AS. From now on, we distinguish
these explicitly: A is Alice’s measured subsystem and AS the shield system. The fixed
marginal constraint applies to AAS.

In general, if Alice prepares infinite-dimensional mixed states, her purifying shield sys-
tem AS is infinite-dimensional. In this case, source maps (using Corollary 3.1) allow us
to reduce the effective dimension of the shield system to a finite value. The existence of
such a source map needs to be applied on a case-by-case basis. We now detail this process
for a widely used family of QKD protocols, crucial for long-distance QKD — decoy-state
protocols [59, 60, 61].

Decoy-state protocols are often implemented with phase-randomised laser pulses. Each

pulse has the form ρa,µ =
∞⊕

m=0

p(m | µ)ρa,m ∈ S◦

(
∞⊕

m=0

Hm

)
with varying intensity µ and

encoding choice a. As described in Section 3.4.2, a tagging source map can be constructed
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for these phase-randomised laser pulses to reduce the security analysis to that of a protocol
with a tagged laser source [62] (see Lemma 3.3):

ξa,µ =

Nph⊕
m=0

p(m | µ)ρa,m +

1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ)

 |a, µ⟩⟨a, µ| , (5.15)

where {|a, µ⟩}a,µ form an orthonormal basis for a space orthogonal to the physical photon-

number subspace
⊕Nph

m=0 Hm. The photon-number cut-off Nph ∈ N can be chosen freely
while constructing the source map, but the choice impacts the key rate.

In particular, increasing the photon-number cut-off Nph increases the dimension of the
shield system, and hence dimension-dependent cost gn,x incurred due to the application
of the postselection technique. In contrast, decreasing Nph increases the probability of
emitting a classical tag, which gives Eve more power in the IID security analysis. We now
make these costs precise.

5.4.1 Construction of shield system for decoy-state protocols

We first explicitly construct the fixed marginal state for a tagged laser source. This will
enable us to calculate the dimensions of Alice’s subsystems AAS for a decoy-state protocol.

In this subsection, we assume the typical case in which the m-photon states ρa,m =:
|ζa,m⟩⟨ζa,m| are all pure.5 With this assumption, the tagged source described by Eq. (5.15)
can be purified as

|ξa,µ⟩ASA′ =

Nph∑
m=0

√
p(m | µ) |m⟩AS

⊗ |ζa,m⟩A′ +

√√√√1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ) |tag⟩AS
⊗ |a, µ⟩A′ ,

(5.16)

where |tag⟩ is a state orthogonal to {|m⟩}Nph

m=0. Let there be nint intensities used in the
decoy-state analysis. Then, using the source replacement scheme described in Eq. (3.5),

5If they are mixed, a similar analysis would apply, while carefully tracking the portion of the shield
system corresponding to purifying the m-photon states ρa,m.
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we can obtain the fixed marginal

σ̂AAS
= TrA′ [ρAASA′ ]

=

dA,nint∑
a,a′=1
µ,ν

√
p(a, µ) p(a′, ν) |a, µ⟩⟨a′, ν|A ⊗ TrA′

[
|ξa,µ⟩⟨ξa′,ν |ASA′

]

=

dA,nint∑
a,a′=1
µ,ν

√
p(a, µ) p(a′, ν) |a, µ⟩⟨a′, ν|A ⊗



Nph∑
m=0

√
p(m | µ) p(m | ν) ⟨ζa′,m|ζa,m⟩ |m⟩⟨m|+√√√√√

1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ)

1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | ν)

 |tag⟩⟨tag|


.

(5.17)

Hence, the fixed marginal is block-diagonal in the photon number, with one extra ‘tag’
block. These Nph + 2 blocks, each have dimension at most nintdA.6

The effective dimension can be decreased further since the fixed marginal σ̂AAS
con-

structed in Eq. (5.17) is not full rank, as we now show. For notational brevity, define

p(tag | µ) := 1 −
∑Nph

m=0 p(m | µ). In what follows, we will break up the fixed marginal
σ̂AAS

into blocks similarly to Eq. (5.17). We then compute the rank of the state in each
block by looking at the Schmidt rank of the purification of the block [57, Eq. (2)].

6Indeed, this is the dimension that would need to be used when accounting for phase imperfections in
decoy-state protocols [63].
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To compute the rank of σ̂AAS
we consider ρAASA′ =: |ψ⟩⟨ψ|AASA′ , where

|ψ⟩AASA′ =
∑
a,µ,m

√
p(a, µ) p(m | µ) |a, µ⟩A ⊗ |m⟩AS

⊗ |ζa,m⟩A′

+
∑
a,µ

√
p(a, µ) p(tag | µ) |a, µ⟩A ⊗ |tag⟩AS

⊗ |a, µ⟩A′

=

Nph∑
m=0

√
p(m) |m⟩AS

⊗

(∑
a,µ

√
p(a, µ | m) |a, µ⟩A ⊗ |ζa,m⟩A′

)

+
√
p(tag) |tag⟩AS

⊗

(∑
a,µ

√
p(a, µ | tag) |a, µ⟩A ⊗ |a, µ⟩A′

)
.

(5.18)

=:

Nph∑
m=0

√
p(m) |m⟩AS

⊗ |ψm⟩AA′ +
√
p(tag) |tag⟩AS

⊗ |ψtag⟩AA′ . (5.19)

Here, Eq. (5.18) follows from applying Bayes’ theorem, p(m)p(a, µ | m) = p(a, µ)p(m |
a, µ), where the photon number m and encoding choice a are independent, p(m | a, µ) =
p(m | µ).

The rank of TrA′ [ |ψm⟩⟨ψm| ] corresponds to the Schmidt rank of |ψm⟩ [57, Eq. (2)],
which is at most the span of {|ζa,m⟩}dAa=1. Let this number be dAm for the m-photon subspace.

Then, the fixed marginal σ̂AAS
consists of blocks of dimension {dAm}

Nph

m=0 in addition to nintdA
tagged blocks of dimension 1.

Technical aside 5.3 (Improvement over [11]). Each dAm ≤ dA, as the states |ζa,m⟩ do
not depend on the number of intensity settings nint. Thus, this is a strict improvement
over the existing bound [11, Appendix D 1], which used the looser bound dAm = nintdA
for all blocks.

5.4.2 IID decoy-state analysis for tagged sources

When using the postselection technique, the security analysis must be performed using
the shield system associated with the tagged states (see Section 5.4.1). This setup differs
slightly from the standard decoy-state analysis [60, 61], which is formulated in terms of fully
phase-randomised laser pulses. However, we show that the tagged-state formulation can
be reduced to the standard analysis. For pedagogical clarity, we restrict our explanation
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to the asymptotic case; the extension to the finite-size regime follows directly from the
suitable application of concentration inequalities [90].

Under the IID attack setting, the security proof reduces to obtaining a lower bound on
a single-round entropic quantity [77, 91], over the set of states consistent with the observed
data. Using properties of this entropy, together with the block-diagonal structure of the
prepared states, the entropic quantity admits a lower bound given by the contribution
from the single photon block (see, e.g. Ref. [71]). However, the relevant observations are
not directly accessible for the single-photon block. Thus, the decoy-state analysis aims to
infer bounds on the single-photon block from the observed statistics of phase-randomised
coherent states [63]:

opt.
Φ

Tr [Φ [ρa′,1]Fj]

s.t. Tr [Φ [ξa,µ]Fl] = γl|a,µ ∀l, a, µ
Φ ∈ C (A′, B) ,

(5.20)

where {Fi} is Bob’s squashed POVM. Here, ‘opt.’ indicates that separate optimisations
are performed to find the minimum and maximum values. This is a semidefinite program
(SDP) that can be numerically computed.

Although the above is an SDP, its structure allows a direct reduction to a simpler linear
program to save on computation time as follows. The constraints can be simplified as

γl|a,µ = Tr [Φ [ξa,µ]Fl]

=

Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ)Tr [Φ [ρa,m]Fl] + (1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ))Tr [Φ [|k, µ⟩⟨k, µ|]Fl] . (5.21)

Next, defining p(detl | a,m) = Tr [Φ [ρa,m]Fl], and p(detl | a, µ, tag) = Tr [Φ [|a, µ⟩⟨a, µ|]Fl]
allows us to recast the generalised decoy-state SDPs described in Eq. (5.20) into linear
programs as

opt. p(detj | a′, 1)

s.t.

Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ)p(detl | a,m) + (1 −
Nph∑
m=0

p(m | µ))p(detl | a, µ, tag) = γl|a,µ ∀ l, a, µ

0 ≤ p(detl | a,m) ≤ 1

0 ≤ p(detl | a, µ, tag) ≤ 1.
(5.22)

Finally, this can be recast into the standard form [60, 61] by using 0 and 1 as the lower
and upper limits of p(detl | k, µ, tag) in the linear program constraints. These formulations
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make it clear that increasing the photon-number cut-off Nph would increase the IID key
rates, at the cost of the increased penalty for the postselection technique.

5.5 Concrete application

So far we have made rigorous the framework to apply the postselection technique to optical
prepare-and-measure protocols (including decoy-state protocols). In this section, we first
summarise the various results in this chapter, before illustrating our results by applying
them to the time-bin encoded three-state protocol.

5.5.1 Recipe for application

Recall that the postselection technique reduces the problem of proving security against
general attacks to proving security against IID attacks, while paying some penalty for the
reduction (Theorem 5.2). In practice, this can be used as follows:

1. Choose a target secrecy parameter εsec based on the application in mind.

2. Determine penalty of using the postselection technique as gn,x =
(
n+x−1
x−1

)
≤
(

e(n+x−1)
x−1

)x−1

.

Steps 2a and 2b can be carried out in any order.

(a) Apply tagging [62] to reduce the effective dimensions of Alice’s subsystem to a
finite number.

Alice’s subsystems (including the shield system) for decoy-state protocols have

Nph + 2 blocks whose dimensions {dAm}
Nph

m=0 ∪ {nintdA} depend on Alice’s state
preparation as detailed in Section 5.4.1. Here, Nph is the photon-number cut-off
used when tagging the phase-randomised coherent state, nint is the number of
intensities used for the decoy analysis, and dA is the number of encoding setting
choices used by Alice.

(b) Apply the WPFSS7 to reduce the effective dimensions of Bob’s subsystem to a
finite number.

The POVM (see Section 3.4.3 for details on the POVM construction) consists
of blocks corresponding to the total incoming photon number or flag states. For

7This involves computing a lower bound on the minimum eigenvalue λmin of the POVM element corre-
sponding to the weight-estimation event e as described in Section 3.4.3.
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an optical setup which uses two modes to encode the bit information, Bob’s
subsystem has blocks with dimensions {dBm}Nm=0, where dBm = m+ 1, in addition
to nmeas (flag) blocks, each of dimension 1. Here, N is the photon-number cut-off
used when applying the WPFSS, and nmeas is the number of POVM outcomes.

(c) Compute the penalty parameter from Steps 2b and 2a;

x =

Nph∑
m=0

dAm
2

+ nintdA

( N∑
m=0

(m+ 1)2 + nmeas

)
, (5.23)

and use it to compute the penalty gn,x.

3. Choose value of free parameter ε̃ (in principle this value can be optimised over).

4. Apply Theorem 5.2 to reduce the analysis to proving εIID-secrecy against IID attacks

with secrecy parameter εIID =
(

εsec−gn,xε̃

4gn,x

)2
.

(a) To address detector imperfections, apply the flag-state squasher and the results
of Chapter 4 and Section 5.3.

(b) Compute key length l for the resultant protocol (see for e.g. [90] for a security
proof of decoy-state protocols against IID attacks).

5. Use key length l′ = l−2 log(gn,x)−2 log(1/ε̃) as the final hash length for the protocol.
This protocol is εsec-secret against general attacks.

5.5.2 Optical setup

We first describe the optical setup of the time-bin encoded three-state protocol depicted
in Fig. 5.2.

We consider a protocol where Alice uses a laser source to prepare a phase-randomised
coherent state in two time-bin modes as follows:

0, µ: |0⟩ ⊗
∣∣√µeiθ〉

1, µ:
∣∣√µeiθ〉⊗ |0⟩

+, µ:
∣∣∣√µeiθ√

2

〉
⊗
∣∣∣√µeiθ√

2

〉
,
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Laser IM VA
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50/50 50/50 50/50 50/50
t

1

1-t
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3 4 5

η1, d1

η2, d2

Figure 5.2: Schematics of the implementation of the three-state protocol as in [4]. The
numbers below the beam splitters reflect their transmissivity. IM and VA refer to intensity
modulator and variable attenuator respectively.

where the phase θ ∈ [0, 2π) is uniformly random. The variable attenuator and intensity
modulator serve to choose the values of the encoding {0, 1,+} and intensity µ. Bob’s
measurement setup is identical to that considered in [63, 4] as depicted in Fig. 5.2. This
consists of a passive beam splitter which chooses between the ‘Z-basis’ arm, which measures
the time-of-arrival of the pulses, and the ‘X-basis’ arm, which consists of a Mach-Zehnder
interferometer. Note that the Mach-Zehnder interferometer only uses one detector to
minimise implementation costs.

The basis choice beam splitter has reflectivity t ∈ [tmin, tmax]. Both detectors here
are threshold detectors, with efficiencies η1, η2 ∈ [ηmin, ηmax] and dark count rates d1, d2 ∈
[0, dmax]. The exact values of the ranges are parameters that will be set later. For sim-
plicity, we assume that the 50:50 beam splitters that form a part of the Mach-Zehnder
interferometer are perfect, though variations of the same ideas we use for the rest of the
imperfections would extend to these imperfections as well.

We now follow the recipe described in Section 5.5.1. First, we pick the target secrecy
parameter εsec to be 2 × 10−12.

5.5.3 Tagging

We must use tagged states for the security proof as described in Section 5.4. We compute
the dimension of the blocks of the resultant fixed marginal described in Section 5.4.1.
For the three-state protocol, the states prepared in each photon-number subspace are
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pure. Thus, the dimension dAm of the m-photon block is given by the number of linearly
independent states sent in the m-photon subspace. For m = 0, this is just the vacuum
state. For m = 1, all three states sent lie in the two dimensional space spanned by
{|0⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ , |1⟩ ⊗ |0⟩}. All other blocks are dA = 3-dimensional as there are 3 encodings.

5.5.4 Applying the WPFSS

To apply the WPFSS, we define the weight-estimation event e to be any click pattern that
records a click in both detectors, while ignoring all clicks in the middle time slot of the
Mach-Zehnder interferometer. That is, the event corresponding to click patterns which
contain at least one of time bin 1 or 2, and contain at least one of 3 or 5 (see Fig. 5.2).

Having fewer outcomes leads to a smaller flag space, which is beneficial in reducing
the penalty of using the postselection technique (Step 5.23). Thus, we coarse-grain the
outcomes to the outcome in which no detector clicks, the outcomes in which a single
detector in a single time bin clicks, the weight-estimation event e, and all other outcomes
grouped into one. This coarse-graining results in 8 flag states (corresponding to 8 coarse-
grained POVM outcomes). For the simulations here, we choose the photon-number cut-off
to be 1. Thus, Bob’s system consists of 1 block of dimension 2 (qubit space), and 9 blocks
of dimension 1 (vacuum and flags).

If we assume unit efficiencies, we can use the results proved in Appendix C of Ref. [63],
to find

λmin

(
Π≤NΓeΠ≤N

)
≥ 1 − tN+1 −

(
1 − t

4

)N+1

+

(
3t

4

)N+1

, (5.24)

where t is Bob’s basis-choice beam-splitting ratio. We now construct an equivalent de-
tection setup with unit efficiencies in order to use a modified version of this result that
accounts for the detection setup parameter ranges.

Equivalent detection setup

We first use the characterisation of a detector with efficiency η described in Section 2.2.6;
that of a beam splitter with transmissivity η followed by a lossless detector. The missing
detector can always be preceded by a beam splitter of any transmissivity. This is depicted
in Fig. 5.3a. Since both beam splitters at both outputs of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer
have the same transmissivity, this can be equivalently represented as a single beam splitter
at the input of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer, as depicted in Fig. 5.3b.
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Bob

50/50 50/50
t

1-t

η1

η2

η2

(a) Detectors with efficiency ηi represented as
beam splitters with transmissivity ηi followed
by lossless detectors for the three-state protocol
detection setup.

Bob

50/50 50/50
t

1-t

η1

η2

(b) The common loss can be pulled to the input
arm of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer.

Figure 5.3: Simplifying the description of the detection setup with lossy detectors.

Next, we use ideas from [33, Section 1.5] to pull both beam splitters that represent
the loss before the basis-choice beam splitter. Doing so would also change the basis choice
beam-splitting ratio. This is depicted in Fig. 5.4. It is sufficient to show that this equiv-
alence holds for any coherent states, as these form a basis for the entire space (of opera-
tors). We establish this as follows. Any coherent state |α⟩ input into the setup depicted

in Fig. 5.4a has output
∣∣∣√(1 − t) η1 α

〉
⊗ |

√
t η2 α⟩. Any coherent state |α⟩ input into the

setup depicted in Fig. 5.4b has output
∣∣∣√η′ (1 − t∗)α

〉
⊗
∣∣√η′ t∗ α〉. This holds if

(1 − t) η1 = η′ (1 − t∗)

t η2 = η′ t∗.

Adding both equations gives η′ = t η2 + (1 − t) η1. This is a convex combination of η1
and η2, and hence lies between the maximum and minimum of the two. Consequently,
η′ ∈ [0, 1] is well-defined. We can use this to solve for the effective beam-splitting ratio t∗:

t∗ =
t η2

t η2 + (1 − t) η1
(5.25)

t∗min := tmin
ηmin

ηmax

≤ t∗ ≤ tmax
ηmax

ηmin

=: t∗max, (5.26)
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t

1-t

η1

η2
(a) Zooming in on the part of the equivalent
detection setup analysed.

t*
1-t*

η'

(b) The losses can be pulled to the input arm
of the basis-choice beam splitter, with some
change in the splitting ratio.

Figure 5.4: Simplifying the description of the detection setup with lossy detectors.

where we have used the ranges of the beam-splitting ratio and efficiencies to bound the ef-
fective beam-splitting ratio in Eq. (5.26). Note that although the upper bound in Eq. (5.26)
can be larger than 1, the true value of the effective beam-splitting ratio t∗ given in Eq. (5.25)
cannot be larger than 1:

t∗ =
t η2

t η2 + (1 − t) η1

=
1

1 + (1−t) η1
t η2

≤ 1.

Thus, the effective beam-splitting ratio t∗ ∈ [0, 1] is also well-defined.

The common loss η′ can now be considered to be a part of Eve’s channel. Thus, we
have reduced the detection setup in Fig. 5.2 to one without loss, but with a modified
beam-splitting ratio. Thus, using the results proved in [63, Appendix C], we can obtain
the required bound

λmin

(
Π≤NΓeΠ≤N

)
≥ 1 − (t∗)N+1 −

(
1 − t∗

4

)N+1

+

(
3t∗

4

)N+1

≥ 1 − (t∗max)
N+1 −

(
1 − t∗min

4

)N+1

+

(
3t∗min

4

)N+1

.

As our analysis uses the single-photon cut-off N = 1, we can straightforwardly derive a
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tighter and simpler bound:

λmin

(
Π≤1ΓeΠ≤1

)
≥ 1 − (t∗)2 −

(
1 − t∗

4

)2

+

(
3t∗

4

)2

(5.27)

=
t∗

2
− 16 (t∗)2 + (t∗)2 − 9 (t∗)2

16
(5.28)

=
1

2
t∗ (1 − t∗) (5.29)

≥ 1

2
t∗min (1 − t∗max) =: λmin. (5.30)

This is the bound that we shall use in our key length computations.

Finally, we are able to apply the WPFSS8 with the bound (Eq. (5.30)) we have derived.
The dimensional-dependent term from Eq. (5.23) can be then be computed;

x =

Nph∑
m=0

dAm
2

+ nintdA

( N∑
m=0

(m+ 1)2 + nmeas

)
(5.31)

=
(
1 + 22 + (Nph − 1) · 32 + 3nint

)
· (1 + 4 + 8) , (5.32)

where nint is the number of intensity settings chosen, and Nph is the photon-number cut-off
used while tagging the phase-randomised states.

5.5.5 Application of noise channels

We follow the steps described in Section 5.3 to use the results of Chapter 4. In particular,
we apply the six equivalences in Fig. 5.1, then address the imperfect beam splitter via
Theorem 4.1.

Equivalence (i): The equivalence follows from the fact that dark counts can be viewed
as a post-processing, as described in Section 5.3.

Equivalence (ii): Although the coarse-graining used for the weight estimation is slightly
different from that considered in Section 5.3, a similar analysis allows us to swap the coarse-
graining and the dark count post-processing. The swapped dark count post-processing
obtained satisfies Eqs. (4.12) to (4.14), which will be useful in establishing equivalence (v).

8Technically, we also need to worry about the dark counts. However, as discussed in Section 5.3, we
treat dark counts as a classical post-processing which will be pulled into the channel (see Section 5.5.5).
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Equivalence (iii): The WPFSS can be applied as described in Section 5.5.4. At this
point, the postselection technique (Theorem 5.2) can be applied to restrict Eve’s attacks
to IID.

Equivalence (iv): The flag-state squasher [3, Theorem 1] can be applied. We describe
the restriction of Eve’s attacks in terms of a constraint on the weight W of the IID state
shared by Alice and Bob outside the preserved subspace:

W := Tr
[
Π≤1ρAQ

]
≤ Tr [FeρAQ]

λmin

, (5.33)

where λmin is defined in Eq. (5.30).

Equivalence (v): This follows from the fact that the swapped dark count post-processing
satisfies Eqs. (4.12) to (4.14), as stated in equivalence (ii). Thus, applying Theorem 4.3
we obtain the weight constraint,

1 −WdB := Tr
[
Π≤1ρ

dB
AQ

]
≥ (1 − dmax)

5W, (5.34)

where (1 − dmax)
5 is the minimum probability that none of the 5 time bins encounter a

dark count.

Equivalence (vi): In Section 5.5.4, we constructed an equivalent detection setup which
has no loss. Thus, we do not need to use Theorem 4.4. However, the basis-choice beam
splitter of this equivalent setup is imperfect, i.e, the effective beam-splitting ratio t∗ can
take any value in the range t∗ ∈ [t∗min, t

∗
max], as given in Eq. (5.26). Hence, we apply

Theorem 4.2 to accommodate this imperfection as described below.

In the preserved subspace Π≤1, all POVM elements other than the single-click and no-
click outcomes are given by the 0 matrix. Thus, the POVM elements, projected onto the
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preserved subspace Π≤1 can be listed as

Π≤1F
t∗

no-clickΠ≤1 = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| +
t∗

4
(|0⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ + |1⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) (⟨0| ⊗ ⟨1| + ⟨1| ⊗ ⟨0|)

Π≤1F
t∗

1 Π≤1 = (1 − t∗) |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|
Π≤1F

t∗

2 Π≤1 = (1 − t∗) |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Π≤1F
t∗

3 Π≤1 =
t∗

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

Π≤1F
t∗

4 Π≤1 =
t∗

4
(− |0⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ + |1⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) (−⟨0| ⊗ ⟨1| + ⟨1| ⊗ ⟨0|)

Π≤1F
t∗

5 Π≤1 =
t∗

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Π≤1F
t∗

othersΠ≤1 = 0.

(5.35)

In particular, the POVM elements have the same structure as that of an active basis choice
with probability t∗ : (1 − t∗). Using

t∗min

t∗max

t∗max = t∗min ≤ t∗

t∗min

t∗max

(1 − t∗max) ≤
t∗min

t∗max

(1 − t∗) ≤ (1 − t∗),

(5.36)

In the vacuum subspace, the only non-zero POVM element corresponds to the no-click
outcome. As this does not depend on any detection setup parameters, we choose the
ideal POVM to be identical to the real POVM in this subspace. Thus, the deviation from
ideality q0 in this subspace is 0.

In the single-photon subspace, it is straightforward to show that F⃗1; t∗ ≥ t∗min

t∗max
F⃗1; t∗max

.

A similar computation results in F⃗1; t∗ ≥ 1−t∗max

1−t∗min
F⃗1; t∗min

. Thus, we have the freedom to use

Theorem 4.2 either with ideal POVM F⃗0 ⊕ F⃗1; t∗max
or F⃗0 ⊕ F⃗1; t∗min

, with corresponding

deviation metric q1 = ∆t
t∗max

or q1 = ∆t
1−t∗min

, respectively. Here, ∆t := t∗max − t∗min. As we

consider the case with tmax < 0.5, the choice with the smallest deviation metric q is

Ideal POVM: F⃗0 ⊕ F⃗1; t∗min

Deviation metrics: q0 = 0

q1 =
∆t

1 − t∗min

.

(5.37)
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In order to bound the final weight outside the preserved subspace after applying The-
orem 4.2 we need to upper bound the weight in the single-photon subspace. We do this as
follows. Observe from Eq. (5.35) that F t∗

Z := F t∗
1 +F t∗

2 is such that Π1F
t∗
Z Π1 = (1− t∗)Π1.

Thus,

Tr
[
ρdB
AQΠ1

]
=

Tr
[
Π1F

t∗
Z Π1ρ

dB
AQ

]
1 − t∗

≤
Tr
[
F t∗
Z ρ

dB
AQ

]
1 − t∗

≤
Tr
[
F t∗
Z ρ

dB
AQ

]
1 − t∗max

This results in the final weight constraint,

1 −W final = Tr
[
ρdB
AQΠ0

]
+ (1 − q1)Tr

[
ρdB
AQΠ1

]
(5.38)

= Tr
[
ρdB
AQΠ≤1

]
− q1Tr

[
ρdB
AQΠ1

]
(5.39)

≥ 1 −WdB − q1
Tr
[
F t∗
Z ρ

dB
AQ

]
1 − t∗max

(5.40)

= (1 − dmax)
5

(
1 − Tr [FeρAQ]

λmin

)
− ∆t

(1 − t∗min)(1 − t∗max)
Tr [FZρAQ] . (5.41)

5.5.6 Results

As stated earlier, we chose the target secrecy parameter εsec = 2 × 10−12. We also heuris-
tically choose ε̃ = εsec/2gn,x. This gives the IID security parameter

εIID =

(
εsec − gn,xε̃

4gn,x

)2

=

(
εsec

8gn,x

)2

. (5.42)

We do not explain the details of the (variable-length) IID decoy-state security proof here,
and instead refer the interested reader to Ref. [90]. The simulation parameters are listed
in Table 5.2 for reference.

To illustrate the impact of our improvements to the de Finetti reduction, we first
assume that there are no imperfections; that the detection setup parameters are all known
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Parameter Value Notes

IID secrecy parameter εIID εIID = (εsec/8gn,x)2 Computed in Eq. (5.42).

Privacy amplification por-
tion of secrecy parameter
εPA

εPA = εIID/2 Quantifies probability of privacy am-
plification failing.

Parameter estimation por-
tion of secrecy parameter
εAT

εAT = εIID/2 Quantifies probability of parameter
estimation failing.

Number of protocol rounds
n

n = 1012

Test sample size 0.05n Fraction of signals used for testing.

Channel attenuation 0.16 dB/km Assumed loss-only channel for sim-
plicity.

Basis-choice beam-splitting
ratio t̄

t̄ = 0.1 Midpoint of range of possible values.
The setup without imperfections uses
this as the fixed beam-splitting ratio.

Detector efficiencies η̄ η̄ = 0.6 Midpoint of range of possible values.
The setup without imperfections uses
this as the fixed efficiency for both de-
tectors.

Maximum dark count rate
dmax

dmax = 10−8 The setup without imperfections as-
sumes the dark count rate to be 0.

Probability of Z-basis
preparation

pZ = 0.9

Decoy intensity 0.01 Only one decoy intensity (total two in-
tensities) used.

Signal intensity Numerical optimisation to find value.

Probability of choosing sig-
nal intensity

1/2

Tagging photon-number
cut-off Nph

Nph = 2

Table 5.2: Simulation parameters used for secret key rate plots. We do not optimise all
the values.
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exactly (as listed in the Table 5.2), and the dark count rate is 0. With this assumption,
we compare the postselection key rates against distance in Fig. 5.5 with varying penalty
terms as follows:

Figure 5.5: Plots demonstrating the performance of the postselection technique for the
three-state protocol, and highlighting the importance of our improvements.

1. IID: We plot the key lengths as a function of distance under the assumption that
Eve’s attack is always IID, which corresponds to no postselection penalty. This serves
as an upper bound for the key length plots.

2. Postselection with block-diagonal improvement: We plot the key lengths obtained
from using block-diagonal structure to minimise the postselection penalty. The
penalty factor x, described in Eq. (5.31), can be evaluated to be x = 260.

3. Postselection with no improvement: Directly applying [80, Corollary 3.2] gives no
key rates for any distance. This highlights the importance of our improvements.

4. Postselection with generic improvement: We plot the key lengths obtained without
using block-diagonal structure, resulting in x = 5184.

Next, we illustrate the effect of imperfections on the key rates. We consider the beam-
splitting ratio and efficiencies to be in varying intervals about the fixed midpoints, t̄ = 0.2
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and η̄ = 0.6, respectively. We simultaneously vary the ranges of the beam-splitting ratio
and detector efficiencies, i.e., we consider the beam-splitting ratio and detector efficiencies
to be in ranges9

t ∈ [t̄(1 − ∆), t̄(1 + ∆)]

ηi ∈ [η̄(1 − ∆), η̄(1 + ∆)],
(5.43)

for the same parameter deviation ∆. In Fig. 5.6, we plot the key rates for parameter
deviations up to ∆ = 30%. We set the maximum dark count rate to be 10−8.

These results demonstrate that our noise channel framework can tolerate significant
detector imperfections while maintaining near-optimal key rates. Part of this high per-
formance is due to the noise channel construction of Theorem 4.2, where the penalty for
imperfections is incurred only on the detected rounds. Thus, our treatment of detector
imperfections scales favourably with loss. However, we do not fully understand why the
security proof is so highly resistant to imperfections. This could be a feature of this specific
protocol. A deeper understanding of the techniques and more examples are needed before
we can make any conclusive statements.

5.6 Concluding remarks

In this chapter, we presented the rigorous application of the postselection technique to
practical QKD protocols. In particular, we extended the applicability of the postselection
technique to prepare-and-measure protocols and decoy-state protocols. We have also made
several improvements to existing de Finetti reductions that significantly reduce the penalty
imposed on the key rate when using the postselection technique. Additionally, we detailed
the application of noise channels (introduced in Chapter 4) to the postselection technique.

We demonstrated the impact of our results from Chapters 4 and 5 by applying them to
a time-bin encoded three-state protocol. This example serves as a pedagogical exercise in
applying noise channels, which can directly be applied to EAT-based proofs. We observe
that our treatment of detector imperfections achieves near ideal key rates, even with a
large amount of imperfections. However, we do not fully understand the origin of this high
performance. Thus, more work is needed to better understand the techniques used and to
work out more examples.

9The beam-splitting ratio and detector efficiencies additionally must lie in the range [0, 1]. However,
for the values of t̄, η̄, and ∆ chosen here, these ranges automatically lie in the range [0, 1] imposed by
physical constraints.
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Figure 5.6: Plots demonstrating the effect of imperfections on the key rate. Our security
analysis is minimally affected by detector imperfections. We observe non-zero key rates for
imperfection values upto 51%, though we only plot the key rates upto imperfection values
upto 30%.

As demonstrated by the example of the three-state protocol, our analysis was able
to prove security for a highly asymmetric detection setup10. This is currently impossible
in phase-error rate estimation-based proof techniques. Additionally, the compatibility of
treatments of source and detector imperfections clearly follows from the modular nature
of our analysis.

We do not claim that the analysis we perform here is as tight as possible; there is
much room for improvement. For example, the IID analysis can be tightened via the use
of Rényi entropies [91]. Moreover, the decoy-state analysis can be tightened by directly
incorporating it into the final key rate optimisation, instead of treating it as a pre-step to
the numerical key rate computation as in Ref. [92]. We believe that further improvements to
the de Finetti reductions are also possible. For example, [85] improved de Finetti reductions
without fixed marginal constraints. A corresponding improvement that incorporates the
fixed marginal constraint should exist, but remains to be proved.11

10The setup we consider (Fig. 5.2) was missing a detector in the X-basis.
11Alternately, the tighter de Finetti reduction from [85] can be used along with a protocol change

to randomly discard a fraction of the rounds. These discarded rounds can be used to perform ‘virtual
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The postselection technique has a number of fundamental limitations. For one, the
treatment of imperfections is limited to imperfections that are IID across protocol rounds.
This is because the noise channels must be applied after the postselection technique has
reduced secrecy to that against IID attacks. Thus, the postselection technique is also
limited in its treatment of multi-mode optical models (see Section 4.3). Additionally,
the resultant key rates are outperformed by very recent advances in EAT-based proof
techniques [14]. For symmetric protocols, such as BB84, phase-error rate estimation-based
proof techniques also outperform the postselection technique.

Another, more technical, limitation of our treatment of detector imperfections thus far
is that it is tied to the flag-state squasher. Thus, as stated in Technical aside 3.3, its
application to active basis-choice protocols has a missing step in bounding the minimum
eigenvalue λmin that we do not yet have.12 Curiously, the treatment of active basis-choice
protocols turns out to be easier in phase-error rate estimation-based proof techniques. This
forms the basis of our next chapter.

tomography’ on the marginal as described in [93, 94], which results in an IID analysis that does not
directly require the fixed marginal constraint.

12This is also a limitation of EAT-based proof techniques that follow largely similar steps to treat detector
imperfections. However, see Technical aside 6.3 for a way to address this limitation for EAT-based proofs.
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Chapter 6

Phase error rate estimation with
imperfect detectors

“Someone is looking at me! . . .
I am suddenly affected in my
being.”

— Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and
Nothingness

The preceding chapter provided a detailed application of the postselection framework
to passive detection models. However, as noted in the concluding remarks of Chapter 5, a
technical step remains when extending this method to protocols with active basis-choice.
The application of the flag-state squasher, a key component of our analysis, relies on
establishing a lower bound on the minimum eigenvalue λmin associated with the weight-
estimation event (see Technical aside 3.3). While this bound is generically computable [72]
for passive setups, its derivation for active setups is still an open problem.

Consequently, to analyse protocols with active basis-choice, we turn to a different class
of security proofs — phase error correction-based proofs [7] and those using entropic uncer-
tainty relations [9]. These frameworks do not rely on the flag-state squasher and therefore
sidestep the issue of subspace estimation faced by other approaches. In this approach, the
security analysis instead hinges on a central task: computing a rigorous upper bound on
the phase error rate. This task typically reduces to a sampling problem. First, we briefly
provide some intuition of what phase errors are, and why they are important in the context
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of QKD.

6.1 Phase errors and secrecy

Let us first consider a toy example for intuition. Let Alice and Bob share an nK-round
state ρAnKBnK , and Eve holds a purification |ψ⟩AnBnEn . We assume that Alice has a qubit
system, which she will measure in the Z-basis to get the key. Then it is useful to expand
the pure state as

|ψ⟩AnKBnKEnK =
∑

z⃗∈{0,1}nK

√
p(z⃗) |z⃗⟩AnK ⊗ |ψz⃗⟩BnKEnK

=
∑

x⃗∈{0,1}nK

√
p(x⃗) |x⃗⟩AnK ⊗ |ψx⃗⟩BnKEnK , (6.1)

where |z⃗⟩AnK and |x⃗⟩AnK are computational (Z-basis) and conjugate (X-basis) states on

Alice’s n-qubit system, respectively. The states |ψz⃗⟩BnKEnK and |ψx⃗⟩BnKEnK are the corre-
sponding states on Bob and Eve’s joint systems, conditioned on Alice’s outcome.

The second line of the equation provides the perspective needed to define a phase
error. A phase error is a mismatch between Alice’s and Bob’s outcomes in a hypothetical
measurement of their respective systems in the X-basis. The significance of this quantity
is best understood by examining the ideal case where the phase error rate is zero.

In this ideal case, this implies that Bob, by measuring his system, can perfectly deter-
mine Alice’s X-basis string x⃗. This is possible if and only if the states on his subsystem,{

TrEnK

[
|ψx⃗⟩⟨ψx⃗|

]}
x⃗
, have pairwise orthogonal supports. Assuming this perfect correla-

tion, the joint state on Alice’s and Eve’s systems is given by the classical-quantum state:

ρAnKEnK =
∑

x⃗∈{0,1}nK

p(x⃗)|x⃗⟩⟨x⃗|AnK ⊗ ρx⃗EnK , (6.2)

where ρx⃗EnK = TrBnK

[
|ψx⃗⟩⟨ψx⃗|

]
.

The final step in the protocol is Alice’s measurement of her system in the Z-basis to
generate her key. Any X-basis state, when measured in the Z-basis, yields a perfectly
uniform random outcome. Crucially, the resulting probability distribution over the key
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strings is identical for every term in the sum, independent of x⃗. Consequently, the final
state of the key and Eve’s system decouples into a product state:

ρKAEnK =

 ∑
k∈{0,1}nK

1

2nK
|k⟩⟨k|KA

⊗ ρEnK , (6.3)

where ρEnK =
∑

x⃗∈{0,1}nK p(x⃗)ρx⃗EnK . The key KA is uniform and uncorrelated with Eve’s
system, and is therefore perfectly secret.

This toy example demonstrates the crucial connection: a vanishing phase error rate
implies perfect security. In a real protocol, the number of phase errors will be non-zero.
A full security proof must therefore quantify the impact of phase errors on the final secret
key length.

There are two primary frameworks to achieve this. One method [7] recasts the privacy
amplification step of the QKD protocol as a virtual quantum phase error correction pro-
tocol, whose failure probability determines the final secret key length. The other method
uses the leftover hashing lemma [8, Proposition 9], together with an entropic uncertainty
relation [9], to directly bound Eve’s information [8] from the phase error rate. The key
length for both approaches has a similar form1:

l ≥ nK (1 − h(eph)) − λEC − finite size corrections, (6.4)

where eph is an upper bound on the phase error rate, nK represents the number of rounds
mapped to key generation, h(·) is the binary entropy function, and λEC is the key length
cost due to error correction and verification. Importantly, the phase error rate eph corre-
sponds to an upper bound on the phase error rate in the rounds mapped to key genera-
tion.

Technical aside 6.1 (What is the phase error rate?). The definition of the phase error
rate, eph, is a choice that must be made as part of the security proof. The key rate
in Eq. (6.4) is derived assuming eph is the phase error rate of the state on the (sifted)
key generation rounds. However, it is sometimes analytically convenient to define and
bound the phase error rate on a different state (e.g., the state prior to sifting). This
choice can simplify the estimation procedure, at the cost of an additional analytical
step to relate this bound back to the security of the actual key. For clarity, in this

1While both proof techniques often yield similar results [95], there are some subtle differences [2, 96].
However, we focus on the phase error rate estimation here, which is a common component to both proof
techniques.
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chapter we fix the definition of the phase error rate to be defined on the key generation
rounds and focus our attention on the challenge of its estimation.

As this key length formula (Eq. (6.4)) shows, the phase error rate limits the amount
of secret key that can be distilled from the raw key. Consequently, the central task within
these security frameworks is to rigorously upper bound the phase error rate, estimated
from the observable statistics gathered during the protocol. Instead of detailing the specific
mechanics of these proof techniques, we will concentrate on this common component that
underpins them: the estimation of the phase error rate.

Notational aside 6.1 (Phase error rate stimation = phase error rate upper bound).
As stated above, the primary task is to upper bound the phase error rate. This is
sometimes also referred to as phase error estimation in the literature, even though a
lower bound is never obtained or used. We also interchangeably use the term phase
error rate estimation to mean the derivation of an upper bound on the phase error rate.

6.2 Phase error estimation with no basis-efficiency

mismatch

We first describe the crucial (to our analysis) steps of the active basis-choice BB84 protocol,
before detailing the phase error estimation. Here, we focus on phase error estimation with
imperfect detectors, and assume a perfect qubit source. The extension to decoy-state
protocols works as a modular extension [75, 97, 5] to the phase error estimation with
a qubit source. For concreteness, we also consider polarisation encoding. Alice’s state
preparation and Bob’s measurement steps are as follows:

1. Signal Preparation: Alice randomly prepares |0⟩ and |1⟩ with probability pAZ/2
each, and |+⟩ and |−⟩ with probability pAX/2 each. We refer to {|0⟩ , |1⟩} as the
Z-basis and {|+⟩ , |−⟩} as the X-basis.

2. Optical measurement: Bob randomly picks basis b ∈ {X,Z} with probability pBb .
The b-basis POVM is given by

{
Γ(b, nc),Γ(b, 0),Γ(b, 1),Γ(b, dc)

}
corresponding to the

no-click, 0, 1 and double-click outcomes, respectively. The optical setup makes use
of a polarisation rotator to make the basis choice followed by a polarisation beam
splitter, and two threshold detectors.
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3. Post-processed measurement: Bob randomly maps all double-click outcomes to
the 0 and 1 outcome within the same basis. Thus, we analyse the effective three-
outcome POVM.

All detected X-basis rounds (for both Alice and Bob) are used for testing, and all detected
Z-basis rounds are used for key generation. Thus, we interchangeably refer to a Z-basis
round as a key generation round, and an X-basis round as a test round.

The state preparation is equivalent to Alice preparing a Bell state 1√
2

(|0⟩A ⊗ |0⟩A′ + |1⟩A ⊗ |1⟩A′),

picking the Z/X-basis with probability pAZ/p
A
X , and measuring with Z-basis POVM {|0⟩⟨0| , |1⟩⟨1|}

or X-basis POVM {|+⟩⟨+| , |−⟩⟨−|}, respectively. This can be verified either by explicit
computation, or by considering the canonical source-replacement scheme described in
Eq. (3.5) and then taking its Schmidt decomposition as described in [57, Eq. (2)]. Thus,
the protocol is described by Alice and Bob first picking their measurement basis and then
measuring with the POVM corresponding to their basis choice.

Given that Bob makes basis choice b, his measurement is equivalently described [75]
by a filter Fb, which determines whether the outcome is detected or not, followed by a
two-outcome measurement. The defining condition for no basis-efficiency mismatch is
where

Γ(Z, nc) = Γ(X, nc). (6.5)

Physically, this corresponds to all detectors having the same loss and dark count rates.

Notational aside 6.2 (Basis-efficiency mismatch). The nomenclature basis-efficiency
mismatch is a slight misnomer as it makes no reference to the dark count rates. As this
term is now established in the literature, we refer to the condition described in Eq. (6.5)
as basis-efficiency mismatch.

Eq. (6.5) directly implies that the filter is independent of basis FX = FZ . Thus, the
measurement is equivalently described as first applying the basis-independent filter and
then making the basis choice and performing the two-outcome measurement. In particular,
this equivalent description allows us to focus on the detected rounds. Conditioned on
detection and on Alice and Bob’s bases matching, the choice between X and Z basis is made
randomly (with probabilities pAXp

B
X/(p

A
Xp

B
X +pAZp

B
Z ) and pAZp

B
Z/(p

A
Xp

B
X +pAZp

B
Z ), respectively).

Crucially, this allows the detected X-basis rounds (used for testing) to estimate the phase
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errors in the detected Z-basis rounds (used for key generation). Such an estimate can be
obtained via concentration inequalities such as Serfling’s inequality [39], as described in
Section 2.3.3.

6.3 Phase error estimation with basis-efficiency mis-

match

The argument made at the end of the previous section crucially depended on the condition
(Eq. (6.5)) for no basis-efficiency mismatch being exactly satisfied. This ideal scenario
allowed us to treat the detected rounds in the test rounds as a fair random sample for
the detected rounds in the key generation rounds, justifying the direct use of Serfling’s
inequality on the detected rounds. When this condition is violated, the set of detected
rounds is no longer a fair sample, and the phase error estimation needs to be modified.

One approach is to directly adapt the statistical analysis to account for this biased
sampling, as shown in [5]. The core idea of this method is to construct a new sampling
problem that explicitly accounts for the basis-dependent detection efficiency.

6.3.1 Equivalent protocol

This method proceeds by constructing an equivalent protocol and breaking the sampling
into smaller steps, as depicted in Fig. 6.1:

1. Common loss: Before any of the protocol steps, it is assumed that the common
loss is absorbed into the channel so that the two detectors have efficiencies 1 and
η ∈ [ηmin, 1].

2. Basis-independent filter: Similar to the ideal case, with no basis-efficiency mis-
match, the measurement can be equivalently described as first implementing a basis-
independent filter F̃ which implements some of the discards.2 An important dis-
tinction from the ideal case is that not all rounds remaining after this filter will be
detected.

3. Basis choice: Next, Alice and Bob make their basis choices and discard the rounds
where there is a basis mismatch.

2As shown in Eq. (D.5), this filter only acts non-trivially on the 0-photon subspace, so that the remaining
0-photon rounds will be detected.
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ρAnBn

Basis-independent filtering
{F̃ , I− F̃}

Basis Choice
Test vs Key

ρAnK
∗
BnK

∗

Testing* (X filtering
→ X measurement)

Testing
etest = ntest, ̸=/ntest

Key* (X filtering
→ X measurement)

Key* (Z filtering
→ X measurement)

Phase Error
egen = ngen, ̸=/nK

F̃

ρ
An∗

testBn∗
test

Discard no-clicks

Discard no-clicks

I− F̃
Discard

Basis mismatch
Discard

few discards
(δ2 close to no discards)

Error POVM elements
δ1/2 close

Serfling

we discard
(“free” bound)

Figure 6.1: Flowchart depicting the phase error estimation strategy. The testing and
key generation rounds go through an additional second step filtering measurement that
depends on the basis used, which typically results in a few rounds being discarded, before
undergoing the final measurement. The basis used in these measurements in indicated in
each box, and indicates the basis used by both Alice and Bob. The dotted arrows and
boxes represent virtual measurements that do not actually happen in the real protocol.
Connections between the error rates in different boxes are highlighted using curved arrows.
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4. Testing*: For rounds where Alice and Bob both choose the X basis, the measure-
ment is completed via a 3-outcome POVM corresponding to no-clicks, errors and no
errors. The no-click outcomes in this step corresponds to the X basis-dependent loss.
This is an important intermediate step for the sampling process.

5. Testing: This consists of the observed test data. It corresponds to discarding the
no-click outcomes from Testing*. The fraction of errors in the test rounds defines
the observed error rate etest =

ntest, ̸=
ntest

.

6. Key* (Z −→ X): For the key generation rounds (Z basis), we define a virtual
measurement in the conjugate X basis to define the phase errors. This step also
includes no click outcomes corresponding to the basis-dependent loss in the Z basis.
This is an important intermediate step for the sampling process.

7. Phase error: The no-click outcomes from Key* (Z −→ X) are discarded. The
phase error rate is defined on the detected key generation rounds nK, as described in
Section 6.1. Thus, the fraction of errors in this step corresponds exactly to the phase
error rate egen =

ngen,̸=

nK
, which we must estimate.

8. Key* (X −→ X): To connect the observable test data to the unobservable phase
errors, a final virtual step is constructed. It is identical to Key* (Z −→ X) except the
basis-dependent filtering is performed as if it were an X basis round. This step acts
as a crucial bridge, creating a common reference point that can be related to both
Testing* (via Serfling’s inequality) and the actual phase error rounds (via a closeness
argument), as we see below.

6.3.2 Sampling strategy

To understand the sampling process, we consider the asymptotic scenario, which provides
the requisite intuition. We begin with the observed error rate etest in the test rounds, and
relate it to the phase error rate egen.

1. “Free discards”: The number of errors ntest,̸= in Testing is the same as the number
of errors in Testing*. Because the observed test rounds ntest are only those that were
not discarded as ‘no clicks’, ntest is smaller than the total number of Testing* rounds
n∗
test. Thus the observed test error rate etest is an upper bound on the error rate e∗test

in Testing*,

etest =
ntest,̸=

ntest

≥ ntest, ̸=

n∗
test

= e∗test.
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2. Serfling: As the POVM used in Testing* is identical to the POVM used in Key*
(X −→ X), these two steps represent fair samples of each other. Thus, Serfling’s
inequality can directly be used to relate the error rates in these steps,3

e∗test = eX,∗
gen .

3. Error POVM elements close: The error POVM element for Key* (X −→ X) and
Key* (Z −→ X) are slightly different due to the different basis-dependent filtering.
The ∞-norm δ1/2 of the difference of these POVM elements bounds how different
the error rate eX,∗

gen in Key* (X −→ X) is from the error rate e∗gen in Key* (Z −→ X).
As shown in [5, Lemma 3]:4

eX,∗
gen + δ1 ≥ e∗gen.

4. δ2 close to no discards: The final phase error rate egen is defined on a smaller
number of rounds nK than the error rate e∗gen (due to discarding no-click outcomes
from Key* (Z −→ X)). Since the number of phase errors ngen,̸= is the same in both
steps, an upper bound on the phase error rate egen follows from a lower bound on the
number of rounds nK

∗ in the Key* (X −→ X) step. This can be obtained based on
the ∞-norm δ2 of the no-click POVM element [5, Lemma 4]:5

nK
∗ ≤ nK

1 − δ2
.

Combining the error rate bounds,

egen ≤
e∗gen

1 − δ2

≤
eX,∗
gen + δ1

1 − δ2

=
e∗test + δ1

1 − δ2

≤ etest + δ1
1 − δ2

. (6.6)

3The full finite-size analysis would include the relevant finite-size penalty incurred when using Serfling’s
inequality (see Section 2.3.3).

4The full proof in [5] also includes the finite-size correction term for this inequality.
5Once again, the full proof in [5] also includes the finite-size correction term for this inequality.
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In Appendix D.1, we explicitly derive bounds on the two deviation metrics δ1 and δ2,
for the detector model with loss and dark counts described in Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6:

δ1 = 4(1 −√
ηmin)

δ2 = 1 − ηmin.
(6.7)

Technical aside 6.2 (Dark count rates unimportant). Interestingly, the deviation
metrics in Eq. (6.7) do not depend on the dark count rates. This is in contrast to the
deviation metrics computed in Ref. [5], where the minimum dark count rate needed to
be non-zero to obtain non-unital deviations. This improvement stems from a physically
motivated assumption not made in Ref. [5]: the detector dark count rates do not depend
on the basis chosen. This allows us to choose a basis-independent filter that accounts
for the dark count rates in the 0-photon subspace which is where the effect of dark
counts was most prominent in Ref. [5].

The computation of δ1 presents a particular analytical challenge. It requires bounding the
∞-norm of the difference between two POVM elements that are diagonal in different bases
— one corresponding to the Z basis filtering and the other to the X basis filtering. Because
these operators do not commute, a tight analytical6 bound on the norm of their difference
is difficult to obtain. Consequently, simplifications such as the triangle inequality are used
to derive a tractable, albeit looser, bound, as detailed in Appendix D.1.

Another potential looseness is that the two costs δ1 and δ2 are incurred independently.
A more direct sampling statement from Key* (X −→ X) to Phase Error might yield a
tighter bound.

To provide an alternative approach that addresses some of this looseness, we now de-
scribe the use of noise channels.

6.4 Phase error estimation with noise channels

We now detail the application of noise channels for phase error estimation. We first con-
struct an equivalent protocol, depicted in Fig. 6.2, which allows us to mathematically
isolate the basis-efficiency mismatch.

6These are infinite-dimensional operators which makes numeric computation difficult.

96



ρAnBn

Noise Channel

Filtering

Basis Choice
Test vs Key

Testing
Preserved subspace test error rate

nB; test, ̸=/nB; test

Phase Error
Preserved subspace phase error rate

nB; gen, ̸=/nB; gen

1 − q>0

q>0
Flag measurement

Phase error rate nF ; gen,̸=/nF ; gen

Test error rate nF ; test,̸=/nF ; test

Discard no-clicks

Basis mismatch
Discard

Serfling

Figure 6.2: Flowchart depicting the equivalent protocol using the noise channel. Each
round is first processed by a noise channel, which flags it with probability q>0. The remain-
ing non-flag rounds (in the ‘preserved subspace’) are then acted on by a basis-independent
filter so that their error rates in the test and key generation rounds can be related via
Serfling’s inequality. The error rates in the flag space cannot be related to each other, and
must be accounted for (as in Lemma 6.1).
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The core of the strategy is to then apply the block-diagonal noise channel from Theo-
rem 4.2. The action of this channel can be understood as a two-step process on each round
(see Section 6.4.1 for more details):

1. It performs a QND measurement to determine whether the round has photons or
not.

2. When the round has non-zero photons, the noise channel maps the round to an
orthogonal flag space with probability q>0. This probability depends on the dark
count rates and detector efficiency mismatch.

The noise channel acts trivially on the remaining rounds.

Remark 6.1 (Noise channel action on 0-photon subspace). Here, the noise channel con-
struction acts trivially on the 0-photon subspace. This is because we assume that the dark
counts are independent of the chosen basis, and so this subspace cannot induce any basis-
efficiency mismatch.

The crucial property of this transformation is that the POVM acting on the non-flag
‘preserved subspace’ exhibits no basis-efficiency mismatch. This restores the fair sampling
condition that was broken by the imperfect detectors. Consequently, the analysis of these
preserved rounds can proceed as in the ideal case described in Section 6.2: Serfling’s in-
equality can be applied to rigorously relate the phase errors in the preserved key generation
rounds to the observed errors in the preserved test rounds.

Technical aside 6.3 (EAT-based proofs for active basis-choice BB84). This noise
channel construction also allows us to compute key rates for active basis-choice BB84
protocols using EAT-based proof techniques. For such proofs, the main limiting step7

is often an infinite-dimensional numerical optimisation.

For a detection setup with no loss or dark counts, this problem is solved by applying
the simple squasher [68, Theorem 10] together with Corollary 3.2 to reduce the POVM
to a simple qubit system, making the optimisation numerically tractable.

Our noise channel makes the simple squasher applicable even with imperfect detec-
tors. After applying the noise channel, the resulting POVM Γ⃗ideal = Γ⃗0; dB

⊕ Γ⃗>0 in
the preserved subspace almost has no loss or dark counts. Crucially, the proof of [68,
Theorem 10] constructs a squashing map that acts as identity on the 0-photon (and
1-photon) subspace. The squashing operation only affects the higher photon-number
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subspaces. As these subspaces have no dark counts or loss, the construction in [68,
Theorem 10] remains a valid squashing map. We can therefore still use the simple
squasher to reduce the POVM to a qubit system (with flags), rendering the numerical
optimisation tractable.

In contrast to the preserved rounds, no sampling statement is applied to the rounds
mapped to the flag space. Instead, these are treated pessimistically to establish a worst-
case bound: all flag rounds are assumed to be detected, and every flag key generation
round is assumed to be an error, while every flag test round is assumed to be error-free.
This approach, formalised in the proof of Lemma 6.1, allows us to derive an upper bound
on the total phase error rate egen.

The resulting bound on the phase error rate after the use of Lemma 6.1 will be a
function of two types of random variables:

• Directly observable data, such as the observed error rate etest.

• The number of rounds mapped to the flag space in the test and key generation rounds
(n∗

F ; test and n∗
F ; gen, respectively) which are not directly observed.

Thus, in Section 6.4.1, we will complete the analysis by deriving a rigorous upper bound on
these flag rounds in terms of observable data. As the following discussion gets somewhat
notation-heavy, we list all the random variables to be used in Table 6.1.

Technical aside 6.4 (Well-defined random variables). Note that all of these random
variables can exist at the same time as the measurements that give rise to them all
commute; either due to the block-diagonal structure of the POVM elements (for e.g. -
ntest and nF ; test), or because the POVM elements act on different rounds (for e.g. - nK

and ntest).

Lemma 6.1 (Intermediate phase-error rate bound). Let the number of flags be less than
the total number of detected rounds: n∗

F ; test ≤ ntest and n∗
F ; gen ≤ nK. Let the finite-size

correction term due to Serfling’s inequality as defined in Eq. (2.15) be

γserf := γserf(εserf , ntest − n∗
F ; test, ndet − n∗

F ; test − n∗
F ; gen) ≤ 1 − etest

1 − ftest
.

7Technically, the use of EAT statements requires all spaces to be finite-dimensional. However, unlike
the postselection technique, they pay no dimension-dependent cost. So, the results of Section 3.4.4 can be
used to formally apply the EAT statement.
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Symbol Description

nK Number of key generation rounds

ntest Number of test rounds

ngen, ̸= Number of key generation rounds with errors

ntest, ̸= Number of test rounds with errors

ndet := nK + ntest Number of detected rounds

nF Total number of flag rounds

n∗
F ; gen Number of key generation flag rounds (including no-clicks)

n∗
F ; test Number of testing flag rounds (including no-clicks)

nF ; gen Number of key generation (detected) flag rounds

nF ; test Number of testing (detected) flag rounds

nB; gen := nK − nF ; gen Number of non-flag generation rounds

nB; test := ntest − nF ; test Number of non-flag test rounds

nB; det := nB; gen + nB; test Number of detected non-flag rounds

nF ; gen, ̸= Number of flag generation rounds with errors

nF ; test, ̸= Number of flag test rounds with errors

nB; gen, ̸= := ngen, ̸= − nF ; gen, ̸= Number of non-flag generation rounds with errors

nB; test, ̸= := ntest, ̸=−nF ; test, ̸= Number of non-flag test rounds with errors

egen :=
ngen,̸=

nK
Fraction of key generation rounds with errors

etest :=
ntest, ̸=
ntest

Fraction of test rounds with errors

ftest :=
n∗
F ; test

ntest
Fraction of flags in the test rounds

fgen :=
n∗
F ; gen

nK
Fraction of flags in the key generation rounds

n∗
>0; test Number of test rounds with > 0 photons

n∗
>0; gen Number of key generation rounds with > 0 photons

Table 6.1: Notation for random variables used in the phase error estimation.
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Then, for the active basis-choice BB84 protocol, the phase error rate egen can be upper
bounded by

egen ≤
εserf

(
etest

1 − ftest
+ γserf

)
(1 − fgen) + fgen, (6.8)

where ntest, etest, and ndet are random variables defined in Table 6.1 whose values are
observed in the protocol. Here, ftest and fgen are random variables corresponding to the
fraction of flag-states in the test and key generation rounds after the application of the
noise channel, respectively.

Proof. All random variables used in this proof are defined in Table 6.1. The rounds not in
the flag space are measured by a POVM with no basis-efficiency mismatch. Thus, Serfling’s
inequality can be used on these rounds to obtain

nB; gen, ̸=

nB; gen

≤
εserf

nB; test,̸=

nB; test

+ γserf(εserf , nB; test, nB; det). (6.9)

We first upper bound γserf(εserf , nB; test, nB; det) as

γserf(εserf , nB; test, nB; det) = γserf(εserf , ntest − nF ; test, ndet − nF ; gen − nF ; test)

≤ γserf(εserf , ntest − n∗
F ; test, ndet − nF ; gen − n∗

F ; test)

≤ γserf(εserf , ntest − n∗
F ; test, ndet − n∗

F ; gen − n∗
F ; test) =: γserf , (6.10)

where the first inequality follows from the observation made in Section 2.3.3 that γserf(ε, k−
x, n − x) is a monotonically increasing function of x ∈ [0, k), and the second inequality
follows from the fact that γserf(ε, k, n) is a monotonically decreasing function of n.

The upper bound on the phase error rate egen follows by a long chain of (in)equalities
using Eqs. (6.9) and (6.10) and the conditions of the lemma statement:
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egen =
ngen, ̸=

nK

[Definition (see Table 6.1)]

=
nB; gen, ̸= + nF ; gen, ̸=

nK

[Since ngen,̸= = nB; gen,̸= + nF ; gen,̸=]

≤
εserf

nB; gen

(
nB; test,̸=

nB; test
+ γserf

)
nK

+
nF ; gen, ̸=

nK

[From Eqs. (6.9) and (6.10)]

=
(nK − nF ; gen)

(
nB; test,̸=

nB; test
+ γserf

)
nK

+
nF ; gen, ̸=

nK

[Since nB; gen = nK − nF ; gen]

=

(
nB; test, ̸=

nB; test

+ γserf

)(
1 − nF ; gen

nK

)
+
nF ; gen,̸=

nK

[Simplifying]

=

(
ntest, ̸= − nF ; test, ̸=

ntest − nF ; test

+ γserf

)(
1 − nF ; gen

nK

)
+
nF ; gen, ̸=

nK

[
Since

nB; test = ntest − nF ; test

nB; test,̸= = ntest, ̸= − nF ; test,̸=

]

≤

(
ntest, ̸=

ntest − n∗
F ; test

+ γserf

)(
1 − nF ; gen

nK

)
+
nF ; gen, ̸=

nK

Since

nF ; gen ≤ nK

nF ; test,̸= ≥ 0

nF ; test ≤ n∗
F ; test


=

(
etest

1 − ftest
+ γserf

)(
1 − nF ; gen

nK

)
+
nF ; gen,̸=

nK

[
Definition (see Table 6.1): ftest :=

nF ; test

ntest

]

≤
(

etest
1 − ftest

+ γserf

)(
1 −

n∗
F ; gen

nK

)
+
n∗
F ; gen

nK

Since
nF ; gen,̸= ≤ nF ; gen ≤ n∗

F ; gen

etest
1 − ftest

+ γserf ≤ 1


=

(
etest

1 − ftest
+ γserf

)
(1 − fgen) + fgen

[
Definition (see Table 6.1):fgen :=

nF ; gen

nK

]
The inequalities in the proof can be intuitively understood as follows:

nF ; gen, ̸= ≤ nF ; gen ≤ n∗
F ; gen: Since we assume nothing about the flags, the worst-case

scenario is when all key generation flags are detected and result in phase errors. This
increases the phase error rate without being reflected in any observable data.
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nF ; test ≥ 0, nF ; test ≤ n∗
F ; test: Similarly, for the flags in the test rounds, the worse-case

scenario is when all these flags are detected, but none are mapped to errors. Thus, all
errors are assumed to arise from the preserved subspace.

Remark 6.2 (Monotonicity of upper bound). As already used in the proof of Lemma 6.1,
the upper bound on the phase error rate egen is a monotonically increasing function of the
number of flags in the test n∗

F ; test and generation rounds n∗
F ; gen. Thus, an upper bound on

these quantities suffices to upper bound the phase error rate.

6.4.1 Application of noise channel

We construct the noise channel for our analysis by applying the procedure from the proof
of Theorem 4.2. Given the real POVM Γ⃗dB,η = Γ⃗0; dB

⊕ Γ⃗>0; (dB,η) with dark count rates

dB and efficiencies η, we define the ideal POVM (without flags) to be Γ⃗ideal = Γ⃗0; dB
⊕ Γ⃗>0.

Here, the ideal POVM is defined as a hybrid:

• Its 0-photon component Γ⃗0; (dB,η) is identical to the 0-photon component of the real
POVM.

• Its non-zero photon component Γ⃗>0 is defined as the non-zero photon component of
the POVM for a detector with no dark counts or loss.

Note that although the 0-photon component contains dark counts8, this subspace does not
induce basis-efficiency mismatch. Thus, the ideal POVM is one with no basis-efficiency
mismatch (i.e., satisfying Eq. (6.5)), as depicted in Fig. 6.2.

For each subspacem, the deviation from ideality qm is such that it satisfies the condition:

Γ⃗m; dB
≥ (1 − qm)Γ⃗m; ideal

⇔ ∃R⃗ such that Γ⃗m; (dB,η) = (1 − qm)Γ⃗m; ideal + qmR⃗m,
m ∈ {0, > 0} (6.11)

where R⃗m is the m-photon subspace of the POVM R⃗. In each subspace m, the noise
channel does the following (see Fig. 4.1):

• With probability 1 − qm, act trivially.

8The 0-photon component of the real POVM does not depend on loss, as can be seen from the detector
model described in Section 2.2.6.
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• With probability qm, measure the state with POVM R⃗m and output the measurement
result as a classical flag.

From our definition of the ideal POVM, which includes the real 0-photon component,
it immediately follows that no deviation exists in this subspace, and therefore q0 = 0. In
Appendix D.2.1, we show by explicit computation that the deviation

q>0 = 1 − ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

)
, (6.12)

satisfies Eq. (6.11). Here, dmax is the maximum possible dark count rate, and ηmin is the
minimum allowed value of the detector efficiency across both detectors (after pulling out
common loss).

As a preliminary step to bounding the number of flags, we introduce an equivalent
virtual protocol, depicted in Fig. 6.3. In this protocol, Bob’s basis selection is made before
the action of the noise channel. This is possible as the ideal and real POVM (and hence

the POVM R⃗, are described by Bob actively choosing basis b with probability pBb , followed
by a basis-dependent POVM.

Importantly, this reordering ensures that we do not include flag rounds when Alice and
Bob’s bases do not match, and that the number of flags in the key generation and test
rounds are estimated separately.9 Now, each round with non-zero photons is identically
and independently mapped to flags with probability q>0. Thus, an upper bound on the
number of flags can be obtaining by using Hoeffding’s inequality10 (see Section 2.3.2) as

n∗
F ; b ≤

εh;b

q>0 n
∗
>0; b + n∗

>0; b γhoeff(εh;b, n
∗
>0; b) b ∈ {gen, test}, (6.13)

where γhoeff(εh;b, n
∗
>0; b) =

√
1

2n∗
>0; b

ln
(

1
εh;b

)
.

As the upper bound in Eq. (6.13) is a monotonically increasing function of the number
of non-zero photon rounds n∗

>0; b, the remaining task is to upper-bound this quantity. Thus,
we obtain an upper bound on n∗

>0; b in terms of the detected rounds nb by using [21, Lemma
5].

9Alternately, the total number of flag rounds can be estimated in terms of the total number of protocol
rounds. Then using the fact that the POVM R⃗ has the property that it chooses bases in an IID manner,
we can estimate the number of flags in the key generation and test rounds.

10It would also be valid to use the binomial distribution as this mapping is IID. We use Hoeffding’s
inequality to simplify the analysis.
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ρAnBn

Common loss

Basis Choice
Test vs Key

Testing noise channel

Testing
etest = ntest,̸=/ntest

ntest, ̸= = nB; test, ̸= + nF ; test, ̸=
ntest = nB; test + nF ; test

Key noise channel

Phase Error
egen = ngen,̸=/nK

ngen, ̸= = nB; gen,̸= + nF ; gen,̸=
nK = nB; gen + nF ; gen

ρ
An∗

testBn∗
test ρAnK

∗
BnK

∗

Discard no-clicks Testing flags Key generation flags Discard no-clicks

Basis mismatch
Discard

Lemma 6.1

Figure 6.3: The noise channel from Fig. 6.2 can be moved to after the basis choice to
construct another equivalent protocol useful for bounding the number of flags in the key
generation and test rounds.

105



This lemma states that for any λmin; b such that Γdet, b ≥ λmin; bΠ>0, where Γdet, b =
I− Γno-click, b is the POVM element corresponding to a detection event in basis b:

n∗
>0; b ≤

ε>0; b

nb

λmin; b

+ nbγ>0(ε>0; b, nb, λmin; b) b ∈ {gen, test}, (6.14)

where

γ>0(ε>0; b, nb, λmin; b) =

√
ln (1/ε>0; b) (ln (1/ε>0; b) + 2λmin; b nb) + ln (1/ε>0; b)

nbλ2min; b

. (6.15)

We show in Appendix D.2.2 that λmin; b = ηmin is a valid choice, resulting in

n∗
>0; b ≤

ε>0; b

nb

ηmin

+ nbγ>0; b b ∈ {gen, test}, (6.16)

where γ>0; b := γ>0(ε>0; b, nb, ηmin).

Finally, we combine Eqs. (6.12), (6.13) and (6.16) to obtain

n∗
F ; b ≤

εh;b+ε>0; b

(
1 − ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

)) (
nb

ηmin

+ nbγ>0; b

)
+

(
nb

ηmin

+ nbγ>0; b

)
γhoeff

(
εh;b,

(
nb

ηmin

+ nbγ>0; b

))
,

where b ∈ {gen, test}.

Notational aside 6.3. For ease of notation, we define εh := εh;gen + εh;test, ε>0 :=
ε>0; gen+ε>0; test, and εF := εh+ε>0. We further define 1−ηF := 1

ηmin

(
1 − ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

))
,

and

γF ; b := ηmin(1 − ηF )γ>0; b +

(
1

ηmin

+ γ>0; b

)
γhoeff

(
εh;b,

(
nb

ηmin

+ nbγ>0; b

))
.

In this notation, 1 − ηF can be interpreted as the flagging probability for a detected
round, which is independent of basis.

Using the simplified notation, we restate the bound on the number (and fraction) of flags

n∗
F ; b ≤

εh;b+ε>0; b

(1 − ηF )nb + nb γF ; b

⇔ fb ≤
εh;b+ε>0; b

1 − ηF + γF ; b.
(6.17)
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Finally, we can combine Eq. (6.17) with Lemma 6.1 and Remark 6.2 to obtain the final
phase error rate bound.

Theorem 6.1 (Phase error rate bound for active BB84). Let 1 − ηF + γF ; b < 1 for
b ∈ {gen, test}, where ηF and γF ; b are as defined in Notational aside 6.3. Let the finite-
size correction term due to Serfling’s inequality as defined in Eq. (2.15) be no greater than
1:

γserf := γserf(εserf , ntest(ηF − γF ; test), ndetηF − ntestγF ; test − nKγF ; gen) ≤ 1.

Then for the active basis-choice BB84 protocol, the phase error rate egen can be upper
bounded by

egen ≤
εserf+εF

(
etest

ηF − γF ; test

+ γserf

)
(ηF − γF ; gen) + 1 − ηF + γF ; gen. (6.18)

Here, γserf , γF ; gen, γF ; test are finite-size penalties, 1 − ηF quantifies the deviation from
ideality as defined in Notational aside 6.3, and etest is the observed error rate in the test
rounds.

Remark 6.3 (Compatibility with source imperfections). The analysis leading to Theo-
rem 6.1 is notable for being confined almost entirely to Bob’s detection apparatus. This
property makes the framework highly modular, allowing for a direct combination with anal-
yses of imperfect sources [98, 99, 15, 16, 100, 16] that otherwise presume perfect detection
setups. The only required adaptation is the substitution of Serfling’s inequality with the
appropriate sampling bound for the non-ideal source. This is in contrast to the analysis in
Section 6.3, which requires a more complex, non-trivial proof [101] of compatibility.

We state the following corollary as a special case of Theorem 6.1 that is easier to
intuitively grasp.

Corollary 6.1. If you choose ε>0; b, εh;b such that ln(ε>0; gen)

nK
= ln(ε>0; test)

ntest
, and

ln(εh;gen)
nK

=
ln(εh;test)

ntest
, then the finite-size corrections are independent of basis, γF ; gen = γF ; test =: γF ,

and hence the phase error rate can be upper bounded as

egen ≤
εserf+εF

etest + 1 − ηF + γF + ηFγserf − γFγserf . (6.19)

Remark 6.4 (Compatibility with decoy-state analysis). Decoy-state analyses [59, 60, 61]
obtain high probability lower bounds on the number of detected key generation and test
rounds, and high probability upper bounds on the number of errors in the test rounds that
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arise from single-photons sent by Alice. These bounds can be used with Theorem 6.1 since
the upper bound in Eq. (6.18) is a monotonically decreasing function of the number of
key generation and test rounds, and a monotonically increasing function of the number of
errors in the test rounds.

When using Corollary 6.1, we would need to compute expressions for γ>0 and γhoeff in
terms of ε>0 and εh. While an exact analytical expression is hard to find in general, we

derive a simple upper bound. Let ln(ε>0; gen)

nK
= ln(ε>0; test)

ntest
= −c, and

ln(εh;gen)
nK

=
ln(εh;test)

ntest
=

−d. Then, γ>0 =

√
c(c+2ηmin)+c

η2min
and γhoeff =

√
dηmin

2(1+ηminγ>0)
. We now upper bound c and d

in terms of ε>0 and εh respectively.

ε>0 =
∑
b

ε>0; b

=
∑
b

e−cnb

≤ 2e−cnmin ,

where nmin := min{nK, ntest}. The last inequality implies that c ≥ 1
nmin

ln
(

2
ε>0

)
. Similarly,

d ≥ 1
nmin

ln
(

2
εh

)
. This allows us to compute the finite-size correction terms on the error

rate upper bound from Corollary 6.1.

6.4.2 Comparison with sampling bound

We now compare the phase error rate bound derived from the noise channel method (The-
orem 6.1) with the one derived from the sampling strategy of Eq. (6.6). To build intuition,
we first analyse the bounds in the asymptotic limit of an infinite number of rounds, where
finite-size effects vanish.

In the asymptotic limit, the upper bound in Eq. (6.18) can be simplified to

egen ≤ etest + 1 − ηF = etest +
1

ηmin

(
1 − ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

))
= etest +

1 − ηmin

ηmin

+
dmax

2
.
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Historical aside 6.1 (Trojan Pony). This is the same asymptotic behaviour as that of
the ‘Trojan Pony’ attack [62, Eq. (55)] (with an extra term for dark counts). Indeed, our
work here is a full, finite-size version of [62, Theorem 7].

The sampling strategy upper bound given in Eqs. (6.6) and (6.7) is

egen ≤ etest
ηmin

+
4(1 −√

ηmin)

ηmin

=: esamp. (6.20)

For all ηmin ∈ [0, 1], 4(1 − √
ηmin) ≥ 1 − ηmin. Thus, in the practical regime where the

maximum dark count rate dmax is small, a direct comparison shows that enoise ≤ esamp.

Thus, asymptotically the noise channel upper bound outperforms the sampling upper
bound. We believe that this is in part due to the fact that computing the deviation
metric is significantly easier for the noise channel bound, thus allowing for a more optimal
computation. However, we believe that even with a more optimal computation, the noise
channel approach would outperform the sampling bound, though this is merely an intuitive
claim. It is somewhat difficult to directly compare the two approaches as the deviation
metrics are different.

We now make a more rigorous, finite-size comparison.

6.4.3 Finite-size plots

In the finite-size regime, we compare the two approaches by plotting the finite-size key
rates for the decoy-state BB84 protocol as a function of channel loss. We refer the reader
to [5] for the full description of the decoy-state analysis and the variable security proof
using the EUR and leftover hashing lemma [8, Proposition 9]. We modify the analysis only
by changing the upper bound on the phase error rate. We use the same parameter choices
as in [5, Section VI. E.], summarised below.

The overall security parameter is set to be (2
√

12 + 2)×10−12, and all finite-size failure
probabilities (including those used for the decoy analysis) are set to be the same value,
10−12 for the analysis in Section 6.3. This corresponds to setting εserf + εF = 3 × 10−24 in
Theorem 6.1. We make use of the simplified Corollary 6.1, and set εserf = εh = ε>0 = 10−24.
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We set the detector parameters to be11

ηi ∈ [η̄(1 − ∆η), η̄(1 + ∆η)]

di ∈ [0, d̄(1 + ∆dc)],
(6.21)

where η̄ = 0.7 and d̄ = 10−6, and vary ∆η, ∆dc.

We set the basis choice probabilities to be pAZ = pBZ = 0.5 and pAX = pBX = 0.5,
and pZ,T = 0.05 (probability of Z-basis rounds used for testing for the purpose of error
correction). We set the misalignment angle θ to be 2◦. We set the number of bits used for
error correction to be λEC(nX , µ⃗k, nK , µ⃗k, e

obs
X,µ⃗k

, eobsZ ) = fEC nK h(eobsZ ), where fEC = 1.16 is
the error-correction efficiency. The decoy intensities are chosen to be µ1 = 0.9, µ2 = 0.1,
and µ3 = 0. Each intensity is chosen with equal probability.

In Fig. 6.4, we plot the finite size key rate against loss for various values of detector
characterizations ∆η, ∆dc for Ntot = 1012 number of total signals. The sampling strategy
gives 0 key rates for ∆η = ∆dc = 0.12 and larger. When ∆η = ∆dc = 0, the upper bounds
of both methods differ only in the dark count rate, and the finite-size effects. These effects
are small in magnitude for the parameter choices made.

In Fig. 6.5, we plot the finite size key rate against loss for various values of total signals
sent. We set ∆η = ∆dc = 0.05. We find that we get close to asymptotic key rates already
at Ntot = 1012 signals sent.

6.5 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we sketched a security proof for the active basis-choice BB84 protocol,
in the presence of detector imperfections. As noted in the preceding chapter, a security
proof for active basis-choice protocols using the postselection technique12 face a technical
obstacle in the application of the flag-state squasher. Consequently, our analysis focused
on estimating the phase error rate in the presence of basis-efficiency mismatch. This is the
crucial step in proofs using the EUR as well as phase error correction-based proofs.

To this end, we presented and compared two distinct approaches: a direct approach
based on a multi-step sampling strategy, and a sampling framework based on noise channels.

11Similar to the ranges in Eq. (5.43), the detector efficiencies and dark count rates must additionally lie
in the range [0, 1]. However, for the values of η̄, d̄, ∆η, and ∆dc considered here, these ranges automatically
lie in the range [0, 1] imposed by physical constraints.

12This also affects the application of the flag-state squasher for EAT-based proofs.
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Figure 6.4: Finite-size key rates in the presence of basis-efficiency mismatch, for the decoy-
state BB84 protocol, against loss. We plot key rates for Ntot = 1012 number of total signals
sent, for various values of ∆η, ∆dc. Colours encode the extent of characterisation ∆η, ∆dc,
while line styles distinguish the method (dashed: noise channel approach; solid: sampling
strategy). We find that the noise channel method to treat basis-efficiency mismatch results
in better key rates.

Both of these approaches represent a significant advance over all prior work [18, 19, 20, 3,
22], which was limited to asymptotic analyses, relied on restricting Eve’s attacks to IID
attacks, or required physical modifications to the protocol. Among both approaches, we
found that the noise channel method outperforms the direct sampling strategy, yielding
tighter bounds on the phase error rate and consequently higher secure key rates.

We believe that the analysis can made tighter by combining both approaches. The
noise channel method isolates imperfections by probabilistically flagging ‘imperfect’ rounds,
allowing the vast majority of data to be analysed under ideal sampling conditions. The
current analysis treats makes no sampling claims in the flag space, instead treating flagged
rounds with a pessimistic, worst-case penalty. However, tools from our sampling strategy
may be used to derive a sampling bound in this flagged subspace.

Another refinement could be achieved by redefining the phase error rate. In the EUR
framework, this corresponds to applying the uncertainty relation not to the total key
generation rounds, but specifically to the state conditioned on being in the ’preserved’
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Figure 6.5: Finite-size key rates in the presence of basis-efficiency mismatch, for the decoy-
state BB84 protocol against loss. We plot key rates for various values of total number
of signals sent (Ntot), for ∆η = ∆dc = 0.05. Colours encode the total number of signals,
while line styles distinguish the method (dashed: noise channel approach; solid: sampling
strategy).

subspace. A rigorous treatment of this idea would involve using properties of the smooth-
min entropy, combined with sampling argument similar to the ones we presented. We leave
these extensions for future work.

While the sampling strategy can also be combined with analyses of source imperfections
[98, 99, 15, 16, 100, 16], a dedicated proof of compatibility is required [101]. In contrast,
the noise channel framework offers a distinct advantage in its modularity, which makes its
compatibility with analyses of source imperfections immediate (see Remark 6.3).

Given that the sampling strategy’s core ideas have recently been extended to pas-
sive detection setups [21], a compelling direction for future work is to apply our superior
noise channel framework to that context, where we expect similar improvements in key
rates. Furthermore, the utility of the noise channel construction extends beyond phase
error estimation: as noted in Technical aside 6.3, it also provides a method to overcome
the infinite-dimensional optimisation problem that arises in EAT-based proofs for active
detection setups.
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Chapter 7

Security against correlated
imperfections

“No one is finally dead until the
ripples they cause in the world
die away.”

— Terry Pratchett, Reaper Man

In the preceding chapters, we constructed a framework to treat detector imperfections
and demonstrated its applicability across various proof techniques. A crucial, underlying
assumption in that analysis, however, was that imperfections in each round are indepen-
dent. In practice, this assumption is violated by realistic detectors [32, 102], which exhibit
memory effects such as afterpulsing and dead times (see Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6). A
complete security analysis must therefore address these cross-round correlations. In this
chapter, we describe a general technique to address this problem.

Our analysis is structured as a two-stage reduction. First, in Section 7.1, we adapt the
methodology of [33, Section 3.3] to formally reduce the problem of infinite-range correla-
tions to one of a finite, effective correlation length. This reduction comes at a quantifiable
cost to the security parameter. Second, the subsequent sections reduce the security analysis
of the finite correlation length model to that of an IID detection setup. This second re-
duction crucially relied on a protocol modification that discards rounds following detection
events, as described in Section 7.2.
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7.1 Reduction to finite correlation length

Empirically-motivated physical models for dead times [34] and afterpulsing [103, 104] de-
scribe memory as a process of exponential decay. While this decay is rapid, it formally
introduces correlations between all rounds in the protocol, no matter how far apart. As
will become clear in the following sections, these long-range correlations introduce signifi-
cant complexity into the security analysis. To manage this complexity, we first extend the
results of [33, Section 3.3] to the incorporate correlated detectors. This extension allows us
to effectively truncate the memory to a finite correlation length, at the cost of a calculable
penalty to the secrecy parameter.

First, we rewrite the secrecy definition from Remark 3.1 into a form that makes the
detector memory explicit. To achieve this, we model Alice and Bob’s n-round measurement
process as a sequence of measurement channels, Mn ◦ · · · ◦ M1 where each channel acts
on the current round and incorporates the memory from the preceding rounds. More
formally, the jth measurement channel Mj ∈ C (AjBjR

j−1, CjR
j) acts on Alice and Bob’s

jth round registers AjBj, and the memory Rj−1 from previous rounds1. It outputs the
classical measurement outcome into register Cj and adds its memory into register Rj.

Notational aside 7.1 (Measurement channels with finite correlation length). If all
measurements possess a finite correlation length lc, then the measurement channels act
trivially on the registers Rj−lc−1. We denote such measurement channels by Mlc

j . Thus,
the independent case studied so far consists of measurement channels M0

j .

Let ρAnBnEn be the state shared by Alice, Bob and Eve after Eve’s attack. The εsec-
secrecy condition can then be described by

sup
ρAnBnEn∈S◦(AnBnEn)

TrBnEn [ρAnBnEn ]=TrA′n [(ρAA′ )⊗n]

∥∥(KP −KP ideal
)
◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦M1 [ρAnBnEn ]

∥∥
1
≤ εsec, (7.1)

where KP is the channel corresponding to all the classical steps of the protocol, and KP ideal

is the channel which first performs KP and then replaces the key register with the ideal
key.

1The first map M1 does not have any input memory. Thus, technically M1 ∈ C (A1B1, C1R1). In what
follows, we ignore such edge cases as they do not affect any of the results, but add notational clutter.
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Now, from the physical model, it needs to be argued that∥∥Mj −Mlc
j

∥∥
♢ ≤ εMlc

j
. (7.2)

For instance, such a statement follows from the POVM elements corresponding to correla-
tion length lc being close (in ∞-norm) to those without any finite correlation length [33,
Eq. (3.20)]. Obtaining such a bound would involve a detailed study of the physical models
underlying these memory effects. For this work, we consider this bound to be given, and
leave the more detailed analysis for future work.

This assumption allows us to show that the εsec-secrecy of a protocol, assuming fi-
nite correlation length, implies εsec +

∑n
j=1 εMlc

j
-secrecy for the real protocol as a direct

consequence of the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1 (Reduction to finite correlations). Let ρ ∈ S◦(A
nBnEn), and Mj, Mlc

j ∈
C (AjBjR

j−1, CjR
j) be such that

∥∥Mj −Mlc
j

∥∥
♢ ≤ εMlc

j
for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Then, for

any ρ ∈ S◦(A
nBnEn),

∥∥(KP −KP ideal
)
◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦M1 [ρ]

∥∥
1
≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

n ◦ · · · ◦Mlc
1 [ρ]

∥∥
1
+

n∑
j=1

εMlc
j
.

(7.3)

Proof. We first show that for the n = 1 case, we have∥∥(KP −KP ideal
)
◦M1 [ρ]

∥∥
1
≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

1 [ρ]
∥∥
1

+ εMlc
1
,

as follows:

=
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦M1 [ρ]

∥∥
1

=
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦
(
M1 −Mlc

1 + Mlc
1

)
[ρ]
∥∥
1

≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

1 [ρ]
∥∥
1

+
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦
(
M1 −Mlc

1

)
[ρ]
∥∥
1

(7.4)

≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

1 [ρ]
∥∥
1

+
∥∥(M1 −Mlc

1

)
[ρ]
∥∥
1

(7.5)

≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

1 [ρ]
∥∥
1

+ εMlc
1
, (7.6)

where Eq. (7.4) follows from the triangle inequality of the 1-norm, Eq. (7.5)) follows from
the fact that the 1-norm is non-increasing under the action of channels, and Eq. (7.6)
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follows from the assumption in the lemma statement, and the definition of the ♢-norm.
The general case

∥∥(KP −KP ideal
)
◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦M1 [ρ]

∥∥
1
≤
∥∥(KP −KP ideal

)
◦Mlc

n ◦ · · · ◦Mlc
1 [ρ]

∥∥
1
+

n∑
j=1

εMlc
j

follows by iterating the same argument n times, yielding the claimed result.

A naive application of this result would be to fix lc = 0, thereby reducing the entire
analysis to the memoryless case studied previously. However, as noted in [33], the penalty
to the security parameter grows linearly with the number of protocol rounds n. Crucially,
each εMlc

j
is a constant2 determined by the physical device properties, and the chosen

correlation length lc. Consequently, for a fixed lc, the total correlation penalty would
eventually overwhelm the secrecy parameter for any sufficiently large n. A robust security
proof must therefore treat the correlation length lc as a tunable parameter, chosen as a
function of the number of protocol rounds n to ensure the total secrecy penalty remains
small. Thus, the central objective of the remainder of this chapter is to prove secrecy
assuming a finite, non-zero correlation length lc.

Technical aside 7.1 (Unbounded source correlations). A very similar argument can be
made for source correlations as well. Such an argument would need to use the triangle
inequality on the state ρprepAnA′n prepared by Alice in Definition 3.3. This is formally
presented in Ref. [105].

7.2 Protocol modification

Our analysis addresses a specific, physically-motivated class of detector correlations: those
that are heralded by detection events. The measurement POVM for any round j is altered
from its default state only if a detection event has occurred within the preceding memory
window of lc rounds. In the absence of such a detection, the POVM for round j remains
unaffected. This model assumption is an approximation for the underlying physics for dead
times and afterpulsing, which are triggered by detection events.

2In practice, this value can be tuned by changing the protocol repetition rate. Lower repetition rates
would result in a lesser amount of correlations.
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Notational aside 7.2. We denote the correlated POVM that measures the jth round
by Γ⃗kj−1

j−lc

, where kj−1
j−lc

denotes the string of outcomes in the previous lc rounds. Then the

model assumption we make corresponds to the fact that the POVM Γ⃗dB,η, described
by the detection model with no correlations in Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6, corresponds to
the case when the previous lc rounds are all no-clicks.

Our approach requires a protocol modification in which Alice and Bob retain only the
rounds where previous lc rounds involved no-click events. All other rounds are ‘rejected’,
i.e., thrown away. The idea is that after this postprocessing, the remaining rounds can
be thought of as all being measured using uncorrelated POVMs. This postprocessing has
a critical consequence for the security analysis. While correlations still exist within the
protocol block (i.e., a detection event in a round dictates the whether future rounds are
rejected), the form of these correlations is simplified. The correlation no longer depends on
the particular detector(s) that recorded a detection outcome, rather it depends on whether
any detector recorded a detection outcome. This idea was formalised specifically for EUR-
based proofs in Ref. [21]. We take a different, proof-technique independent approach.

Notational aside 7.3. The correlated measurement channel for round j is denoted by
Mj ∈ C

(
BjR

j−1
j−lc

, CjR
j
j−lc

)
, where Rj−1

j−lc
= Rj−lc . . . Rj−1 stores the classical data of pre-

vious round outcomes. The classical postprocessing is denoted by CPj ∈ C
(
CjR

j−1
j−lc

, CjR
j−1
j−lc

)
.

If any of the previous lc rounds resulted in a detection event, CPj outputs ⊥ into the
register Cj, indicating that the round was rejected. The classical postprocessing always
forwards the memory registers Rj−1

j−lc
after reading them.

In our terminology, a round can be rejected in this manner due to the postprocessing
CP, but may also be discarded later based on its detection outcome — for instance, if
it results in a no-detection event in a key generation round.

Definition 7.1 (Correlated postprocessed measurement). We define the sequence of chan-
nels CPn◦Mn◦· · ·◦CP1◦M1 described above as the correlated postprocessed measurement.

7.3 Correlated noise channel

The key idea is to construct a correlated noise channel that performs the postprocessing
so that the resulting measurements after the noise channel have no correlations. The
correlated noise channel is then ‘given’ to Eve using Corollary 3.2 and Remark 3.4.
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To build intuition, we first construct this channel for the idealised case where the
uncorrelated POVM (i.e., the POVM following a no-click history) has no loss or dark
counts. The extension to the case with loss and dark counts follows after. The construction
is based on two key observations:

• For a round that is kept (i.e., preceded by no-clicks), the POVM is ideal and block-
diagonal in photon number. Therefore, a non-destructive photon-number measure-
ment can perfectly predict whether a detection will occur, revealing the necessary
history information without altering the measurement statistics.

• For a round that is rejected (i.e., preceded by a click), its quantum state is irrelevant
to the final key. We are therefore free to perform a full, destructive measurement on
it to determine the detect/no-click information needed for subsequent rounds.

Lemma 7.2 (“Perfect” correlated noise channel). Let CPn ◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦ CP1 ◦M1 be the
correlated postprocessed measurement, which outputs ⊥ in round j if any preceding lc round
contained a detection outcome, as defined in Definition 7.1. We assume that the POVM
Γ⃗ ⊂ Pos (B) (corresponding to the case when the previous lc rounds are all no-clicks) has
no dark counts or loss. Let B⊥ be a one-dimensional extension of B, and M0 ∈ C (B⊥, C)

be the uncorrelated measurement channel corresponding to the POVM F⃗ ⊂ Pos (B⊥) whose
elements are

Fi = Γi ⊕ 0 ∀i
F⊥ = 0⊕ |⊥⟩⟨⊥| ,

where |⊥⟩ is a flag denoting that a round was rejected.

Then there exists a noise channel Φcorr ∈ C (Bn, Bn
⊥) such that(

M0
)⊗n ◦ Φcorr = CPn ◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦ CP1 ◦M1. (7.7)

Proof. For simplicity, we demonstrate the construction for a correlation length lc of 1. The
extension to larger, finite correlation lengths is straightforward. The noise channel Φcorr is
constructed as a sequence of channels Φj ∈ C

(
BjRj−1, B⊥jRj

)
acting on each round such

that Φcorr = Φn ◦ · · · ◦ Φ1. The operation of Φj depends on the memory register Rj−1,
which stores whether the previous round resulted in a detection.

Round 1: The first round is never rejected. Φ1 performs a QND photon-number
measurement on the input state in B1. Since the POVM Γ⃗ has no dark counts or loss,
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Keep Discard Keep

Round i−2 Round i−1 Round i

Detect No-detect No-detect

Earlier
rounds

Later
rounds

Photon-
number

measurement

Complete
measurement

Photon-
number

measurement

Figure 7.1: Illustration of the noise channel construction which determines whether a
round will be rejected or not. The rounds that are not rejected are only measured using
a photon-number measurement, which determines the detect vs no-detect outcome. This
photon-number measurement does not change the measurement statistics, as the POVM
is block-diagonal. The rounds that are rejected have their entire measurements completed
in order to determine the detection event. ([5, Fig. 8])

a non-zero photon number perfectly heralds a future detection event. This detect/no-
click information is stored in the classical register R1, and the quantum state is passed to
the output register B⊥1. The block-diagonal structure of the POVM ensures this QND
measurement does not alter the measurement statistics.

Round j ≥ 2: The channel’s action depends on the memory Rj−1:

1. Rj−1 = no-click: Φj operates identically to Φ1, performing a QND photon-number
measurement to create the memory register Rj while passing the state to B⊥j.

2. Rj−1 = detection: Φj performs performs a full, destructive measurement on the input
state in Bj using the appropriate correlated POVM. The detect/no-click information
is stored in the memory register Rj, while the flag |⊥⟩⟨⊥| is output to B⊥j.

This construction (depicted in Fig. 7.1) correctly implements the post-selection. If the
real protocol would reject round j, the noise channel outputs the flag state |⊥⟩⟨⊥|, which

yields the rejection outcome ⊥ when measured by the POVM F⃗. If the real protocol keeps
round j, the noise channel performs only a QND measurement that preserves the statistics
for the final ideal measurement. This completes the construction.

This lemma assumes that the uncorrelated POVM Γ⃗ had no dark counts or loss. How-
ever, this is not a fundamental limitation. The extension to the case with dark counts and
loss is straightforward — we can use the noise channels constructed in the rest of this work
before the photon-number measurement that determines detect/no-click.
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Corollary 7.1 (Correlated noise channel). Let CPn ◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦ CP1 ◦M1 be the correlated
postprocessed measurement, which outputs ⊥ in round j if any preceding lc round contained
a detection outcome, as defined in Definition 7.1. Let Γ⃗dB,η ⊂ Pos (B) be the POVM
corresponding to the case when the previous lc rounds are all no-clicks. Further, let

Γ⃗dB,η − (1 − q)Γ⃗ ≥ 0, (7.8)

for some q ∈ [0, 1], where Γ⃗ is the POVM with no dark counts or loss. Let M0 ∈ C (Q,C)

be the ideal measurement channel corresponding to the POVM F⃗ ⊂ Pos (Q) whose elements
are

Fi = Γi ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| ⊕ 0 ∀i
F⊥ = 0⊕ |⊥⟩⟨⊥| ,

where |⊥⟩ is a flag denoting that a round was rejected, |i⟩⟨i| are the flags corresponding to
outcome i, and Γi is the POVM corresponding to outcome i with no dark counts or loss.
Here, HQ = HB⊥ ⊕HF .

Then there exists a noise channel Φcorr ∈ C (Bn, Qn) such that the following equations
hold (

M0
)⊗n ◦ Φcorr = CPn ◦Mn ◦ · · · ◦ CP1 ◦M1

Φ†
corr[ΠFj

⊗ I] ≤ qIBj
⊗ I,

(7.9)

for all rounds j.

Proof Idea. The proof follows the same sequential construction as in Lemma 7.2. The only
modification occurs in the ‘no-click history’ case. Before performing the QND photon-
number measurement, the independent noise channel from Theorem 4.1 is first applied.
This initial channel maps the real, imperfect POVM to a flagged, ideal POVM, upon
which the subsequent detect/no-click measurement can be performed. The analysis of the
rejected rounds remains unchanged.

Remark 7.1 (Limitation on correlated noise channel). Corollary 7.1 can be modified by
using the different noise channels in Chapter 4. Each contains a different weight in the
flag space. However, note that the proof of Corollary 7.1 crucially required that the ideal
POVM had no loss and no dark counts. Thus, detector correlations in protocols such as
the one considered in Section 5.5 with missing detectors cannot be analysed with the tools
developed here, and require more sophisticated analyses.
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Technical aside 7.2 ((Almost) proof technique independent correlated noise chan-
nel). The reduction in Lemma 7.2 is truly proof-technique independent. However,
Corollary 7.1 is technically not proof-technique independent. As noted in Technical
aside 5.2, the noise channel must be applied after the postselection theorem. However,
the postselection theorem cannot be used on a correlated detection setup. Thus, further
work is needed to apply Corollary 7.1 to proofs using the postselection technique.

7.4 Future directions

In this chapter, we have developed a general technique to address detector correlations for
threshold detection setups. This technique is largely proof-technique independent. The
technique follows in two steps. First, the methods in Section 7.1 are used to truncate the
correlations to a finite length, at a cost to the security parameter. Then, in Section 7.2 we
make use of a protocol modification which rejects rounds following detection events, upto
the correlation length, which facilitates the analysis in Section 7.3.

However, if the memory effect is only perturbative, one might expect such a protocol
modification to result in overly pessimistic key rates. A more optimal analysis would
not discard these rounds, but would instead quantify and pay a precise penalty for the
correlations they introduce.

There are two promising avenues for developing such a refined analysis. The first is to
extend the noise channel formalism from Chapter 4. Thus, a more sophisticated, correlated
noise channel could be designed to map the affected rounds to an orthogonal flag space
rather than rejecting them outright.

A second, fundamentally different approach would be to leverage the structure of EAT-
based proofs. The EAT framework seems naturally suited to handling memory, particu-
larly those conditioned on publicly available information such as the locations of detection
events. A recent sketch using this logic [26, Section V.B.] suggests that this could be a
viable path toward a tighter security proof that can more accurately account for the cost
of heralded correlations.

Another dimension for future work lies in applying our general analysis to specific,
empirically-validated physical models of detector memory. For instance, the physical mech-
anisms themselves, such as recovery times, are fundamentally characterised by a physical
timescale (e.g., nanoseconds). In contrast, our security analysis is formulated in terms of
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protocol rounds. Performing such a detailed analysis would involve a trade-off between
three tunable parameters.

The protocol’s repetition rate is the first tunable parameter that allows us to formulate
the time-based mechanisms for detector memory in terms of number protocol rounds.
Consequently, the effective correlation length is not a fixed property of the detector alone,
but is also a function of the chosen operational rate. A high repetition rate magnifies the
reach of a memory effect in terms of rounds, making the correlations more pronounced in
the analysis, but also provides the potential to obtain a larger key rate per unit time.

The correlation length is another parameter, which can be traded off with the secu-
rity parameter. A shorter correlation length minimises the amount of data discarded by
post-selection after each detection event, but it incurs a larger security penalty from the
truncation described in Section 7.1. Conversely, a longer correlation length reduces the
truncation penalty to a negligible level, but at the cost of discarding more data and thus
lowering the key rate.

This optimisation would need to be studied before the results of this chapter can be
applied to maximise the achievable performance in an experimental QKD system. Thus,
such an analysis is a crucial next step for a complete treatment of correlated detectors.
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Chapter 8

Conclusion and outlook

“So long, and thanks for all the
fish.”

— Douglas Adams, The
Hitchhiker’s Guide to the

Galaxy

The implementation security of QKD protocols requires proofs that are robust to im-
perfect characterisation, and side channel attacks. In this work, we systematically address
such imperfections in threshold detection setups.

The core contribution of this work is the noise channel framework, developed in Chap-
ter 4, which provides a modular treatment of detector imperfections that is independent of
the specific QKD security proof technique. We demonstrate the versatility of this frame-
work by explicitly applying it to the postselection technique [10, 11] in Chapter 5, and to
phase error estimation [8, 7] in Chapter 6. As a significant result stemming from the first
application, we also substantially extend the applicability of the postselection technique
to a broader class of optical protocols and improve its performance by deriving tighter
finite-size bounds, leading to significantly higher key rates.

The versatility of the framework extends beyond these two examples, notably to EAT-
based proof techniques [12, 13, 14]. For passive protocols, the application is structurally
analogous to the analysis in Section 5.5, and we expect it to obtain comparably tight key
rates. Further, for active protocols, as noted in Technical aside 6.3, our framework pro-
vides a method to resolve a key technical challenge: the infinite-dimensional optimisation
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problem that often limits such proofs.

A surprising result of this work is the significant difference in tolerance to imperfec-
tions observed between the two main applications of our framework. The analysis of the
passive protocol using the postselection technique in Chapter 5 demonstrates a remarkably
high robustness, tolerating parameter deviations exceeding 30%. In contrast, the phase
error estimation analysis for the active protocol in Chapter 6 shows a significantly lower
tolerance.

We do not fully understand the precise origin of this discrepancy, as the two analyses
differ in their proof techniques, the protocol, and their methods for modelling imperfections.
We summarise these key differences in Table 8.1. We leave it to future work to form a
better understanding of the techniques developed here by applying them to a variety of
protocols and comparing their effects across proof techniques.

Proof Tech-
nique

Postselection technique + numerical
IID key rates

Phase error estimation + analytical
security formula

Protocol Highly asymmetric, time-bin en-
coded protocol with passive basis
choice

Standard polarisation-encoded
BB84 protocol with active basis
choice

Modelling
imperfec-
tions

Detector efficiency imperfections ab-
sorbed into passive beam splitter
and pulled into channel

Only common loss pulled into chan-
nel

Table 8.1: Comparison of the two security analyses with noise channels.

In Chapter 4, we also describe the application of noise channels to address the security
of multimode detection setups. Specifically, we detail the application for an independent
multimode model. While we conjecture that a similar analysis would apply for more general
models, this more complete analysis is left to future work.

Moreover, the framework is not limited to IID imperfections. In Chapter 7, we demon-
strate how the noise channel concept can be generalised to prove security for detection se-
tups with memory effects such as afterpulsing and dead times. However, translating these
theoretical results to experimental scenarios requires further work. In particular, multiple
tunable parameters such as protocol repetition rate and effective correlation length whose
trade-off must be studied and optimised using physical models of correlations to achieve
optimal key rates.

Our modular analysis is naturally compatible with proofs incorporating source imper-
fections [15, 17, 16], which together constitute a robust finite-size security proof. These
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proofs assume that the state prepared, and the detection setup has some model param-
eters that are in some given ranges. However, such a guarantee is impossible to exactly
achieve in practice. A more realistic expectation of characterisation protocols is that the
model parameters lie in some given range with high probability. This failure probability
for characterisation can be incorporated into the QKD security parameter [106]. Thus,
an important next step toward implementation security is to rigorously characterise these
parameters.

The analysis in this thesis has focused on the application of the tools developed here
to threshold detection setups. Continuous-variable (CV) QKD detection setups do not
possess the block-diagonal structure required for a lot of our analysis, and the noise models
in such detection setups differ from the models considered here. However, we develop a
general theorem in Section 3.4.4 to address some technical complications that arise from
infinite-dimensional systems. This is particularly useful for CV QKD, where no known
squashing map exists. Further, we believe that our abstract noise channel construction in
Theorem 4.1 can be applied to CV QKD detection setups. A rigorous investigation into
such an application remains a promising direction for future work.

In conclusion, this thesis has introduced a structured and powerful framework for
analysing detector imperfections in QKD, and has demonstrated its versatility by applying
it across different proof techniques for threshold detection setups. We also identify multiple
avenues for future work — both in improving the framework developed here, and in the
application to experimental setups.
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Appendix A

Extension to infinite-dimensions

First we define some notation that will be used through this appendix. We denote the
set of “trace-class” operators T (H∞) which is the subset of linear operators acting on
H∞ which have finite trace. In particular, note that density operators are a subset of
trace-class operators, i.e., S◦(H∞) ⊂ T (H∞). Let Φ : T (H∞) −→ T (H∞) be a linear
map on the set of trace-class operators acting on H∞. We say Φ is bounded if ∥Φ∥1−→1 :=

supX∈T (H∞)
Φ(X)
∥X∥1

< ∞. In particular, note that channels, and differences of channels are

examples of such bounded linear maps.

Let {Πd}d∈N ⊂ Pos (H∞) be a set of nested, finite-dimensional projectors such that⋃
d∈N range (Πd) = H∞. Here, X denotes the closure of a set X, range (Πd) denotes the

range of Πd, and by “nested” we mean that range (Πd) ⊂ range (Πd′) for all d ≤ d′.

Definition A.1 (Projection channels). Let {Πd}d∈N ⊂ Pos (H∞) be a set of projectors.
Define the projection channels Pd : T (H∞) −→ T (H∞ ⊕ C) corresponding to the set of
projectors {Πd}d∈N as

Pd[X] = ΠdXΠd + (1 − Tr [ΠdX]) |flag⟩⟨flag| ,

where |flag⟩ is orthogonal to H∞.

It is easy to verify that these projection channels are indeed completely positive and
trace-preserving.
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Notational aside A.1 (Abuse!). There are some comments to be made at this point
regarding a minor abuse of notation we shall use. At various points in what follows,
we shall take channels (such as the protocol channel E (l)

QKD and attack channel A) that
are defined on T (H∞), and apply them on some output state of Pd, which would be
finite-dimensional. In each such case, we implicitly extend the channels by pinching
across the decomposition H∞⊕ span(|flag⟩) and acting as the identity on the flag block
as follows:

|flag⟩⟨v| 7→ 0

|v⟩⟨flag| 7→ 0

|flag⟩⟨flag| 7→ |flag⟩⟨flag| ,

for any |v⟩ ∈ H∞. Additionally, we might write Pd as acting on some finite-dimensional
space Cd′ . In such cases, we implicitly interpret Cd′ as embedded in H∞.

Note that any trace-class operator ρ ∈ T (H∞) can be approximated by its finite projections
[107, Theorem 4.3], i.e.,

lim
d−→∞

ΠdρΠd

∥·∥1−−→ ρ. (A.1)

Abusing notation similarly as in Notational aside A.1, we observe that Eq. (A.1) implies
that

lim
d−→∞

Pd[ρ]
∥·∥1−−→ ρ, (A.2)

where ρ is understood to be embedded in T (H∞ ⊕ C). This gives us the following lemma.

Lemma A.1. Let {Πd}d∈N ⊂ Pos (H∞) be any set of nested, finite-dimensional projectors
such that

⋃
d∈N range (Πd) = H∞, and {Pd}d∈N be the set of projection channels correspond-

ing to these projectors (as defined in Definition A.1). Then,

lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ Pd ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 = ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1, (A.3)

for any trace-class operator σ ∈ T (H∞), and any bounded linear maps Φ,Ψ : T (H∞) −→
T (H∞).

Proof. First we remark that

lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 ≤ lim
d−→∞

∥Φ∥1−→1∥(id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 = 0, (A.4)
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which follows from the boundedness of Φ, and Eq. (A.2). The rest of the proof fol-
lows by using Eq. (A.4) with the triangle inequality of ∥·∥1 to upper and lower bound
lim

d−→∞
∥Φ ◦ Pd ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 by ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1, along with the sandwich theorem1. First, we lower

bound as follows

lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ Pd ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 = lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ] − Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 (A.5)

≥ lim
d−→∞

∣∣∣ ∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 − ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1
∣∣∣ (A.6)

=
∣∣∣ lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 − ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1
∣∣∣ (A.7)

= ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1, (A.8)

where Eq. (A.6) is the (reverse) triangle inequality of the 1-norm, and Eq. (A.8) follows
from Eq. (A.4). Similarly, we upper bound as follows

lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ Pd ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 = lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ] − Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 (A.9)

≤ lim
d−→∞

∥Φ ◦ (id − Pd) ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 + ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1 (A.10)

= ∥Φ ◦ Ψ [σ]∥1, (A.11)

where Eq. (A.10) is the triangle inequality of the 1-norm Eq. (A.11) follows from Eq. (A.4).
Thus, using the sandwich theorem, we obtain Eq. (A.3).

We will now use Lemma A.1 in the QKD secrecy statement. Recall that from the
security definition in Definition 3.3, we wish to find an upper bound εsec on

sup
A∈C(A′n,BnEn)

∥∥∥(E (l)
QKD − E (l),ideal

QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1
≤ εsec.

for a QKD protocol
{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}

.

We now prove the main result of this section.

Theorem A.1. Let {Πd}d∈N ⊂ Pos (H∞) be any set of nested, finite-dimensional pro-
jectors such that

⋃
d∈N range (Πd) = H∞, and {Pd}d∈N be the set of projection channels

1The sandwich theorem states that if a function is bounded above and below by two functions with the
same limit, then it shares that limit.
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corresponding to these projectors (as defined in Definition A.1). Given a QKD protocol{
E (l)
QKD, (ρ

prep
AA′ )

⊗n
}
, let us define

εsec (A) :=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1
,

and suppose lim
d−→∞

ε
(d)
sec (A) exists, where

ε(d)sec (A) :=
∥∥∥(E (l)

QKD − E (l),ideal
QKD

)
◦ Pd ◦ A

[
(ρprepAA′ )

⊗n]∥∥∥
1
.

Then,
sup
A∈A

εsec (A) ≤ lim
d−→∞

sup
A∈A

ε(d)sec (A) ,

where the suprema can be taken over any subset A of channels.

Proof. First note that given a fixed attack channel A, we have

lim
dn−→∞

. . . lim
d0−→∞

ε(d)sec (A) = εsec (A) , (A.12)

as a direct consequence of Lemma A.1 (noting that differences of CPTP linear maps are
bounded linear maps). The claimed result immediately follows by noting

sup
A∈A

εsec (A) = sup
A∈A

lim
d−→∞

ε(d)sec (A) (A.13)

≤ lim
d−→∞

sup
A∈A

ε(d)sec (A) , (A.14)

where Eq. (A.13) follows from Eq. (A.12), and Eq. (A.14) holds because moving a supre-
mum into any limit always yields a valid upper bound (as long as the relevant limits all
exist):

For any set S and function f : N× S → R, sup
x∈S

lim
m→∞

f(m,x) ≤ sup
x∈S

lim
m→∞

sup
x′∈S

f(m,x′)

(A.15)

= lim
m→∞

sup
x∈S

f(m,x),

(A.16)

where Eq. (A.15) follows from the trivial upper bound f(m,x) ≤ supx′∈S f(m,x′), and
in Eq. (A.16) we simply remove the superfluous outer supremum and relabel the inner
supremum.

Essentially we have proven that if we have security proof techniques that hold for all
finite dimensions, then we can obtain security for the infinite-dimensional case by taking
a suitable limit of the finite-dimensional results.
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Appendix B

Noise Channel constructions

Theorem 4.3 (Dark count noise channel). Let F⃗dB,η be the POVM for a flag-state squashed
threshold detection setup with independent dark counts as defined in Definition 4.1, where
each FdB,η

i = ΓdB,η
i,0 ⊕ ΓdB,η

i,m=1 ⊕ |i⟩⟨i| is block-diagonal with an associated Hilbert space
H0⊕H1⊕HF corresponding to the total photon number, and flag space. Then there exists
noise channel ΦdB

: H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF −→ H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF such that

FdB,η
i = Φ†

dB
[F η

i ] ∀ i (4.16)

Φ†
dB

[Π≤1] = PdB

0|0 Π≤1, (4.17)

where F η
i = Γη

i,m=0⊕Γη
i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| , Π≤1 is the projection onto the space H0⊕H1, and PdB

is the stochastic matrix that models the dark counts.

Proof. Note that since H0 is one-dimensional, this can also serve as the flag for the no-click
event. We make an ansatz for the noise channel, depicted in Fig. B.1 which we will now
elaborate on. The noise channel first projects the input state into H1 and H0 ⊕HF . On
H0 ⊕HF , it first measures the state with the lossy POVM F⃗η, and then applies the dark
count post-processing map on the measurement results.

On H1, it probabilistically chooses between two channels. With probability PdB

0|0 , it
acts as the identity channel. Intuitively, this corresponds to the case when there are no
dark counts in the setup. When there are dark counts, we assign the detection events to
classical states in the flag-space as follows. With probability 1 − PdB

0|0 , the noise channel

measures the state with F⃗η to obtain result p⃗ = Tr
[
F⃗ηρ1

]
, where ρ1 is the part of ρ acting
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on H1. The noise channel then uses the measurement result p⃗ to prepare the classical state

τC =
1

1 − PdB

0|0

∑
m∈M
j/∈M

PdB

m|jpj |m⟩⟨m| +
∑
s∈S

(
PdB

s|0 p0 + (PdB

s|s − PdB

0|0 )ps

)
|s⟩⟨s|

 . (B.1)

F⃗η PdB

F⃗η τC

H1

H0 ⊕HF

⊕

H1

H0 ⊕HF

⊕

PdB

0|0

1 − PdB

0|0

Noise Channel ΦdB

Figure B.1: Constructive description of the noise channel. Each line corresponds to a
subspace of the input Hilbert space associated with the block-diagonal decomposition of
the POVM elements. The dashed lines refer to classical states.

The rest of the proof follows by proving the following:

1. ΦdB
is completely-positive and trace-preserving (CPTP),

2. PdBTr
[
F⃗ηρ

]
= Tr

[
F⃗η ΦdB

(ρ)
]

for all input density matrices ρ,

3. Tr [ΦdB
(ρ)Π≤1] = PdB

0|0 Tr [ρΠ≤1] for all ρ.

ΦdB
is CPTP: Since it is clear that measurements and classical post-processing are phys-

ical channels, ΦdB
can be shown to be CPTP by showing that τC is a valid classical state

as the CPTP property is preserved under channel composition. Note that all the elements
of τC are positive as all elements of the stochastic matrix PdB are positive, and PdB

s|s ≥ P0|0
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for all s ∈ S as described in Eq. (4.14). Also, note that
∑

j /∈M pj = 1 as pm = 0 for all
m ∈M as stated in Eq. (4.15). Then we compute,

Tr [τC] =
1

1 − PdB

0|0

∑
m∈M
j/∈M

PdB

m|jpj +
∑
s∈S

(
PdB

s|0 p0 + (PdB

s|s − PdB

0|0 )ps

)
=

1

1 − PdB

0|0

∑
s∈S
m∈M

(
PdB

m|0 + PdB

s|0

)
p0 +

∑
s∈S
m∈M

(
PdB

m|s + PdB

s|s − PdB

0|0

)
ps


=

1

1 − PdB

0|0

((
1 − PdB

0|0

)
p0 +

∑
s∈S

(
1 − PdB

0|0

)
ps

)
(B.2)

= 1,

where Eq. (B.2) follows from the fact that
∑

m∈M PdB

m|s +PdB

s|s = 1 for any s ∈ S as implied

by Eqs. (4.12) and (4.13).

PdBTr
[
F⃗ηρ

]
= Tr

[
F⃗η ΦdB

(ρ)
]
for all input density matrices ρ: Due to the block-

diagonal structure of the POVM elements, it suffices to show that this condition holds
for flag-states {|i⟩⟨i|}nmeas

i=1 , vacuum state |vac⟩⟨vac| and single-photon states ρ1 separately.
Any input state can then be written as a convex combination of these states, and linearity
would extend this for all states.

For any flag-state |i⟩⟨i|, the condition PdBTr
[
F⃗η |i⟩⟨i|

]
= Tr

[
F⃗η ΦdB

(|i⟩⟨i|)
]

follows

directly from the construction depicted in Fig. 4.2. This similarly holds true for the vacuum
state. We now turn our attention to the single-photon states ρ1. We divide the computation
for the single-photon states into three parts. First, consider the statistics of all m ∈ M .
Using Eq. (4.15), we have that

Tr [F η
m ΦdB

(ρ1)] = PdB

0|0 Tr [F η
mρ1] + (1 − PdB

0|0 )Tr [F η
mτC]

= 0 +
∑
j /∈M

PdB

m|jTr
[
F η
j ρ1
]

(B.3)

=
∑
j∈U

Pm|jTr
[
F η
j ρ1
]
, (B.4)

where Eqs. (B.3) and (B.4) follow from Eq. (4.15).
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Next, we consider the statistics of all s ∈ S.

Tr [F η
s ΦdB

(ρ1)] = PdB

0|0 Tr [F η
s ρ1] + (1 − PdB

0|0 )Tr [F η
s τC]

= PdB

0|0 Tr [F η
s ρ1] +

(
PdB

s|0 Tr [F η
0 ρ1] + (PdB

s|s − PdB

0|0 )Tr [F η
s ρ1]

)
= PdB

s|0 Tr [F η
0 ρ1] + PdB

s|s Tr [F η
s ρ1]

=
∑
j∈U

PdB

s|j Tr
[
F η
j ρ1
]
, (B.5)

where Eq. (B.5) follows from Eqs. (4.12) and (4.15).

Finally, we consider the no-click statistics,

Tr [F η
0 ΦdB

(ρ1)] = PdB

0|0 Tr [F η
0 ρ1] + (1 − PdB

0|0 )Tr [F η
0 τC]

= PdB

0|0 Tr [F η
0 ρ1] + 0 (B.6)

=
∑
j∈U

PdB

0|j Tr
[
F η
j ρ1
]
, (B.7)

where the last equality follows from Eq. (4.13). Thus, the noise channel ΦdB
is a CPTP

map that satisfies the squashing constraint.

Tr [ΦdB
(ρ)Π≤1] = PdB

0|0 Tr [ρΠ≤1] for all ρ: Given some density matrix ρ, we let

Π≤1ρΠ≤1 = q0 |vac⟩⟨vac| + q1ρ1. From the construction depicted in Fig. B.1, we see that
ΦdB

(|vac⟩⟨vac|) = PdB

0|0 |vac⟩⟨vac|+
∑

i ̸=0P
dB

i|0 |i⟩⟨i|. Moreover, ΦdB
(ρ1) = PdB

0|0 ρ1+τC, where

τC is composed entirely of flags. Finally, ΦdB
(|i⟩⟨i|) only has support on the flag space HF .

Thus, Π≤1ΦdB
(ρ)Π≤1 = q0PdB

0|0 |vac⟩⟨vac| + q1PdB

0|0 ρ1. Since q0 + q1 = Tr [Π≤1ρ], we have

that Tr [Π≤1ΦdB
(ρ)] = PdB

0|0 Tr [Π≤1ρ].

Theorem 4.4 (Loss noise channel). Let F⃗η be the flag-state squashed POVM for a threshold
detection setup with loss (and without dark counts), where for each POVM outcome i,
F η
i = Γi,m=0⊕Γη

i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| is block-diagonal with an associated Hilbert space H0⊕H1⊕HF

corresponding to the total photon number, and flag space. Here, the vacuum component
Fi,m=0 is independent of loss η for all outcomes i. Let ηmin and ηmax be the minimum and
maximum of all the detector efficiencies used in the detection setup. We can then define
a family of noise channels Φη∗

η and target POVMs F⃗η∗ parametrised by some parameter

η∗ as follows. For any value of η∗ ∈
[

ηmin

1−(ηmax−ηmin)
, 1
]
, there exists a noise channel Φη∗

η :
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H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF −→ H0 ⊕H1 ⊕HF such that

F η
i = Φη∗

η

†
[
F η∗

i

]
∀ i (4.18)

Φη∗

η

†
[Π≤1] = Π0 +

ηmin

η∗
Π1, (4.19)

where F η∗

i = Γi,m=0⊕Γη∗

i,m=1⊕|i⟩⟨i| is the lossy flag-state squashed POVM where all detectors
have the (common) efficiency η∗, Π1 is the projection onto the space H1, Π0 is the projection
onto the space H0, and Π≤1 is the projection onto the space H0 ⊕H1.

Proof. Note that as described in Section 2.2.6, the lossy POVM F⃗η is related to the lossless

POVM F⃗ with

F⃗η,m≤1 = PηF⃗m≤1, (B.8)

where

Pη =


1 1 − η1 1 − ηk
0 η1 0

0 0 ηk

,

and F⃗η,m≤1 = F⃗m=0⊕F⃗η,m=1. Additionally, the flag-space portion, and the vacuum (m = 0)
portion of both the noisy, and noiseless POVMs are identical.

The construction of the noise channel for the lossy POVM F⃗η is a special case of the con-

struction used in Theorem 4.2. For any value of common efficiency η∗ ∈
[

ηmin

1−(ηmax−ηmin)
, 1
]
,

we break up the loss post-processing Pη as

Pη =
ηmin

η∗
Pη∗ +

(
1 − ηmin

η∗

)
Qη,η∗ , (B.9)

where

Qη,η∗ =


1 1 − η∗ η1−ηmin

η∗−ηmin
1 − η∗ ηk−ηmin

η∗−ηmin

0 η∗ η1−ηmin

η∗−ηmin
0

0 0 η∗ ηk−ηmin

η∗−ηmin

,
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Thus, from Eqs. (B.8) and (B.9) we get

F⃗η,m≤1 =
ηmin

η∗
Pη∗F⃗m≤1 +

(
1 − ηmin

η∗

)
Qη,η∗F⃗m≤1. (B.10)

Further, note that F⃗m=0 is independent of the loss η, so that we can refine the above
equation to

F⃗η,m≤1 = F⃗m=0 ⊕
(
ηmin

η∗
Pη∗F⃗m=1 +

(
1 − ηmin

η∗

)
Qη,η∗F⃗m=1

)
. (B.11)

Thus, we can construct the noise channel depicted in Fig. B.2:

Φη∗

η

ρ0 B C
B† ρ1 D
C† D† ρF

 := ρ0 ⊕
ηmin

η∗
ρ1 ⊕

((
1 − ηmin

η∗

)∑
i

Tr [ρ1Qi] |i⟩⟨i| + ρF

)
,

(B.12)

where Q⃗ := Qη,η∗F⃗m=1. It is easy to verify that this construction satisfies Tr
[
Γ⃗ηρ

]
=

Tr
[
F⃗η∗ Φη∗

η (Λ(ρ))
]
, and that Eq. (4.19) holds.
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F⃗η

F⃗ Qη,η∗

H0 H0

⊕
⊕

H1

Hm>1

⊕

H1

HF

⊕

ηmin

η∗

1 − ηmin

η∗

Noise Channel Φη
∗

η

Figure B.2: Constructive description of the noise channel. Each line corresponds to a
subspace of the input Hilbert space associated with the block-diagonal decomposition of
the POVM elements. The dashed lines refer to classical states.
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Appendix C

Improved de Finetti reductions

In this appendix, we improve on quantum de Finetti reductions from Refs. [10, 80], which
are of the following form:

ρAnBn ≤ gn,x τAnBn , (C.1)

where τAnBn =
∫
σ⊗n
ABdσAB is a normalised density matrix, and gn,x = dim (Symn (Cx)) =(

n+x−1
n

)
. We refer to a state of the form τAnBn =

∫
σ⊗n
ABdσAB as a “de Finetti state”.

As illustrated in Section 5.1, typically in reducing the analysis of quantum information
processing tasks to the IID case, the following factors come into play:

1. The value of gn,x : This should be as small as possible, as it appears as a penalty in
the reduction to IID states.

2. The integral over IID states in τAnBn : This should be such that the integral is
only over states for which the task has been “analyzed”, e.g. in the sense that some
security property has been proven for all such IID states.

In particular, the de Finetti reduction proved in [10] is not sufficient for our purposes as
the mixture of IID states τAnBn used in that work constitutes a mixture over all IID states.
However, the analysis of PM QKD protocols requires τAnBn to be a mixture of IID states
that have the same fixed marginal σ̂A. This can easily be remedied by using [80, Corollary
3.2], which therefore forms the natural starting point for our work in this appendix.

In this appendix we make several improvements to the value of gn,x. These improve-
ments are of two types. We first improve the dimensional scaling (gn,x) in Lemma 3.1
of Ref. [80] for generic states. Second, we also show that the dimensions can be reduced
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for states that are invariant under certain symmetries, as an extension of Ref. [84] to the
quantum case. We first state the results, to make the structure of the argument clear.
Then, we provide the technical proofs, which are simple modifications of the proofs in [80].

C.1 Generic improvement

Theorem C.1 (de Finetti reduction with fixed marginal). Let σ̂A ∈ Pos
(
CdA

)
and let

ρAnRn be any purification of (σ̂A)⊗n supported on the symmetric subspace Symn
(
CdAdR

)
.

Then there exists a probability measure dϕ on the set of purifications |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|AR of σ̂A, such
that

ρAnRn ≤ gn,dAdR

∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n

AR dϕ. (C.2)

The proof is given in Appendix C.3.

Note that crucially, Theorem C.1 differs from Lemma 3.1 in Ref. [80] in the prefactor
gn,x, where they had x = max[d2A, d

2
R] instead of x = dAdR. This leads to a corresponding

improvement in the resulting corollary for mixed states. Before stating this corollary, we
need to define permutation-invariance of matrices.

Definition C.1 (Permutation-invariance of matrices). Given a matrix ρAnBn ∈ L
((

CdAdB
)⊗n
)

and a permutation π ∈ Sn of its subsystems, we denote the action of π on ρAnBn as

P dAdB ,n
π ρAnBnP dAdB ,n

π
†

where P dAdB ,n
π is the standard representation of π on (CdAdB)⊗n.

We say that a matrix is permutation-invariant if it is invariant under the action of all
permutations π ∈ Sn.

Corollary C.1. Let σ̂A ∈ Pos
(
CdA

)
and ρAnBn be any permutation-invariant extension of

(σ̂A)⊗n. Then there exists a probability measure dσAB on the set of non-negative extensions
σAB of σ̂A, such that

ρAnBn ≤ gn,x

∫
σ⊗n
ABdσAB (C.3)

holds for x = d2Ad
2
B.

Proof. We can use Lemma 4.2.2 from Ref. [52] to construct a purification ρAnBnEn ∈
Symn

(
CdAdB ⊗ CdAdB

)
of ρAnBn . From Theorem C.1, it follows that

ρAnBnEn ≤ gn,d2Ad2B

∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n

ABE dϕ,
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where dϕ is a probability measure over purifications of σ̂A. Taking the partial trace over
En on both sides completes the proof.

Note that the dramatic improvement over Corollary 3.2 from Ref. [80] (x = d2Ad
4
B to

x = d2Ad
2
B) is a direct result of Theorem C.1. Additionally, with this improvement we obtain

the earlier de Finetti reduction without a fixed marginal [10, Lemma 2] by considering A
to be a trivial system, thus unifying both results.

C.2 Improvements with symmetries

In this work, we use the term “symmetries” as a broad term to refer to both block-diagonal
structure and invariance under some groups. This is due to the following connection be-
tween block-diagonal structure and group invariance. Consider the group

⊕k
i=1 U(1) and

the representation ϕ :
⊕k

i=1 U(1) → U(
⊕k

i=1Cdi) defined as ϕ(u1, . . . uk) 7→
⊕k

i=1

⊕di
j=1 ui.

Note that this representation has k irreps of dimensions {di}ki=1 each. A state being invari-
ant under the action of this representation is equivalent to saying that the state is block-
diagonal with k blocks of dimensions {di}ki=1 each. Hence, we can view block-diagonal
structure as corresponding to invariance with respect to some group representation.

The use of de Finetti-like reductions for symmetries was previously mentioned in [10,
footnote 17], and with more details given in Refs. [108, 109]. We extend this analysis
to the de Finetti reduction with fixed marginal, and also show that the reduction in the
case of “IID-symmetries” can be combined with the reduction in the case of permutational
symmetry. A similar analysis to combine permutational symmetry with “IID-symmetries”
for the de Finetti reduction without a fixed marginal was independently performed by
Ref. [85]. Importantly, they also obtain a better cost gn,x.

Our improvements to Corollary C.1 in the presence of symmetries are based on observ-
ing that the proof in Appendix C.1 had the following structure:

1. Given a permutation-invariant state with a fixed marginal σ̂⊗n
A , Lemma 4.2.2 from

Ref. [52] is used to obtain a purification in the corresponding symmetric subspace.

2. This purification can then be related to a convex mixture of IID states with the same
marginal σ̂A, via Theorem C.1.

3. Tracing out the purifying system gives the de Finetti reduction for mixed states as
shown in Corollary C.1.
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We show that in the presence of symmetries, steps 1 and 2 can be improved. With
this, we prove a generalised version of Theorem C.1 that results in better bounds in the
presence of symmetries.

Theorem C.2 (de Finetti reduction with symmetries and fixed marginal). Let σ̂A ∈
Pos

(
CdA

)
, and let ρAnRn be any purification of (σ̂A)⊗n supported on the symmetric subspace

Symn
(⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi

)
where

⊕k
i=1 CdAi ⊆ CdA and

⊕k
i=1CdRi ⊆ CdR. Then there exists

a probability measure dϕ on the set of purifications |ϕ⟩AR ∈
⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi of σ̂A such
that

ρAnRn ≤ gn,x

∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n

AR dϕ, (C.4)

where x =
∑k

i=1 d
A
i d

R
i .

The proof is given in Appendix C.3.

We note that in the case where k = 1, dA1 = dA and dR1 = dR we recover Theorem C.1.
More generally,

∑k
i=1 d

A
i d

R
i ≤ dAdR leading to a reduced cost gn,x. Block-diagonal sym-

metries are an important special case of generic symmetries that are often seen in optical
implementations of quantum information protocols. Thus, we next describe the usage
of Theorem C.2 for the case where the state has some block-diagonal symmetry before
considering more general symmetries.

C.2.1 Improvement for IID-block-diagonal states

Definition C.2 (IID-block-diagonal states). Given a matrix ρAnBn ∈ L
(
(CdAdB)⊗n

)
, and

a set of orthogonal projections {Πi}ki=1 ⊂ L
(
CdAdB

)
, we say that the matrix is IID-block-

diagonal if

ρAnBn =
∑
j⃗∈[k]n

Πj⃗ρAnBnΠj⃗

where Πj⃗ := Πj1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Πjn . We denote the rank of projector Πi as di; it corresponds to

the dimension of the ith block.

Just as Lemma 4.2.2 from Ref. [52] was crucial in the proof of Corollary C.1, the heart
of the improvement that uses block-diagonal structure is the following lemma.
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Lemma C.1. Let ρAnBn ∈ Pos
((

CdAdB
)⊗n
)

be a permutation-invariant and IID-block-

diagonal matrix with respect to projections {Πi}ki=1 of dimension {di}ki=1. Then there exists

a purification of ρAnBn supported on Symn
(⊕k

i=1Cdi ⊗ Cdi

)
.

The proof is given in Appendix C.3.

Remark C.1. An important special case of Lemma C.1 is when ρAnBn is IID-block-diagonal
with respect to projections {ΠA

i ⊗ΠB
j }

kA,kB
i,j=1 of dimension {dAi dBj }

kA,kB
i,j=1 where dAi and dBj are

the ranks of ΠA
i ∈ L

(
CdA

)
and ΠB

j ∈ L
(
CdB

)
respectively. In that case, there exists a purifi-

cation of ρAnBn on Symn
(⊕kA,kB

i,j=1 CdAi ⊗ CdBj ⊗ CdAi ⊗ CdBj

)
= Symn

(⊕kA
i=1CdAi ⊗ CdAi

∑kB
j=1 d

B
j

2
)
.

Note that this purification of ρAnBn now belongs to Symn
(⊕kA

i=1 CdAi ⊗ CdAi
∑kB

j=1 d
B
j

2
)

instead of Symn
(
CdAdR

)
in Theorem C.1. We thus obtain an improved version of Corol-

lary C.1.

Corollary C.1. Let σ̂A ∈ Pos
(
CdA

)
and ρAnBn be any permutation-invariant and IID-

block-diagonal extension of (σ̂A)⊗n with with respect to projections {ΠA
i ⊗ ΠB

j }
kA,kB
i,j=1 of di-

mension {dAi dBj }
kA,kB
i,j=1 , where d

A
i and dBj are the ranks of ΠA

i ∈ L
(
CdA

)
and ΠB

j ∈ L
(
CdB

)
respectively. Then there exists some probability measure dσAB over the set of block-diagonal
extensions σAB of σ̂A such that

ρAnBn ≤ gn,x

∫
σ⊗n
AB dσAB, (C.5)

where x =
∑kA,kB

i,j=1 d
A
i
2
dBj

2
.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is similar to the proof of Corollary C.1, replacing the use
of Lemma 4.2.2 from Ref. [52] with Lemma C.1 and Theorem C.1 with Theorem C.2.

C.2.2 Improvement for IID symmetries

Definition C.3 (IID-group-invariant). Let G be a group, and let {Ug}g∈G be a unitary
representations of G on CdA ⊗ CdB . We say a matrix ρAnBn ∈ L

(
(CdA ⊗ CdB)⊗n

)
is IID-

G-invariant if

Ug⃗ ρ U
†
g⃗ = ρ

for all g⃗ ∈ Gn, where Ug⃗ :=
⊗n

i=1 Ugi for g⃗ = (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Gn.
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Similar to the block-diagonal case, the following lemma gives the improvement in the
presence of symmetries.

Lemma C.2. Let G be a compact group and let {Ug}g∈G be a unitary representation
of G on CdAdB with k irreducible representations with multiplicity {mi}ki=1. If ρAnBn ∈
Pos

(
(CdAdB)⊗n

)
is permutation invariant and IID-G-invariant, then there exists a purifi-

cation of ρAnBn on Symn
(⊕k

i=1 Cmi ⊗ Cmi

)
.

The proof is given in Appendix C.3.

Remark C.2. An important special case of Lemma C.2 is when the group G = GA ×GB

is a product of compact groups. Let the unitary representations {UgA}gA∈GA
⊂ L

(
CdA

)
and

{UgB}gB∈GB
⊂ L

(
CdB

)
with kA, kB irreducible representations with multiplicity {mA

i }
kA
i=1

and {mB
i }

kB
i=1 respectively. Then there exists a purification of ρAnBn on

Symn
(⊕kA,kB

i,j=1 CmA
i ⊗ CmB

j ⊗ CmA
i ⊗ CmB

j

)
= Symn

(⊕kA
i CmA

i ⊗ CmA
i

∑kB
j=1 m

B
j

2
)
.

This can now be directly used to prove the de Finetti reduction for mixed states in the
presence of symmetries.

Corollary C.2. Let {UA
gA
}gA∈GA

({UB
gB
}gB∈GB

) be a unitary representation of GA (GB) on

CdA (CdB) with kA (kB) irreducible representations with multiplicity {mA
i }

kA
i=1 ({mB

j }
kB
j=1).

Let G = GA × GB, σ̂A ∈ Pos
(
CdA

)
and ρAnBn be any permutation-invariant extension of

(σ̂A)⊗n that is IID-G-invariant. Then there exists some probability measure dσAB over the
set of G-invariant extensions σAB of σ̂A such that

ρAnBn ≤ gn,x

∫
σ⊗n
AB dσAB, (C.6)

where x =
∑kA,kB

i,j=1 m
A
i
2
mB

j
2
.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is similar to the proof of Corollary C.1, replacing the use
of Lemma C.1 with Lemma C.2.

Of course, these improvements would also apply to the de Finetti reduction without
the fixed marginal [10, Lemma 2] in the case when A is a trivial register (although in this
case, one would be better off using the results from [85] instead). Moreover, these improve-
ments drastically improve upon the previous de Finetti reduction with fixed marginal [80,
Corollary 3.2], thereby increasing the key rates obtained via the postselection technique,
as shown in Fig. 5.5.
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C.3 Proofs of technical statements

In this section, we complete the proofs of the theorems and lemmas in the preceding
sections. Our proofs rely heavily on results from representation theory, particularly Schur-
Weyl duality and Schur’s Lemma. For pedagogical clarity, we begin by summarising the
essential concepts from representation theory that form the basis of our arguments.

C.3.1 Toolkit from representation theory

Here, we briefly introduce the key results used in our proofs. There are a number of existing
resources that provide a more comprehensive treatment of representation theory within the
context of quantum information, for e.g. - [110, 111].

Schur-Weyl Duality

This duality provides a decomposition of the n-fold tensor product of a Hilbert space,
(Cd)⊗n, in terms of the irreducible representations of the following groups:

1. The unitary group U(d), which acts as U⊗n for U ∈ U(d).

2. The symmetric group Sn, which acts by permuting the n tensor factors.

Schur-Weyl duality states that the space decomposes into a direct sum of tensor products
of irreducible representations (irreps) of these two groups,

(Cd)⊗n ∼=
⊕

λ∈Λn,d

W λ
d ⊗ [λ], (C.7)

where

• Λn,d is the set of partitions of the integer n into at most d parts (represented by
Young diagrams λ). More formally,

Λn,d := {λ = (λ1, . . . , λd) : λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λd ≥ 0,
d∑

i=1

λi = n}.

We identify a partition (λ1, . . . , λd, 0, · · · , 0) with (λ1, . . . , λd), so Λn,d is a subset of
Λn,d′ for d ≤ d′.
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• W λ
d is the vector space for the irrep of U(d) corresponding to λ. The group U(d) acts

non-trivially only on this space. The structure of this space depends on both λ and
d.

• [λ] is the vector space for the irrep of Sn corresponding to λ. The symmetric group
Sn acts non-trivially only on this space. The structure of this space depends only on
λ.

An important consequence for our work relates to the symmetric subspace, Symn
(
CdA ⊗ CdR

)
,

which is the subspace invariant under permutations from Sn. For a bipartite system, the
subspace of (CdA⊗CdR)⊗n that is invariant under permutations of the n copies is isomorphic
to
⊕

λ∈Λn,min(dA,dR)
W λ

A ⊗W λ
R (see, e.g., [110, Eq. (5.27)]).

Schur’s Lemma and Integration over Unitary Groups

Schur’s Lemma is fundamental for evaluating integrals over compact groups. For our
purposes, its most important consequence is the following identity. Let W λ

R be the space
for an irrep of U(dR) and let W λ

R(U) be the unitary matrix for U ∈ U(dR) in this irrep.
For any two vectors |v⟩ ∈ W λ

R and |w⟩ ∈ W λ′
R , we have,∫

U(dR)

W λ
R(U) |v⟩⟨w| (W λ′

R (U))† dU = δλ,λ′
⟨w|v⟩

dim(W λ
R)

idWλ
R
, (C.8)

where dU is the normalised Haar measure. This shows that integrating over the group
projects any operator onto a multiple of the identity operator within each irrep subspace
and annihilates operators acting between inequivalent irrep subspaces.

Characters and their Orthogonality

For any representation π : G→ U(H), its character is the function χ : G→ C defined by
the trace of the representation matrices, χ(g) := Tr [π(g)]. A key property of the character
is that it is constant on the conjugacy classes of the group (i.e., χ(hgh−1) = χ(g)). For a
compact group, we can define an inner product on the space of such class functions via the
Haar measure:

⟨χ1, χ2⟩ :=

∫
G

χ1(g)χ2(g) dµ(g).
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The Great Orthogonality Theorem for characters states that the characters of the
irreps form an orthonormal set with respect to this inner product. That is, for two irreps
πi and πj with characters χi and χj:

⟨χi, χj⟩ =

∫
G

χi(g)χj(g) dµ(g) = δij.

C.3.2 Proofs

We now proceed with the proofs. We first need to establish the following lemma, which
characterises the structure of a particular integrated quantum state.

Lemma C.3. Suppose dA and dR are two positive integers with dA ≤ dR. Let |θ⟩ :=∑dA
i=1 |i⟩A ⊗ |i⟩R ∈ CdA ⊗ CdR, and let dU be the Haar measure on U(CdR). For every

n ≥ 1, define the operator

Tn :=

∫
U(CdR )

(idAn ⊗U⊗n) |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗n (idAn ⊗U⊗n)†dU.

Then there is an invertible operator κn ∈ L
(
(CdA)⊗n

)
such that

(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2Tn(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2 = idSymn(CdA⊗CdR) . (C.9)

Proof. The proof strategy is to decompose the state |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗n using Schur-Weyl duality and
then apply Schur’s Lemma to evaluate the integral over U(CdR).

We apply the Schur-Weyl duality decomposition (Equation (C.7)) to both (CdA)⊗n and
(CdR)⊗n, noting that since dA ≤ dR, we have Λn,dA ⊂ Λn,dR . The state |θ⟩⊗n is invariant
under the joint action V ⊗n⊗ (V †)⊗n for any V ∈ U(dA) and lies in the symmetric subspace
Symn

(
CdA ⊗ CdR

)
. This structure implies that its decomposition can be written as,

|θ⟩⊗n =
⊕

λ∈Λn,dA

∣∣Φλ
AR

〉
,

where each
∣∣Φλ

AR

〉
is a vector in the corresponding subspace W λ

A ⊗W λ
R. Specifically,

∣∣Φλ
AR

〉
is a maximally entangled state between the W λ

A and W λ
R spaces. We can write this as∣∣Φλ

AR

〉
=
√

dim([λ])
∑dim(Wλ

A)
j=1

∣∣∣wλ,A
j

〉
⊗
∣∣∣wλ,R

j

〉
for some orthonormal bases

{∣∣∣wλ,A
j

〉}
of

W λ
A and

{∣∣∣wλ,R
j

〉}
of W λ

R.1

1The prefactor
√
dim([λ]) is a result of the fact that |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗n

, is unnormalised.

158



We now compute the integral defining Tn. The unitary U⊗n acts only on the R system.
In the Schur-Weyl basis, its action is

⊕
λ′ W λ′

R (U)⊗id[λ′]R . The integral therefore decouples
across the λ blocks as,

Tn =

∫ ⊕
λ,λ′∈Λn,dA

(idWλ
A
⊗W λ

R(U))
∣∣∣Φλ

AR

〉〈
Φλ′

AR

∣∣∣ (idWλ′
A
⊗W λ′

R (U))†dU

=
⊕
λ,λ′

dim([λ])
∑
j,j′

∣∣∣wλ,A
j

〉〈
wλ′,A

j′

∣∣∣⊗ ∫ W λ
R(U)

∣∣∣wλ,R
j

〉〈
wλ′,R

j′

∣∣∣ (W λ′

R (U))†dU.

Applying Schur’s Lemma, the integral is non-zero only if λ = λ′ and j = j′. This yields,∫
W λ

R(U)
∣∣∣wλ,R

j

〉〈
wλ′,R

j′

∣∣∣ (W λ′

R (U))†dU = δλ,λ′δj,j′
1

dim(W λ
R)

idWλ
R
.

Substituting this back, we find

Tn =
⊕

λ∈Λn,dA

dim([λ])

dim(Wλ
A)∑

j=1

∣∣∣wλ,A
j

〉〈
wλ,A

j

∣∣∣⊗ 1

dim(W λ
R)

idWλ
R

=
⊕

λ∈Λn,dA

dim([λ])

dim(W λ
R)

(∑
j

∣∣∣wλ,A
j

〉〈
wλ,A

j

∣∣∣)⊗ idWλ
R

=
⊕

λ∈Λn,dA

dim([λ])

dim(W λ
R)

idWλ
A
⊗ idWλ

R
.

We aim to find an operator κn acting on the A system that normalises Tn to the
identity on the symmetric subspace. From the structure of Tn above, and recalling that
Symn

(
CdA ⊗ CdR

) ∼= ⊕λ∈Λn,dA
W λ

A ⊗W λ
R, we can see that the identity on this subspace is

idSym =
⊕

λ idWλ
A
⊗ idWλ

R
. By inspection, if we define κn as

κn :=
⊕

λ∈Λn,dA

(
dim([λ])

dim(W λ
R)

)
idWλ

A
⊗ id[λ]A ,

then (κn ⊗ idRn) acts on the decomposed space as
⊕

λ
dim([λ])

dim(Wλ
R)

idWλ
A
⊗ idWλ

R
. Applying its

inverse square root to Tn yields the desired identity operator.
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Theorem C.1 (de Finetti reduction with fixed marginal). Let σ̂A ∈ Pos
(
CdA

)
and let

ρAnRn be any purification of (σ̂A)⊗n supported on the symmetric subspace Symn
(
CdAdR

)
.

Then there exists a probability measure dϕ on the set of purifications |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|AR of σ̂A, such
that

ρAnRn ≤ gn,dAdR

∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n

AR dϕ. (C.2)

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that dA ≤ dR and that σ̂A has full rank. The proof
proceeds by relating the integral over purifications to the operator Tn from Lemma C.3,
and then bounding the given state ρAnRn against this integrated state.

First, note that the set of purifications of σ̂A on CdA⊗CdR can be generated by applying
local unitaries on the purifying system R to a fixed purification. Specifically, let |ϕ0⟩ =

(σ̂
1/2
A ⊗ idR) |θ⟩ be a canonical purification, where |θ⟩ =

∑
i |i⟩A |i⟩R. Then any other

purification can be written as |ϕU⟩ = (idA ⊗U) |ϕ0⟩ for some U ∈ U(CdR). The integral
over all such purifications with respect to the Haar measure dU is

τn :=

∫
PuriR(σ̂A)

|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n dϕ =

∫
U(CdR )

|ϕU⟩⟨ϕU |⊗n dU

=

∫
(idAn ⊗U⊗n)((σ̂

1/2
A )⊗n ⊗ idRn) |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗n ((σ̂

1/2
A )⊗n ⊗ idRn)(idAn ⊗(U †)⊗n)dU

= (
√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)

[∫
(idAn ⊗U⊗n) |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗n (idAn ⊗(U †)⊗n)dU

]
(
√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)

= (
√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)Tn(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn),

where Tn is the operator defined in Lemma C.3.

We wish to prove ρAnRn ≤ gn,dAdRτn. This is equivalent to showing

(
√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1ρAnRn(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1 ≤ gn,dAdRTn. (C.10)

Let us define an operator ρ̃ := (κn⊗idRn)−1/2(
√
σ̂A

⊗n⊗idRn)−1ρAnRn(
√
σ̂A

⊗n⊗idRn)−1(κn⊗
idRn)−1/2, where κn is the operator from Lemma C.3. Using the identity from Equa-
tion (C.9), the inequality we need to prove, Equation (C.10), becomes

ρ̃ ≤ gn,dAdR idSymn(CdA⊗CdR) . (C.11)

Since ρAnRn is supported on the symmetric subspace, so is ρ̃. As ρ̃ is a positive semi-
definite operator, its ∞-norm (its largest eigenvalue) is bounded by its trace2: ∥ρ̃∥∞ ≤

2This inequality is an equality when ρAnRn is a pure state.
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Tr [ρ̃]. We now bound this trace. A key observation is that because both ρAnRn and the
de Finetti state τn are purifications of σ̂⊗n

A , their partial trace over system Rn must be
equal. This allows us to substitute ρAnRn with τn when calculating the trace of an operator
acting only on system An. More formally, Tr [ρAnRn(MAn ⊗ idRn)] = Tr

[
σ̂⊗n
A MAn

]
=

Tr [τn(MAn ⊗ idRn)]. This lets us proceed as follows:

Tr [ρ̃] = Tr
[
(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1ρAnRn(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2

]
= Tr

[
(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1τn(

√
σ̂A

⊗n
⊗ idRn)−1(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2

]
= Tr

[
(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2Tn(κn ⊗ idRn)−1/2

]
= Tr

[
idSymn(CdA⊗CdR)

]
= dim(Symn

(
CdAdR

)
) = gn,dAdR .

Since ρ̃ is supported on the symmetric subspace and its trace is gn,dAdR , its maximum
eigenvalue is at most gn,dAdR . This confirms Equation (C.11) and completes the proof.

Theorem C.2 (de Finetti reduction with symmetries and fixed marginal). Let σ̂A ∈
Pos

(
CdA

)
, and let ρAnRn be any purification of (σ̂A)⊗n supported on the symmetric subspace

Symn
(⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi

)
where

⊕k
i=1 CdAi ⊆ CdA and

⊕k
i=1CdRi ⊆ CdR. Then there exists

a probability measure dϕ on the set of purifications |ϕ⟩AR ∈
⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi of σ̂A such
that

ρAnRn ≤ gn,x

∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n

AR dϕ, (C.4)

where x =
∑k

i=1 d
A
i d

R
i .

Proof. The proof extends the logic of the generic case (Theorem C.1) to states with a
block-diagonal structure. The core idea is to show that the entire analysis, including the
Hilbert space structure, the set of purifications, and the Haar integration, respects this
block-diagonal form. This allows us to apply the result of Lemma C.3 within each block
and then combine the results.

The state ρAnRn is supported on the symmetric subspace of
(⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi

)⊗n

. A

fundamental result for symmetric powers of direct sums states that this space itself de-
composes into sectors, corresponding to how the n ‘particles’ are distributed among the
k blocks. If we choose n1 particles from block 1, n2 from block 2, and so on, such that

161



∑k
i=1 ni = n, the resulting state must be symmetric under permutations of the ni particles

within each block. This leads to the isomorphism [112, Eq. (6.7.1)],

Symn

(
k⊕

i=1

CdAi ⊗ CdRi

)
=

⊕
n1+···+nk=n

(
k⊗

i=1

Symni

(
CdAi ⊗ CdRi

))
.

This decomposition is the key structural feature we will exploit.

The marginal state σ̂A is block-diagonal, i.e., σ̂A =
⊕k

i=1 σ̂
i
A where σ̂i

A acts on CdAi .

A purification |ϕ⟩ of σ̂A that lies within the block-diagonal space
⊕k

i=1CdAi ⊗ CdRi must

itself be a direct sum of purifications of the block marginals: |ϕ⟩ =
⊕k

i=1 |ϕi⟩, where
TrRi

[|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|] = σ̂i
A. The set of all such purifications can be generated by applying local

unitaries Ui ∈ U(CdRi ) within each block i. The de Finetti state τn =
∫
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n dϕ is

related to an operator T via τn = (
√
σ̂A

⊗n ⊗ idRn)T (
√
σ̂A

⊗n ⊗ idRn), where T is given by
the integral,

T =

∫ ( k⊕
i=1

(idAi
⊗Ui) |θi⟩⟨θi| (idAi

⊗U †
i )

)⊗n

dU1 · · · dUk.

Here, |θi⟩ =
∑dAi

j=1 |j⟩Ai
|j⟩Ri

. Expanding the tensor power using the multinomial theorem
produces terms corresponding to choosing ni copies of the i-th block for all combinations
where

∑
ni = n. Formally,

T =
⊕

n1+···+nk=n

k⊗
i=1

T (i)
ni
, where T (i)

ni
=

∫ (
(idAi

⊗Ui) |θi⟩⟨θi| (idAi
⊗U †

i )
)⊗ni

dUi.

Each T
(i)
ni is precisely the operator studied in Lemma C.3 for ni copies on the Hilbert space

CdAi ⊗ CdRi .

From Lemma C.3, for each block i and each copy number m ∈ {1, . . . , n}, there exists

an invertible operator κ
(i)
m ∈ L

(
(CdAi )⊗m

)
such that (κ

(i)
m ⊗ idRm

i
)−1/2T

(i)
m (κ

(i)
m ⊗ idRm

i
)−1/2 =

id
Symm(CdA

i ⊗CdR
i )

. We construct a global normalising operator κ that respects the block

structure of T as,

κ :=
⊕

n1+···+nk=n

k⊗
i=1

κ(i)ni
.
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Applying this operator to T normalises each block of the direct sum correctly,

(κ⊗ idRn)−1/2T (κ⊗ idRn)−1/2 =
⊕

n1+···+nk=n

k⊗
i=1

id
Symni (CdA

i ⊗CdR
i )

= id
Symn

(⊕k
i=1 C

dA
i ⊗CdR

i

) .

The rest of the proof follows similarly as in the proof of Theorem C.1.

Lemma C.1. Let ρAnBn ∈ Pos
((

CdAdB
)⊗n
)

be a permutation-invariant and IID-block-

diagonal matrix with respect to projections {Πi}ki=1 of dimension {di}ki=1. Then there exists

a purification of ρAnBn supported on Symn
(⊕k

i=1Cdi ⊗ Cdi

)
.

Proof. This proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 4.2.2 from Ref. [52]. The proof is
constructive. We will explicitly build a purification for ρAnBn and then demonstrate that
it has the required properties: first, that it lies in the Hilbert space corresponding to the
block-diagonal structure, and second, that it is invariant under permutations. A vector
that satisfies both these properties must lie in the symmetric subspace of the block-diagonal
Hilbert space.

Let the spectral decomposition of ρAnBn be ρAnBn =
∑

λ λΠλ, where Πλ is the projector
onto the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue λ. Since ρAnBn is IID-block-diagonal,
it commutes with the projectors Πj⃗ := Πj1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πjn . This means we can choose an
orthonormal basis of eigenvectors {|x⟩} for ρAnBn such that each eigenvector |x⟩ lies entirely
within a single block, i.e., Πj⃗ |x⟩ = |x⟩ for some j⃗.

Let HABE = (CdAdB) ⊗ (CdAdB) be the extended Hilbert space, where the purifying
system E is a copy of the original system AB. We define an unnormalised pure state for
each eigenspace λ as, ∣∣Ψλ

〉
:=
∑
x∈Xλ

|x⟩AB ⊗ |x⟩E,

where Xλ is an orthonormal basis for the eigenspace of λ, and the complex conjugation
is taken in the standard basis used to define the eigenvectors. The overall purification of
ρAnBn is then constructed as,

|Ψ⟩ :=
∑
λ

√
λ
∣∣Ψλ
〉

=
∑
x

√
λx |x⟩AB ⊗ |x⟩E.

163



It can be verified that this is a valid purification as

TrE [|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|] =
∑
x,y

√
λxλyTrE [|x⟩⟨y|)AB ⊗ (|x⟩⟨y|)E]

=
∑
x

λx |x⟩⟨x| = ρAnBn .

Now, we show that |Ψ⟩ lies in the correct block-diagonal subspace. Each eigenvector |x⟩
is a tensor product |x⟩ = |x1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |xn⟩, where each |xm⟩ lies in the subspace associated
with a single projector Πjm . Therefore, |x⟩ lies in the subspace

⊗n
m=1 Cdjm . Its conjugate,

|x⟩, lies in the corresponding conjugate space, which for purification purposes we identify
with a copy of the same space. Since the full purification |Ψ⟩ is a linear combination of
such states, it must lie in the direct sum of all such possible tensor product spaces,

|Ψ⟩ ∈
⊕
j⃗∈[k]n

n⊗
m=1

(
Cdjm ⊗ Cdjm

)
.

This space is precisely the n-fold tensor product of the direct-sum space describing a single
system, i.e.,

|Ψ⟩ ∈

(
k⊕

i=1

Cdi ⊗ Cdi

)⊗n

.

The permutation invariance of ρAnBn means that for any permutation π ∈ Sn, the
corresponding unitary operator P dAdB ,n

π commutes with ρAnBn . This implies that P dAdB ,n
π

preserves the eigenspaces of ρAnBn ; it maps the eigenspace Πλ to itself. The state
∣∣Ψλ
〉

is
constructed as a sum over a complete basis for the eigenspace Πλ. As shown in detail in
[52], this implies that

∣∣Ψλ
〉

is invariant under the action of the permutation on the joint
system,

(P dAdB ,n
π )AB ⊗ (P dAdB ,n

π )E
∣∣Ψλ
〉

=
∣∣Ψλ
〉
.

Since the full purification |Ψ⟩ is a linear combination of these invariant states, it too must
be permutation-invariant.

We have shown that the purification |Ψ⟩ satisfies two properties:

1. It belongs to the tensor product space
(⊕k

i=1 Cdi ⊗ Cdi

)⊗n

.
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2. It is invariant under permutations of the n tensor factors.

A vector is, by definition, in the symmetric subspace Symn(H) if and only if it belongs
to H⊗n and is invariant under permutations. By identifying H =

⊕k
i=1 Cdi ⊗ Cdi , we see

that |Ψ⟩ satisfies both conditions for this choice of H. Therefore, the purification |Ψ⟩ is

supported on Symn
(⊕k

i=1 Cdi ⊗ Cdi

)
, as required.

Lemma C.2. Let G be a compact group and let {Ug}g∈G be a unitary representation
of G on CdAdB with k irreducible representations with multiplicity {mi}ki=1. If ρAnBn ∈
Pos

(
(CdAdB)⊗n

)
is permutation invariant and IID-G-invariant, then there exists a purifi-

cation of ρAnBn on Symn
(⊕k

i=1 Cmi ⊗ Cmi

)
.

To prove this, we first prove the following lemma.

Lemma C.4. Suppose π1 : G → U(Cd) and π2 : G → U(Cd′) are two irreps of a compact
group G. Let Π :=

∫
G
π1(g) ⊗ π2(g) dµ(g), where µ is the Haar measure on G. Then Π is

an orthogonal projection, and its rank is given by its trace

Tr [Π] =

{
1 if π1 ∼= π2 (the irreps are equivalent)

0 if π1 ̸∼= π2 (the irreps are inequivalent)
.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two parts. First, we show Π is a projector. Second, we
calculate its trace using the orthogonality of characters for irreducible representations.

The operator Π is constructed by averaging over the entire group, which makes it
invariant under the group action. Specifically, for any h ∈ G,

(π1(h) ⊗ π2(h))Π =

∫
G

π1(h)π1(g) ⊗ π2(h)π2(g) dµ(g)

=

∫
G

π1(hg) ⊗ π2(hg) dµ(g) =

∫
G

π1(g
′) ⊗ π2(g′) dµ(g′) = Π,

where we used the left-invariance of the Haar measure (g′ = hg, dµ(g′) = dµ(g)). Now we
can show Π2 = Π as

Π2 = Π

(∫
G

π1(g) ⊗ π2(g) dµ(g)

)
=

∫
G

Π(π1(g) ⊗ π2(g)) dµ(g) =

∫
G

Π dµ(g) = Π.

Since Π2 = Π and it is self-adjoint, it is an orthogonal projection.
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The trace of the integral is the integral of the trace. The trace of a tensor product of
operators is the product of their traces. Let χ1(g) = Tr [π1(g)] and χ2(g) = Tr [π2(g)] be
the characters of the two representations.

Tr [Π] =

∫
G

Tr
[
π1(g) ⊗ π2(g)

]
dµ(g) =

∫
G

Tr [π1(g)] Tr
[
π2(g)

]
dµ(g) =

∫
G

χ1(g)χ2(g) dµ(g).

This last expression is the inner product of the characters, ⟨χ1, χ2⟩. The Great Orthogo-
nality Theorem for characters of irreducible representations states that this inner product
is 1 if the representations are equivalent (π1 ∼= π2) and 0 otherwise. This completes the
proof of the lemma.

We now use this result to prove the main lemma.

Proof of Lemma C.2. The logic of this proof closely mirrors that of Lemma C.1. We
first construct a purification for ρAnBn and then show that the combined symmetries of
permutation-invariance and IID-G-invariance confine this purification to the desired smaller
symmetric subspace.

The construction of the purification is identical to the construction in Lemma C.1. We
define the purification |Ψ⟩ =

∑
x

√
λx |x⟩AB ⊗ |x⟩E, where {|x⟩} are the eigenvectors of

ρAnBn with corresponding eigenvalues λx. The permutation-invariance of ρAnBn implies
the permutation-invariance of its eigenspaces, which in turn implies that the constructed
purification |Ψ⟩ is invariant under permutations of the n tensor factors.

The IID-G-invariance of ρAnBn means that for any choice of group elements g⃗ =
(g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Gn, the state is invariant: Ug⃗ρAnBnU †

g⃗ = ρAnBn , where Ug⃗ =
⊗n

i=1 Ugi .
This implies that the operator Ug⃗ preserves the eigenspaces of ρAnBn . Following the same
logic as for permutation invariance, the canonical purification |Ψ⟩ constructed from these
eigenspaces must also be invariant under the corresponding action on the purifying system

(Ug⃗ ⊗ Ug⃗) |Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩ for all g⃗ ∈ Gn.

Now, consider the operator Π =
∫
G
π(g)⊗π(g) dµ(g), where π(g) = Ug. The purification
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|Ψ⟩ lies in the support of Π⊗n,

Π⊗n |Ψ⟩ =

(∫
G

π(g) ⊗ π(g) dµ(g)

)⊗n

|Ψ⟩

=

∫
Gn

(
n⊗

i=1

π(gi) ⊗ π(gi)

)
|Ψ⟩ dµ(g⃗)

=

∫
Gn

(Ug⃗ ⊗ Ug⃗) |Ψ⟩ dµ(g⃗) =

∫
Gn

|Ψ⟩ dµ(g⃗) = |Ψ⟩ .

Since Π⊗n is a projector, this identity means that |Ψ⟩ lies entirely within the support of
Π⊗n.

The support of the projector Π is the G-invariant subspace of CdAB ⊗CdAB . To find its
dimension, we decompose the representation π on CdAB into its k inequivalent irreps with
multiplicities {mi}ki=1. Using Lemma C.4, the rank of Π is the sum of ranks from all pairs
of equivalent irreps:

rank(Π) = Tr [Π] =
k∑

i=1

mi∑
j,j′=1

Tr

[∫
G

π
(j)
i (g) ⊗ π

(j′)
i (g) dµ(g)

]
=

k∑
i=1

mi∑
j,j′=1

1 =
k∑

i=1

m2
i .

Thus, the support of Π is a Hilbert space of dimension
∑

im
2
i . We have shown that the

purification |Ψ⟩ satisfies two properties:

1. It belongs to the space (supp(Π))⊗n, which is isomorphic to (C
∑

m2
i )⊗n.

2. It is invariant under permutations of the n tensor factors.

Together, these facts imply that |Ψ⟩ must lie in the symmetric subspace of the G-invariant
space, Symn(supp(Π)). This subspace is isomorphic to Symn(C

∑
m2

i ), which completes the
proof.
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Appendix D

Computing deviation metrics for
phase error estimation

In this appendix we compute the various deviations from ideality required for phase error
estimation in Chapter 6.

D.1 Deviation metrics for sampling strategy in Sec-

tion 6.3

In this section we compute upper bounds on the deviation metrics δ1, δ2. To do so, we
follow the following recipe:

1. Start with POVM {Γ(bA,bB),( ̸=),Γ(bA,bB),(=),Γ(bA,bB),(no-click)} which describe Alice and
Bob measuring in the (bA, bB) basis, and obtaining a conclusive error, a conclusive
no-error, and an inconclusive outcome respectively.

2. Pick basis-independent filter F̃ ≥ Γ(bA,bB),(̸=) + Γ(bA,bB),(=) for all (bA, bB). Consider
the four-outcome POVM
{I − F̃ , F̃ − Γ(bA,bB),(=) − Γ(bA,bB),(̸=),Γ(bA,bB),(=),Γ(bA,bB),( ̸=)}. Group the last three
outcomes together, and use [5, Lemma 1] to divide this measurement into two steps.
In the first step, {F̃ , I−F̃} is measured and latter outcomes discarded. The remaining
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rounds are measured using {F̃(bA,bB),(no-click), F̃(bA,bB),(=), F̃(bA,bB),( ̸=)} where

F̃(bA,bB),(no-click) =
√
F̃

+

(F̃ − Γ(bA,bB),( ̸=) − Γ(bA,bB),( ̸=))
√
F̃

+

+ I− ΠF̃

F̃(bA,bB),(̸=) =
√
F̃

+

Γ(bA,bB),(̸=)

√
F̃

+

F̃(bA,bB),(=) =
√
F̃

+

Γ(bA,bB),(=)

√
F̃

+

(D.1)

where ΠF̃ denotes the projector onto the support of F̃ . This projector plays a trivial
rule in the measurement itself, and is only included to ensure that we obtain a valid
POVM.

3. Consider the new POVM {F̃(bA,bB),(no-click), F̃(bA,bB),(=), F̃(bA,bB),(̸=)} . Using [5, Lemma
1] again, divide this POVM measurement into two steps. The first step is im-
plemented using {F(bA,bB),(con), F(bA,bB),(no-click)} and decides whether the outcome is
conclusive or inconclusive. The conclusive outcomes are further measured using
{Gcon

(b),(̸=), G
con
(b),(=)}. These POVM elements are given by

F(bA,bB),(con) = F̃(bA,bB),( ̸=) + F̃(bA,bB),(=)

F(bA,bB),(no-click) = F̃(bA,bB),(no-click)

Gcon
(bA,bB),( ̸=) =

√
F(bA,bB),(con)

+
F̃(bA,bB),(̸=)

√
F(bA,bB),(con)

+

Gcon
(bA,bB),(=) =

√
F(bA,bB),(con)

+
F̃(bA,bB),(=)

√
F(bA,bB),(con)

+
+ I− ΠF(bA,bB),(con)

(D.2)
where ΠF(bA,bB),(con)

is the projector onto the support of F(bA,bB),(con). This projector
plays a trivial rule in the measurement itself, and is only included to ensure that we
obtain a valid POVM.

4. Compute

δ1 =2
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),( ̸=)

√
F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

δ2 =
∥∥I− F(Z),(con)

∥∥
∞

(D.3)

where we recall that whenever the basis is explicitly written as X/Z, it represents
both Alice and Bob’s basis choices.

5. For the analysis of practical scenarios, where ηbi , dbi are not known exactly but are
instead known to be in some range, one must also additionally maximize Eq. (D.3)
over all possible choices of ηbi , dbi .
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D.1.1 Computing POVMs

The joint Alice-Bob POVM elements for the basis b are given by

Γ(b,b),(no-click) =IA ⊗
∞∑

N0,N1=0

(1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)
N0(1 − η1)

N1 |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

Γ(b,b),(̸=) = |0⟩⟨0|b ⊗ (1 − d0)
∞∑

N0,N1=0

(1 − η0)
N0(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)

N1) |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ |1⟩⟨1|b ⊗ (1 − d1)
∞∑

N0,N1=0

(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)
N0)(1 − η1)

N1 |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ IA ⊗ 1

2
Γ
(B)
(b,dc)

Γ(b,b),(=) = |0⟩⟨0|b ⊗ (1 − d1)
∞∑

N0,N1=0

(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)
N0)(1 − η1)

N1 |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ |1⟩⟨1|b ⊗ (1 − d0)
∞∑

N0,N1=0

(1 − η0)
N0(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)

N1) |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ IA ⊗ 1

2
Γ
(B)
(b,dc),

(D.4)
where |0⟩⟨0|b on Alice’s system is the |0⟩ state encoded in basis b. Note that this is different
from the vacuum state |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|b on Bob’s system, the state with 0 photons in all modes.

Bob’s double click POVM for basis b ∈ {Z,X} is Γ
(B)
(b,dc) =

∑∞
N0,N1=0(1 − (1 − d0)(1 −

η0)
N0)(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)

N1) |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b, where |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b is the state with
N0 photons in the mode 1, and N1 photons in mode 2, where the modes are defined with
respect to basis b.

We can choose

F̃ = IA ⊗

(
(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)) |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0| +

∞∑
N0,N1=0

|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|Z

)

= IA ⊗

(
(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)) |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0| +

∞∑
N0,N1=0

|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|X

)
,

(D.5)

In this appendix, as in the rest of this work, we assume that di ∈ [0, dmax].
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It is straightforward to verify that F̃ satisfies our requirement F̃ ≥ Γ(bA,bB),( ̸=) +
Γ(bA,bB),(=) = I − Γ(bA,bB),(no-click) for all choices of bA, bB. Then, we calculate the POVM
elements from Eq. (D.2) as

F(b),(con) = IA ⊗ |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|

+
∞∑

N0,N1
N0+N1 ̸=0

(
1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)

N0(1 − η1)
N1
)
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

Gcon
(b),(̸=) =

∞∑
N0,N1=0

|0⟩⟨0|b ⊗
(1 + (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)
N1)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)N0(1 − η1)N1)
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ |1⟩⟨1|b ⊗
(1 + (1 − d1)(1 − η1)

N1)(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)
N0)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)N0(1 − η1)N1)
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

Gcon
(b),(=) =

∞∑
N0,N1=0

|0⟩⟨0|b ⊗
(1 + (1 − d1)(1 − η1)

N1)(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)
N0)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)N0(1 − η1)N1)
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

+ |1⟩⟨1|b ⊗
(1 + (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)
N1)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)N0(1 − η1)N1)
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b .

(D.6)

D.1.2 Computing δ1

To compute the costs in Eq. (D.3), we first note that all POVMs are block-diagonal in the
total photon number N0 +N1. We wish to compute the infinity norm, i.e

δ1 = 2
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞
.

Due to block-diagonal structure, the operator appearing inside the ∥.∥∞ in the above
expressions are also block-diagonal in photon number N0 +N1. From the properties of the
norm, we have that

δ1 = max
N

δ
(N)
1 , (D.7)

where δ
(N)
1 is the infinity norm for the block corresponding to total photon number N =

N0 +N1. We now focus on computing δ
(N)
1 .
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First, we compute δ
(0)
1 = 0 as we assume that the dark count rates do not depend on

basis choice:

δ
(0)
1

2
=
∥∥|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0| (√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

)
|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|

∥∥
∞

=

∣∣∣∣1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)

1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)
− 1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)

1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)

∣∣∣∣
max

{
d1(2 − d0)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1))
,

d0(2 − d1)

2(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1))

}
=0.

To bound δ
(N)
1 for N ̸= 0, we write

δ1
2

=
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(Z),(con) −

√
F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),( ̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

+
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

(D.8)

≤
∥∥√F(Z),(con)G

con
(X),(̸=)

∥∥
∞

∥∥√F(Z),(con) −
√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

+
∥∥√F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞

∥∥Gcon
(X),(̸=)

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞
, (D.9)

where Eq. (D.8) follows from the triangle inequality, and Eq. (D.9) follows from the sub-
multiplicativity of the ∞-norm. We can then compute each term individually. Note that
due to the submultiplicativity of the ∞-norm, we have∥∥√F(b),(con)G

con
(X),( ̸=)

∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥√F(b),(con)

∥∥
∞

∥∥Gcon
(X),(̸=)

∥∥
∞

≤ 1. (D.10)

Thus, we only need to bound
∥∥√F(Z),(con) −

√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞. To do so, we define

P := IA ⊗
∞∑

N=0

∑
N0+N1=N

1 +
√

1 − (1 − η)N

2
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|X

= IA ⊗
∞∑

N=0

∑
N0+N1=N

1 +
√

1 − (1 − η)N

2
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|Z ,

(D.11)

and obtain∥∥√F(Z),(con) −
√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞ ≤

∥∥√F(Z),(con) − P
∥∥
∞ +

∥∥P −
√
F(X),(con)

∥∥
∞, (D.12)
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where Eq. (D.12) is a consequence of the triangle inequality. Let us focus on a fixed value
of N = N0 + N1 ̸= 0. In this case, combining Eqs. (D.9), (D.10) and (D.12) allows us to
obtain

δ
(N)
1 ≤ 8

∣∣∣∣∣√1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)N0(1 − η1)N1 −
1 +

√
1 − (1 − η)N0+N1

2

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 4
∣∣∣1 −

√
1 − (1 − η)N

∣∣∣, (D.13)

where the final inequality above follows from the monotonicity of the expression inside the
modulus with respect to η0, η1, d0, d1. Finally, the monotonicity of Eq. (D.13) with respect
to N , gives

δ1 ≤ 4 (1 −√
ηmin) . (D.14)

where ηmin < η is the minimum allowed efficiency.

D.1.3 Computing δ2

We can now also compute δ2 =
∥∥I− F(Z),(con)

∥∥
∞ in a similar way, using Eqs. (D.3)

and (D.6). Again, we have δ2 = maxN δ
(N)
2 . First we compute δ

(0)
2 = 0 as

δ
(0)
2 = 1 − 1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)

1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)
= 0.

Thus, we compute δ2 as

δ2 = max
N0+N1=N ̸=0

{
(1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − ηZ0)

N0(1 − ηZ1)
N1
}

≤ max
N0+N1=N

{
(1 − ηmin)N

}
(D.15)

≤1 − ηmin, (D.16)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that the term inside is monotonous with
respect to ηZ0 , ηZ1 , d0, d1.

D.2 Bounding number of flags for phase error estima-

tion with noise channel

In this section, we bound the quantities needed to upper bound the number of flags used
in the phase error estimation in Section 6.4.1. Specifically,
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• we upper bound the deviation from ideality q>0 which represents the probability of
the noise channel to send a round to the flag space, and

• we lower bound the minimum eigenvalue of Π>0Γdet, bΠ>0 required to upper bound
the number of non-zero photon rounds.

These bounds depend on the POVM elements in each basis:

ΓdB,η
no-click, b =

∞∑
N0,N1=0

(1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)
N0(1 − η1)

N1 |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

ΓdB,η
0, b =

∞∑
N0,N1=0

1

2
(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)(1 + (1 − d1)(1 − η1)
N1) |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b

ΓdB,η
1, b =

∞∑
N0,N1=0

1

2
(1 + (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)(1 − (1 − d1)(1 − η1)
N1) |N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b ,

(D.17)
where d0, d1 and η0, η1 are the dark count rates and efficiencies of the two detectors, and
|N0, N1⟩⟨N0, N1|b is the state with N0 photons in the mode 1, and N1 photons in mode 2,
where the modes are defined with respect to basis b. These POVM elements are related to
the POVM elements in Eq. (D.4), except we only need to consider Bob’s POVM elements.

D.2.1 Bounding deviation from ideality

We now proceed by upper bounding the deviation from ideality q>0. This is defined such
that ΓdB,η

>0; i, b ≥ (1 − q>0)Γ>0; i, b for all outcomes i and bases b. As both POVM elements
corresponding to a specific outcome are diagonal in the same photon-number basis, the
operator inequality reduces to a set of scalar inequalities on their corresponding eigenvalues.
Thus, it is sufficient to lower bound the ratio of their eigenvalues1 λdB,η

i; N0,N1
and λi; N0,N1 :

q>0 ≥ 1 − min
i

N0+N1 ̸=0

{
λdB,η
i; N0,N1

λi; N0,N1

}
. (D.18)

The ideal Γ>0; no-click, b is the 0 operator outside the zero photon subspace, and so the
minimisation can be restricted to the 0 and 1 outcomes.

1Note that these eigenvalues do not depend on the basis b chosen.
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We explicitly compute the ratio for outcome 0. First, note from Eq. (D.17) that

λ0; 0,N1 = 0 ∀ N1 ̸= 0

λ0; N0,0 = 1 ∀ N0 ̸= 0

λ0; N0,0 = 1/2 ∀ N0, N1 ̸= 0.

(D.19)

λ0; 0,N1 = 0 for all N1, λ0; N0,0 = 1 for all N0 ̸= 0, and λ0; N0,0 = 1/2 for all N0, N1 ̸= 0.
When N0 = 0, the ratio diverges. Thus, we compute the ratio for the remaining two cases
separately, and then we minimise over all cases after:

min
N0 ̸=0

{
λdB,η
0; N0,0

λ0; N0,0

}
= min

N0 ̸=0

{
(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)

(
1 − d1

2

)}
= (1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0))

(
1 − d1

2

)
≥ ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

) (D.20)

min
N0,N1 ̸=0

{
λdB,η
0; N0,N1

λ0; N0,N1

}
= min

N0,N1 ̸=0

{
(1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0)

N0)(1 + (1 − d1)(1 − η1)
N1)
}

= (1 − (1 − d0)(1 − η0))

≥ ηmin.

(D.21)

By a similar computation for outcome 1, we achieve the same minimum ratio, ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

)
,

so that

q>0 = 1 − ηmin

(
1 − dmax

2

)
.

D.2.2 Bounding minimum eigenvalue

The central quantity needed to bound the number of non-zero photon rounds using [21,
Lemma 5] is a lower bound on the minimum eigenvalue λmin; b of Π>0Γdet, bΠ>0 = Π>0 −
Π>0Γno-click, bΠ>0. This can be obtained from Eq. (D.17) by minimising over all eigenvalues
of Γdet, b outside the zero-photon subspace,

λmin; b = min
N0+N1 ̸=0

{
1 − (1 − d0)(1 − d1)(1 − η0)

N0(1 − η1)
N1
}
≥ ηmin. (D.22)
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