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We find the optimal measurement for distinguishing between symmetric multi-mode phase-
randomized coherent states. A motivation for this is that phase-randomized coherent states can
be used for quantum communication, including quantum cryptography. The so-called square-root
measurement is optimal for pure symmetric states, but is not always optimal for mixed symmetric
states. When phase-randomizing a multi-mode coherent state, the state becomes a mixture of pure
multi-mode states with different total photon numbers. We find that the optimal measurement for
distinguishing between any set of phase-randomised coherent states can be realised by first count-
ing the total number of photons, and then distinguishing between the resulting pure states in the
corresponding photon-number subspace. If the multi-mode coherent states we started from are sym-
metric, then the optimal measurement in each subspace is a square-root measurement. The overall
optimal measurement in the cases we consider is also a square-root measurement. In some cases,
we are able to present a simple linear optical circuit that realizes the overall optimal measurement.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum state discrimination has attracted a lot of in-
terest in the past 50 years. Orthogonal quantum states,
both mixed and pure, can be perfectly distinguished from
each other, but for non-orthogonal states this is impos-
sible even in principle. “Imperfect" state discrimination
is still possible, and can be optimised in many different
ways [1, 2]. In this paper, we will be concerned with find-
ing minimum-error measurements for phase-randomized
multi-mode coherent states. There is a definite phase
relationship between the relative phases of the coherent
states in the different modes, but the overall phase is ran-
dom. This is a situation that arises for example when a
sender and receiver do not share a common phase ref-
erence, including when noise effectively randomises the
overall phase. In a minimum-error measurement, one
minimises the probability that the result is wrong. A
second type of optimal measurements which will be rele-
vant is unambiguous or “error-free" measurements. This
type of measurement is possible for some sets of states;
the results are then guaranteed to be correct, at the ex-
pense of including an inconclusive “failure" outcome.

Section II is a brief review of minimum-error quantum
measurements, including the so-called square-root mea-
surement, and unambiguous quantum measurements.
In Section III, we find the optimal measurement for
distinguishing between equiprobable symmetric phase-
randomized multi-mode coherent states, and look at
some examples of this general result for two, three and
four modes. In Section IV, we apply the results to a
quantum protocol for 1-out-of-2 oblivious transfer, where
one needs the probability for distinguishing between four
mixed symmetric states, and to quantum retrieval games.
Finally, we discuss how our results contribute to the

∗ ip2004@hw.ac.uk
† e.andersson@hw.ac.uk

field of mixed-state discrimination, and for understand-
ing practical ways for distinguishing between quantum
states in communication protocols.

II. MINIMUM-ERROR AND UNAMBIGUOUS
QUANTUM MEASUREMENTS

In a minimum-error measurement, the probability that
the obtained result is correct is as high as possible.
Holevo and Helstrom [3, 4] obtained the minimum-error
measurement for distinguishing between any two quan-
tum states, pure or mixed. For more than two states, it is
generally difficult to find optimal measurements. One ex-
ception is for symmetric pure states, where the minimum-
error measurement is known to be the so-called square-
root or “pretty good" measurement [1, 5–7].

Unambiguous state discrimination means that an in-
conclusive outcome is permitted, but the rest of the re-
sults are guaranteed to be correct. The goal is to min-
imise the probability of the inconclusive result. For two
equiprobable pure states, unambiguous discrimination
was analysed by Ivanovic [8], Dieks [9], and Peres [10].
Jaeger and Shimony [11] solved the case for unequal a
priori probabilities. For more than two pure states, it
was shown by Chefles [12] that unambiguous discrimina-
tion with a nonzero success probability (for every possible
state) is only possible if the states are linearly indepen-
dent. Only for some specific cases, such as symmetric
pure states [13], has there been an analytical solution
for the optimal unambiguous measurement for N linearly
independent pure states. For mixed states, the optimal
unambiguous measurement is also only known in some
special cases Lower and upper bounds for the probability
of an inconclusive result have been derived for N pure
or mixed states [14–18]. Numerical optimisation, such as
semidefinite programming, can also be used to find op-
timal measurements both for unambiguous [19, 20] and
minimum-error measurements [21].
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III. OPTIMAL DISCRIMINATION OF
PHASE-RANDOMIZED COHERENT STATES

Phase-encoded coherent states are frequently used to
encode information in quantum communication [22–26].
We will consider how to distinguish between phase-
randomized multi-mode coherent states. This corre-
sponds to a situation where the receiver (who could be
a legitimate receiver, or perhaps an adversary in a quan-
tum cryptographic protocol) and sender share no strong
phase reference. Instead, information is encoded in rela-
tive phase differences between different modes.

In order to construct the states we will distinguish be-
tween, we start from different sets of symmetric pure
multi-mode coherent states. A set of L equiprobable
states {|ψK⟩}, with K = 0, 1, . . . , L − 1, is said to be
(singly) symmetric if there is a unitary operation U for
which it holds that UL = 1, and |ψK⟩ = UK |ψ0⟩. When
phase-randomizing pure symmetric states they remain
symmetric, but become mixed.

For distinguishing between two or more states ρi, each
occurring with probability pi, the so-called square-root
measurement or pretty good measurement is optimal in
some cases, in particular for equiprobable symmetric pure
states [1, 5–7]. The measurement operators for this mea-
surement are πi = ρ−

1
2 piρiρ

− 1
2 , where ρ =

∑
i piρi. The

corresponding success probability is

Ps =
∑
i

pi tr
[
ρi
(
ρ−

1
2 piρiρ

− 1
2

)]
. (1)

The minimum-error measurement for pure symmetric
states is the square-root measurement, but for mixed
symmetric states, the square-root measurement is gen-
erally no longer optimal [6, 7, 27]. It is therefore not im-
mediately evident what the minimum-error measurement
is for multi-mode phase-randomized coherent states.

In Appendix A, we prove that each of the result-
ing phase-randomized mixed states is a mixture of pure
states with different total photon number, with one pure
state for each total photon number. This holds whether
or not the pure states we start from are symmetric or
not. It follows that the minimum-error measurement for
any set of multi-mode phase-randomized coherent states
can be realised by first counting the total number of pho-
tons, followed by the minimum-error measurement that
distinguishes between the resulting pure states in the rel-
evant subspace. Moreover, if the pure multi-mode states
we start from are symmetric, and the unitary symmetry
operator U does not change the total number of pho-
tons, then in each subspace with some total number of
photons, the different possible pure states, each corre-
sponding to a different ρi, are symmetric. The overall
minimum-error measurement is then a combination of
the different square-root measurements for each photon-
number subspace. In Appendix A, we explicitly show
that this total measurement satisfies the conditions for
the measurement to be optimal. Below, we give examples

of optimal measurements for phase-randomized coherent
states, obtained using the method outlined above.

A. Two-mode coherent states

We will first consider encoding one bit of classical infor-
mation using phase-randomized versions of the two-mode
coherent states

|ψ0⟩ = |α, α⟩ , |ψ1⟩ = |α,−α⟩ . (2)

The first mode can be thought of as a “weak" phase ref-
erence of the same amplitude as the second mode; both
modes will be phase-randomized, retaining their relative
phase difference. A classical bit could be encoded in the
relative phase difference of the first and second pulses.
Before phase-randomization, the two states in eq. (2)
have the same pairwise overlap as |α⟩ and |−α⟩, and
are just as distinguishable as these states. If we phase-
randomize the states |ψ0⟩ and |ψ1⟩, the resulting states
become less distinguishable.

Using the definition of a coherent state with amplitude
α = |α|eiθ ∈ C in the Fock or number state basis,

|α⟩ = e−
|α|2
2

∞∑
j=0

αj

√
j!

|j⟩ , (3)

we express the two-mode coherent states in eq. (2) as

|ψb⟩ = e−|α|2
∞∑

j,k=0

(−1)bkαj+k

√
j!k!

|j, k⟩ , (4)

with b = 0, 1. By phase-randomizing the pure states |ψb⟩,
we obtain the mixed states

ρb =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ |ψb⟩ ⟨ψb|

= e−2|α|2
∞∑

j,k,p,q=0
j+k=p+q

(−1)b(k+q)|α|j+k+p+q

√
j!k!p!q!

|j, k⟩ ⟨p, q|,

(5)

where we used the integral representation of the Kro-
necker delta,

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ei(j+k−p−q)θdθ = δj+k,p+q. (6)

In this first example, we are distinguishing between only
two states. The minimum-error measurement that opti-
mally distinguishes between two quantum states, mixed
or pure, is known to be the so-called Helstrom measure-
ment [1, 3, 4], obtained as follows. Given two states ρ0
and ρ1 with respective probabilities p0 and p1, we look
for an optimal measurement with two measurement op-
erators Π0 and Π1, corresponding to the two outcomes.
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From
∑

i Πi = 1, which ensures that the sum of the prob-
abilities for all results is equal to 1, we have Π1 = 1−Π0.
The probability that the obtained result is correct is given
by

Pcorr = p0 tr(ρ0Π0) + p1 tr(ρ1Π1)

= p1 + tr[(p0ρ0 − p1ρ1)Π0].
(7)

To maximize the probability of obtaining a correct result
Pcorr, the trace of (p0ρ0 − p1ρ1)Π0 should be maximized.
This is accomplished when Π0 is a projector on the pos-
itive eigenspace of p0ρ0 − p1ρ1; Π1 is then a projector on
the negative eigenspace of this same operator. If there
are eigenvalues equal to zero, the corresponding eigenvec-
tors can be included either in Π0 or in Π1, or a random
guess can be made in this case, without affecting Pcorr.

The Helstrom measurement operators for the two-
mode phase-randomized states in (5) are derived in Ap-
pendix A (see eqs. (B4) and (B5)). In this particular case,
however, the optimal measurement can alternatively be
both derived and experimentally realised by considering
that one can interfere the states on a balanced beam
splitter, acting as UBS|α, β⟩ = |(α+β)/

√
2, (α−β)/

√
2⟩,

which transforms the incoming coherent states |α, α⟩ and
|α,−α⟩ according to

UBS |ψ0⟩ = UBS |α, α⟩ = |
√
2α, 0⟩,

UBS |ψ1⟩ = UBS |α,−α⟩ = |0,
√
2α⟩.

(8)

When phase-randomizing the states in eq. (8), they be-
come mixtures of states with different photon numbers
in the two output modes. If the input state was |α, α⟩,
photons exit only in the first mode, and if it was |α,−α⟩,
in the second output mode. Phase randomization does
not affect how many photons exit the beam splitter in
each mode, and it also does not matter whether phase-
randomization takes place before or after the beam split-
ter. This means that after applying UBS and phase ran-
domization, the optimal measurement is to detect which
output contains photons. If no photons are detected,
one guesses the state which was most likely. This mea-
surement is closely related to the optimal unambiguous
measurement, since detecting photons in one of the out-
puts unambiguously identifies the state. The difference
is that for the optimal unambiguous measurement, if no
photons are detected, one records a “failure" outcome.

The resulting Helstrom probability for the minimum-
error measurement result to be correct is

Pcorr = 1− p⩽e
−2|α|2 , (9)

where p⩽ = min(p0, p1). For the corresponding pure
states in eq. (2), the Helstrom measurement is correct
with probability

P pure
corr =

1

2
+

1

2

√
1− 4p⩽(1− p⩽)e−4|α|2 . (10)

We plot the Helstrom probabilities both for pure and
phase-randomized states in fig. 1. It can be seen that as

expected, the probability to correctly identify the state is
higher for pure states than for the corresponding mixed
states.

Interestingly, the Helstrom measurement (the opti-
mal minimum-error measurement for two states) can for
the phase-randomized two-mode states be experimen-
tally realised relatively easily. This is in contrast to
the minimum-error measurement for distinguishing be-
tween the pure states |α⟩ and |−α⟩, or equivalently, be-
tween the pure states |α, α⟩ and |α,−α⟩, where experi-
mental realisation is much less straightforward [28–30].
The optimal unambiguous measurement for distinguish-
ing between the pure states |α⟩ and |−α⟩ is also real-
ized by interfering the state on a balanced beam splitter
with a state |α⟩, and detecting photons at the outputs;
no photons corresponds to the “failure" outcome. The
optimal unambiguous measurements for the states |α⟩
and |−α⟩, for the states |α, α⟩ and |α,−α⟩, and for the
phase-randomized two-mode states in equation (5), all
have the same success and failure probabilities. That
is, phase randomization does in this case not increase
the failure probability for an unambiguous measurement,
while decreasing the success probability for a minimum-
error measurement. This could be useful for protocols
in quantum cryptography, if an honest party should per-
form an unambiguous measurement, while a dishonest
party might cheat using a minimum-error measurement.
Phase randomization would then not increase the fail-
ure probability for an honest party, while decreasing the
cheating probability for a dishonest party.

For symmetric mixed states, the square-root measure-
ment is generally not optimal, but in Appendix B , we
also show that if the two-mode phase-randomized states
in (5) are equiprobable, then the square-root measure-
ment is the same as the minimum-error measurement.

B. Three-mode coherent states

Next, we consider the four pure three-mode coherent
states

|ψ00⟩ = |α, α, α⟩ , |ψ01⟩ = |α, α,−α⟩ ,
|ψ11⟩ = |α,−α,−α⟩ , |ψ10⟩ = |α,−α, α⟩ , (11)

which can encode two bits of classical information. These
states are coherent-state versions of the qutrit states used
in a protocol for XOR quantum oblivious transfer [31],

∣∣ψtrit
00

〉
=

1√
3
(|0⟩+ |1⟩+ |2⟩),∣∣ψtrit

01

〉
=

1√
3
(|0⟩+ |1⟩ − |2⟩),∣∣ψtrit

11

〉
=

1√
3
(|0⟩ − |1⟩ − |2⟩),∣∣ψtrit

10

〉
=

1√
3
(|0⟩ − |1⟩+ |2⟩).

(12)



4

FIG. 1. The probability Pcorr for the minimum-error measurement result to be correct, as a function of |α|, for the pure
two-mode states in eq. (2) (dashed grey lines) and the mixed two-mode states states in (5) (solid black lines), for equiprobable
states, with p⩽ = 1

2
(left) and for p⩽ = 1

4
(right).

and would be natural to consider if one wants to con-
struct a corresponding protocol using coherent states in-
stead of single qutrits. The states in eq. (11) are both
singly and doubly symmetric. They are singly symmetric
since it holds that

|ψ00⟩, |ψ01⟩ = U |ψ00⟩ ,
|ψ11⟩ = U2 |ψ00⟩ , |ψ10⟩ = U3 |ψ00⟩

(13)

with the unitary transformation

U =

∞∑
j,k,l=0

(−1)l |j, k, l⟩ ⟨j, l, k|

=

∞⊕
N=0

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

(−1)l |j, k, l⟩ ⟨j, l, k| =
∞⊕

N=0

UN (14)

obeying U4 = 1. In the expression above, we also de-
composed U in terms of unitary transforms UN , acting
in subspaces with different total photon number N , each
one also obeying U4

N = 1 in its respective subspace. The
states are also doubly symmetric, since they can be ex-
pressed as

|ψij⟩ =W iV j |ψ00⟩ , i, j = 0, 1 (15)

where the unitaries

V =

∞∑
j,k,l=0

(−1)l |j, k, l⟩ ⟨j, k, l| ,

W =

∞∑
j,k,l=0

(−1)k |j, k, l⟩ ⟨j, k, l|
(16)

satisfy V 2 = W 2 = 1 and [V,W ] = 0. Evidently, the
above four pure three-mode coherent states have the
same pairwise overlaps as the four two-mode coherent
states ∣∣ψ′

ij

〉
=
∣∣(−1)iα, (−1)jα

〉
, i, j = 0, 1 (17)

The first mode in the three-mode states can again be
thought of as a phase reference. Phase randomization of
the three-mode states gives

ρbc =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ |ψbc⟩ ⟨ψbc|

= e−3|α|2
∞∑

j,k,l,
p,q,r=0
j+k+l=
p+q+r

(−1)Jbc |α|2(j+k+l)

√
j!k!l!p!q!r!

|j, k, l⟩ ⟨p, q, r|,

(18)

where

Jbc = b(k + q) + c(l + r), (19)

with b, c = 0, 1. The states ρbc are expressed in terms of
states with different total photon numbersN = j+k+l =
p+q+r, and the ρbc are evidently “block diagonal", with
the blocks corresponding to subspaces with different total
photon number. The states ρbc can in fact be written
as mixtures of pure states, each one with different total
photon number (see Appendix A),

ρbc =

∞⊕
N=0

pN |ψbc,N ⟩ ⟨ψbc,N |

=

∞⊕
N=0

e−3|α|2MN |α|2N |ψbc,N ⟩ ⟨ψbc,N |, (20)

where b, c = 0, 1, pN is the probability for the state to
contain N photons, and the pure states |ψbc,N ⟩ are given
by

|ψbc,N ⟩ = 1√
MN

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

(−1)bk+cl

√
j!k!l!

|j, k, l⟩, (21)

where MN = 3N/N ! is a normalization factor. Pure
states with different photon numbers N and N ′ are of
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course orthogonal, ⟨ψbc,N |ψde,N ′⟩ = 0. Each total den-
sity matrix ρbc in eq. (18) is therefore a mixture of per-
fectly distinguishable pure states with different photon
numbers.

Because both ρbc and U can be decomposed in terms of
photon-number subspaces, and we have U4

N = 1 in each
subspace, the four resulting pure states |ψbc,N ⟩ in each
total photon-number subspace are also symmetric. It
follows that the optimal measurement that distinguishes
between the three-mode phase-randomized multi-mode
coherent states ρbc is to make a projection onto the dif-
ferent subspaces with different total photon numbers, fol-
lowed by a square-root measurement for distinguishing
between the pure symmetric states in the resulting sub-
space. The square-root measurements are different in
each subspace; however, collectively the overall measure-
ment is the square-root measurement for the mixed states
ρbc.

We will now derive the success probabilities for the
optimal measurements in each subspace, and the over-
all success probability. The success probability for opti-
mally distinguishing between pure symmetric states us-
ing a square-root measurement can be obtained in terms
of the sum of the square roots of the eigenvalues of the
Gram matrix [27]. The elements of the Gram matrix
for a set of states {|ψi⟩} are given by Gij = ⟨ψi|ψj⟩.
We denote the pairwise overlaps between the four sym-
metric pure states in the subspace with N photons by
FN = ⟨ψ00,N |ψ01,N ⟩ = ⟨ψ01,N |ψ11,N ⟩ = ⟨ψ11,N |ψ10,N ⟩ =
⟨ψ10,N |ψ00,N ⟩ and GN = ⟨ψ00,N |ψ11,N ⟩ = ⟨ψ01,N |ψ10,N ⟩.
The Gram matrix for the four pure symmetric states in
eq. (21) is then (see Appendix C)

GN =


1 ( 13 )

N (− 1
3 )

N ( 13 )
N

( 13 )
N 1 ( 13 )

N (− 1
3 )

N

(− 1
3 )

N ( 13 )
N 1 ( 13 )

N

( 13 )
N (− 1

3 )
N ( 13 )

N 1

 . (22)

The probability of correctly identifying one of the four
equiprobable pure symmetric states with N photons, in
terms of the eigenvalues of the above Gram matrix [27,
32], becomes

Pcorr,N =
1

42

∣∣∣∣∣
3∑

i=0

√
λ
(N)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
2

(23)

=
1

16

[
3
√
1− (−3)−N +

√
1− (−3)−N+1

]2
.

The total probability of correctly identifying one of the
four phase-randomized three-mode coherent states ρbc in
eq. (18) then equals

Pcorr =

∞∑
N=0

pNPcorr,N

=
e−3|α|2

16

∞∑
N=0

(3|α|2)N

N !

[
3
√
1− (−3)−N (24)

+
√
1− (−3)−N+1

]2
.

The probability to correctly distinguish between the re-
spective pure three-mode coherent states in eq. (11) is
given by (see Appendix D)

P pure
corr =

1

4

(
1 +

√
1− e−4|α|2

)2
. (25)

In fig. 2, we plot the probability that the minimum-error
measurement is correct for the phase-randomized three-
mode states, Pcorr in eq. (24), and for the corresponding
pure states before phase randomization, P pure

corr in eq. (25),
as a function of |α|. As expected, phase randomization
decreases the probability that the measurement result is
correct. The minimum-error probability is equal to 1/4
when |α| = 0, corresponding to a random guess when the
states are indistinguishable, and increases asymptotically
to 1 when |α| → ∞. For comparison, the minimum-
error probability for the qutrit states in equation (12) is
equal to 3

4 . For coherent states, depending on |α|, the
minimum-error probability can be either smaller than or
larger than this.

FIG. 2. Minimum-error probability Pcorr as a function
of |α| for the equiprobable pure three-mode coherent states
|α, α, α⟩ , |α, α,−α⟩ , |α,−α,−α⟩ , |α,−α, α⟩ (solid black line)
and their phase-randomized counterparts (dashed grey line).
As expected, phase-randomization lowers the probability that
the measurement result is correct.

C. Four-mode coherent states

We then investigate the optimal measurement for
phase-randomized versions of the four-mode coherent
states |ψ̃00⟩ = |α, α, α,−α⟩, |ψ̃01⟩ = |α, α,−α, α⟩,
|ψ̃11⟩ = |α,−α, α, α⟩ and |ψ̃10⟩ = |−α, α, α, α⟩. Again,
these states are evidently symmetric, with a symmetry
operation that permutes the modes so that 4 → 3, 3 →
2, 2 → 1, and 1 → 4. This unitary symmetry operator
can be written as

Ũ =

∞∑
j,k,l,m=0

|j, k, l,m⟩ ⟨m, j, k, l| . (26)
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The corresponding four phase-randomized states are

ρ̃bc =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ|ψ̃bc⟩⟨ψ̃bc|

= e−4|α|2
∞∑

j,k,l,m,
p,q,r,s=0

j+k+l+m=
p+q+r+s

(−1)J̃bc |α|2(j+k+l+m)

√
j!k!l!m!p!q!r!s!

×

× |j, k, l,m⟩ ⟨p, q, r, s| , (27)

where

J̃bc = b̄c̄(m+ s) + b̄c(l+ r) + bc(k+ q) + bc̄(j + p), (28)

with b̄ = b + 1 (addition modulo 2). The phase-
randomized states ρ̃bc can also be written as mixtures
of pure states with different total photon number,

ρ̃bc =

∞⊕
N=0

p̃N |ψ̃bc,N ⟩⟨ψ̃bc,N |, (29)

where

|ψ̃bc,N ⟩ = 1√
M̃N

N∑
j,k,l,m=0

j+k+l+m=N

(−1)Sbc

√
j!k!l!m!

|j, k, l,m⟩, (30)

p̃N = e−4|α|2M̃N |α|2N , and

Sbc = b̄c̄m+ b̄cl + bck + bc̄j, (31)

and M̃N = 4N/N !.
The unitary symmetry operation again does not alter

the total photon number, so that it can be decomposed
in different symmetric unitary operations, each acting in
one total photon number subspace. Therefore, in each
photon-number subspace, the states |ψ̃bc,N ⟩ are symmet-
ric, with bc = 00, 01, 10, 11. The optimal minimum-
error measurement for distinguishing between the phase-
randomized states ρ̃bc will again be to first project on the
total photon number, followed by the square-root mea-
surement for distinguishing between the states |ψ̃bc,N ⟩
in the resulting photon number subspace. The states
|ψ̃bc,N ⟩ are in this case actually orthonormal for differ-
ent choices of b, c, and therefore we can perfectly dis-
tinguish between the phase-randomized states ρ̃bc if we
see at least one photon in total. If we see no photons,
then we have to make a guess, which is correctly with
probability 1/4. There is therefore again a close corre-
spondence between the minimum-error measurement and
the optimal unambiguous measurement, similar to what
we found for unambiguously distinguishing between the
two-mode states |α, α⟩ and |α,−α⟩ by interfering the two
modes on a 50/50 beam splitter. There too, unless zero
photons are detected at the output, we perfectly distin-
guish the two states from each other.

This suggests that there is a linear-optical setup for
both the minimum-error and the unambiguous measure-
ment for the four-mode phase-randomized states ρ̃bc. The

setup is shown in fig. 3. The same setup realises the op-
timal minimum-error measurement and the optimal un-
ambiguous measurement. The only difference is that de-
tecting no photons is a “failure" outcome for an unam-
biguous measurement, while for a minimum-error mea-
surement, we make a random guess. The same setup
also realises the optimal unambiguous measurement for
the pure states before phase randomization (but not the
minimum-error measurement for the pure states). Since
there is a phase difference in exactly one of the input
mode pairs (1,2) or (3,4), either the top output mode of
BS1 and the right output mode of BS2 contain the vac-
uum state, or vice versa. This means that all of the light
exiting beam splitters BS1 and BS2 is either interfered
on BS3, with BS4 receiving no photons, or vice versa.
For example, the input state |α, α, α,−α⟩ is transformed
to |

√
2α, 0, 0,

√
2α⟩ by beam splitters BS1 and BS2. This

state is further changed to |2α, 0, 0, 0⟩ by BS4; all the
light exits into D3, and BS3 receives no light. By check-
ing how the other three input states are transformed,
it can be confirmed that a click in D3 uniquely identifies
the input state |α, α, α,−α⟩. A click in D4 uniquely iden-
tifies |α, α,−α, α⟩, a click in D1 identifies |α,−α, α, α⟩,
and a click in D2 identifies | −α, α, α, α⟩. Just as for the
two-mode states, phase-randomization will not affect the
number of photons detected at each output.

FIG. 3. Linear-optical setup for distinguishing between the
four-mode phase-randomized states in eq. (27). A click in
detectors D1, D2, D3 or D4 uniquely identifies one of the four
input states. In the ideal case, it is not possible for more than
one detector to click.

The probability of obtaining an unambiguous outcome
for the four-mode phase-randomized coherent states
equals

P̃s = 1− e−4|α|2 . (32)

This is also the success probability for the optimal un-
ambiguous measurement. The minimum-error probabil-
ity for correctly discriminating between the four-mode
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phase-randomized coherent states ρ̃ab equals

P̃corr = 1− 3e−4|α|2

4
. (33)

The minimum-error measurement for the pure four-mode
states is a square-root measurement. The resulting
minimum-error probability to correctly distinguish be-
tween the respective pure four-mode coherent states is
given by (see Appendix D)

P̃ pure
corr =

1

16

(√
1 + 3e−4|α|2 + 3

√
1− e−4|α|2

)2
. (34)

We plot the probabilities in eqs. (33) and (34) in fig. 4. As
expected, both probabilities start from 1/4 for |α| = 0,
when the four states are indistinguishable, and increases
asymptotically to 1 for |α| → ∞.

FIG. 4. Probability of obtaining a correct result P̃corr as a
function of |α| for the minimum-error measurements for pure
(solid black line) and mixed (dashed grey line) four-mode co-
herent states.

In analogy with the four-mode coherent states, an en-
coding of two bits using four-dimensional ququart (or
two-qubit) states is

|ψquq
00 ⟩ = 1

2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩+ |2⟩ − |3⟩),

|ψquq
01 ⟩ = 1

2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩ − |2⟩+ |3⟩),

|ψquq
11 ⟩ = 1

2
(|0⟩ − |1⟩+ |2⟩+ |3⟩),

|ψquq
10 ⟩ = 1

2
(− |0⟩+ |1⟩+ |2⟩+ |3⟩).

(35)

These states are mutually orthogonal. Because these
states therefore are perfectly distinguishable, it is pos-
sible to unambiguously determine which single state was
received, meaning that it is possible for the receiver to
perfectly learn both bits x0 and x1 of the state |ψquq

x0x1
⟩.

The linear optical setup which achieves this is the same as
the one used for the four-mode coherent states. The fact
that the states in eq. (35) are orthonormal is connected

with the fact that the four-mode coherent states can be
unambiguously distinguished from each other as soon as
we see a single photon. The qutrit states in eq. (12), on
the other hand, are non-orthogonal, and it is only possi-
ble to unambiguously exclude two of the four states. The
linear optical setup that achieves this [31] does not real-
ize either the minimum-error or the unambiguous mea-
surement for the corresponding phase-randomised three-
mode states.

D. Phase-encoded two-mode coherent states

Finally, we examine phase-randomized versions of the
four coherent states |ψ̄00⟩ = |α, α⟩, |ψ̄01⟩ = |α, iα⟩,
|ψ̄11⟩ = |α,−α⟩ and |ψ̄10⟩ = |α,−iα⟩. Either before or
after phase-randomization, the phase difference between
the modes could encode two classical bits. Evidently,
these states are symmetric, with a unitary symmetry op-
eration that amounts to a phase shift of i on the sec-
ond mode. This symmetry operation does not change
the number of photons in a mode, and can in terms of
photon-number states be written

Ū =

∞∑
j,k=0

ik |j, k⟩ ⟨j, k| . (36)

Phase-randomization of the states |ψ̄bc⟩ gives

ρ̄bc =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ|ψ̄bc⟩⟨ψ̄bc|

= e−2|α|2
∞∑

j,k,p,q=0
j+k=p+q

iQbck(−i)Qbcq|α|j+k+p+q

√
j!k!p!q!

|j, k⟩ ⟨p, q|,

(37)

where

Qbc = 2bc+ b̄c+ 3bc̄. (38)

The phase-randomized states ρ̄bc can again be written as
mixtures of pure states |ψ̄bc,N ⟩, each one with a different
total number of photons. In the N -photon subspace, we
have

|ψ̄bc,N ⟩ = 1√
M̄N

N∑
j,k=0

j+k=N

iQbck

√
j!k!

|j, k⟩, (39)

where M̄N = 2N

N ! . We will again obtain the minimum-
error probability using the Gram matrix. The total prob-
ability for correctly distinguishing between these mixed
phase-encoded coherent states is equal to (see Appendix
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D)

P̄corr =
e−2|α|2

4
+
e−2|α|2

8

×
∞∑

N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

[√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 cos2 (Nπ/4)

+

√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 sin2 (Nπ/4)

]2
. (40)

The probability to correctly distinguish between the cor-
responding pure phase-encoded two-mode coherent states
is given by (see Appendix D)

P̄ pure
corr =

e−|α|2

4

(√
cosh |α|2 +

√
cosh2 |α|2 − cos2 |α|2

+

√
sinh |α|2 +

√
sinh2 |α|2 − sin2 |α|2

)2

.

(41)

We plot eqs. (40) and (41) as a function of |α| in fig. 5.
Again, we can see how phase-randomization lowers the
minimum error probability.

FIG. 5. Probability of obtaining a correct result P̄corr as a
function of |α| for the four pure (solid black line) and mixed
(dashed grey line) phase-encoded coherent states.

To quantify the effect of mixing, we define the differ-
ence between the probabilities to be correct for the pure
and the mixed cases, for each set of quantum states, as
∆Pcorr = P pure

corr − Pcorr. We plot ∆Pcorr for the three-
mode, the four-mode and the phase-encoded coherent
states that we examined in fig. 6.

FIG. 6. Differences between the probabilities to be cor-
rect ∆Pcorr for pure and phase-randomized three-mode (solid
black line), four-mode (medium dashed grey line) and phase-
encoded (small dashed dark grey line) coherent states. The
differences reach a maximum value of about 0.25 for all cases,
but this maximum occurs for different values of |α|.

IV. APPLICATION TO QUANTUM OBLIVIOUS
TRANSFER AND QUANTUM RETRIEVAL

GAMES

A. Quantum oblivious transfer

Distinguishing between four (often symmetric) states
is relevant for quantum 1-out-of-2 oblivious transfer [31,
32]. This is a cryptographic primitive where a sender has
two (classical) bits, and a receiver should receive one of
them, but obtain no information about the other bit. The
sender Alice should not know which bit the receiver Bob
has obtained. The interest in oblivious transfer stems
from the fact that it is a universal building block for
multi-party computation, where two or more mistrustful
parties want to compute something together, without re-
vealing any more than necessary about their individual
input data. Oblivious transfer is possible “classically"
(without the use of quantum resources) with computa-
tional security. If one desires information-theoretic secu-
rity, then only trivial “classical" protocols where either
the sender or the receiver can cheat perfectly are possi-
ble (if we restrict to protocols where the receiver always
correctly obtains a bit value if both parties are honest).
If the classical bit values are encoded in quantum states,
then perfect oblivious transfer still is not possible, unless
one restricts the quality or amount of quantum memory
the parties have access to. Imperfect quantum oblivious
transfer is however still possible, where neither the sender
nor receiver can cheat perfectly [31–38]. They might still
cheat, but their probability to do so is limited.

Until now, the quantum states which have been consid-
ered and analyzed for quantum oblivious transfer were al-
most always pure and symmetric. Mixed states can how-
ever sometimes lead to improved performance [33]. Hence
it is of interest to examine whether phase-randomized
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multi-mode coherent states could be of use. The sender’s
bit values would be encoded in four quantum states. In 1-
out-of-2 oblivious transfer, an honest receiver should only
learn one of the sender’s bit values, whereas a dishonest
receiver wants to learn both bit values. The minimum-
error probability for optimally distinguishing between
these four quantum states, which we above denoted by
Pcorr, then corresponds to the cheating probability for the
receiver. To assess how suitable a particular set of states
is for quantum oblivious transfer, we also need the prob-
ability for an honest receiver to correctly learn (only) one
bit value, and the probability for the sender to correctly
guess which bit the receiver has received.

Often an honest party actively chooses which bit they
want to learn, the first or the second. This is attractive
especially in non-interactive quantum oblivious transfer
protocols, where a quantum state is sent from one party
to the other and then measured, with no further commu-
nication taking place, because if the receiving party ran-
domly and actively chooses between two measurements,
the sending party can obtain no information about the
receiver’s choice of measurement. The price one has to
pay is that even if both sender and receiver are honest,
the probability for the receiver to obtain reliable informa-

tion about a bit they actively choose is generally lower
than if they randomly obtain information about either
bit value [31, 39].

The receiver’s optimal measurement for learning one
of the bits, with an active choice of which bit the re-
ceiver wishes to learn, is a Helstrom measurement. Their
probability P1bit to obtain this bit value correctly then
corresponds to the probability that the protocol works as
intended if both parties are honest. For example, for an
oblivious transfer protocol using pure symmetric states,
to learn the first bit, an honest Bob makes the Helstrom
measurement to distinguish between the two equiproba-
ble mixed states

ρ0 =
1

2
(|ψ00⟩ ⟨ψ00|+ |ψ01⟩ ⟨ψ01|)

ρ1 =
1

2
(|ψ10⟩ ⟨ψ10|+ |ψ11⟩ ⟨ψ11|),

(42)

where |ψx0x1
⟩ is the state encoding two bits x0 and x1.

For a protocol that uses pure symmetric states, where
the sender chooses x0 and x1 uniformly at random, this
probability is [33] (see also Appendix D)

2(2P1bit − 1) =

√
1−G2 +

√
(1 +G)2(ImF )2 + (1−G)2(ReF )2 − 4(ReF )2(ImF )2

+

√
1−G2 −

√
(1 +G)2(ImF )2 + (1−G)2(ReF )2 − 4(ReF )2(ImF )2

(43)

Here F = ⟨ψ00|ψ01⟩, G = ⟨ψ00|ψ11⟩ and F ∗ = ⟨ψ00|ψ10⟩ are the pairwise overlaps between different states.

To find an honest Bob’s probability to obtain one
bit for the different sets of phase-randomized (and thus
mixed) symmetric multi-mode coherent states in the pre-
vious section, we note that the Helstrom measurement
for distinguishing between the mixed states correspond-
ing to the two values for the bit Bob wishes to learn can
be realized by first measuring the total photon number,
and then distinguishing between the resulting possible
states in the relevant photon-number subspace. This is
the optimal measurement, because the relevant density
operators are block-diagonal with respect to total photon
number. That is, because the phase-randomized states
can be written as ρb =

∑
N pNρb,N , where b is the value

of the bit Bob wishes to learn, and ρb,N is a state with
exactly N photons. For example, if an honest Bob wishes
to find x0, he makes the Helstrom measurement (assum-
ing he measured N photons) for distinguishing between
the equiprobable mixed states

ρ0,N =
1

2
(|ψ00,N ⟩ ⟨ψ00,N |+ |ψ01,N ⟩ ⟨ψ01,N |)

ρ1,N =
1

2
(|ψ10,N ⟩ ⟨ψ10,N |+ |ψ11,N ⟩ ⟨ψ11,N |)

(44)

with the probability P1bit,N of giving a correct result.

Then, in total, Bob’s probability to correctly learn the
bit value of his choice is

P1bit =

∞∑
N=0

pNP1bit,N . (45)

Therefore, to find the probability for Bob to correctly
learn one bit of his choice, we first find his probability
to correctly distinguish between the two relevant mixed
states in each N -photon subspace. Then, we sum these
probabilities, multiplied with the appropriate probabili-
ties for each photon-number subspace, in analogy with
how we obtained the optimal minimum-error probabil-
ity for distinguishing between all four phase-randomized
states in the previous section.

For the three-mode phase-randomized coherent states
in eq. (18), we have FN = ( 13 )

N and GN = (− 1
3 )

N . The
probability for Bob to correctly obtain one bit value, for
the N -photon subspace, is given by

P1bit,N =
1

2

[
1 +

1

2

[√
G2

N − 2GN + 1

+
√

−3G2
N + 2GN + 1

]]
.

(46)
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Bob’s overall probability to obtain one correct bit value
for the three-mode coherent states is then

P1bit =

∞∑
N=0

pNP1bit,N

=
1

2
+

e−3|α|2

4

∞∑
N=0

(3|α|2)N

N !

[√
G2

N − 2GN + 1

+
√
−3G2

N + 2GN + 1
]
.

(47)

For the four-mode phase-randomized coherent states in
(27), whenever nonzero photons are detected, the state
can be uniquely identified. That is, it is no more diffi-
cult to obtain both bit values than one. Hence we do
not expect this set of states to be of interest for quantum
oblivious transfer. Nevertheless, the probability to cor-
rectly guess one (or both) bits would be (see Appendix
D)

P̃1bit = 1− e−4|α|2

2
. (48)

For the phase-randomized phase-encoded states in
eq. (37), the probability for Bob to obtain one bit cor-
rectly is (see Appendix D)

P̄1bit =
1

2
+
e−2|α|2

2
√
2

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !
×

×
√
1 +

√
4−N+1 sin2 (Nπ/2)− 2−N+2 + 1. (49)

To evaluate how well a specific set of for states works
for realizing quantum oblivious transfer, we find the re-
lation between BOT and P1bit in each case. In particular,
since it is known that mixed states can sometimes out-
perform pure states, we are interested in whether phase-
randomisation can improve protocol performance. Also,
it is interesting to know whether a protocol still works ac-
ceptably well also if the phase is randomized, since this
would imply robustness against noise. The lower the re-
ceiver’s cheating probability is, for a fixed success prob-
ability for an honest receiver, the better the protocol is.
For the three-mode phase-randomized states, we find the
relation

BOT =
3

2
P1bit −

1

2
, (50)

while for the corresponding three-mode pure states we
have

Bpure
OT = (P pure

1bit )
2 <

3

2
P pure

1bit − 1

2
(51)

for 1
2 < P pure

1bit < 1. Therefore, phase-randomization
makes the protocol performance worse for this particular
set of states (fig. 7). However, protocol performance is
not worsened as much as one might have expected.

For the four-mode states, the relation for both pure
and mixed states is the same as in eq. (50),

For the two-mode phase-encoded coherent states in
(37), because it is difficult to find an analytical form for
the relation between BOT and P1bit, we plot BOT against
P1bit. We note that mixedness helps marginally in some
regions, but makes protocol performance worse in others
(fig. 8). A protocol is better if, for the same probability
P1bit for an honest receiver Bob to obtain one bit value
correctly, the cheating probability for a dishonest receiver
to correctly guess both bit values is as low as possible.
The results are explained in more detail in Appendix D.

FIG. 7. Cheating probability BOT as a function of protocol
success probability P1bit, for pure (solid black line) and phase-
randomized (dashed grey line) three-mode coherent states.
We observe that employing phase randomization for the three-
mode coherent states leads to a higher cheating probability
as compared to using pure states.

FIG. 8. Cheating probability BOT as a function of protocol
success probability P1bit, for pure (solid black line) and phase-
randomized (dashed grey line) two-mode phase-encoded co-
herent states. We notice that mixedness marginally lowers
the cheating probability BOT for P1bit ≳ 0.8.
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B. Quantum retrieval games

The measurements we have been investigating may
also be relevant for so-called quantum retrieval games [40,
41]. In a quantum retrieval game, one party, whom we
will here call sender (Alice), encodes a number of clas-
sical bits in a quantum state. The quantum states are
selected from a set of non-orthogonal states. The state is
sent to another party, whom we will call receiver (Bob).
The receiver selects a measurement, among some possible
measurements, so that the measurement will give infor-
mation about some of the sender’s bit values, or some of
their properties, but not about others. For example, the
sender might select four classical bits x0, x1, x2 and x3,
and encode these in a state

|ϕx0x1x2x3
⟩ = 1√

4

3∑
i=0

(−1)xi |i⟩ . (52)

The receiver then chooses a matching, pairing up the four
bits. In this example, the receiver might choose to pair
x0 with x1, and x2 with x3. A measurement in the basis
{ 1√

2
(|0⟩±|1⟩), 1√

2
(|2⟩±|3⟩)} would then give the receiver

information about either the relative phase of the basis
states |0⟩ and |1⟩ (that is, about x0 ⊕ x1), or about the
relative phase of the basis states |2⟩ and |3⟩ (that is,
about x2 ⊕ x3). A different choice for the receiver would
be to pair x0 with x2, and x1 with x3. The last option
is to pair x0 with x3, and x1 with x2. Because the 16
possible states are non-orthogonal, the receiver cannot
learn all four bits.

A quantum retrieval game is reminiscent of 1-out-of-
n XOR oblivious transfer in the sense that the sender
does not know exactly what the receiver learns, and
the receiver cannot perfectly learn all of the sender’s
bit values [42]. The former property is usually not
used or even mentioned e.g. in schemes for quantum
money [39, 40, 43–45], which can be constructed using
quantum retrieval games. If the receiver cheats and tries
to correctly guess all of the sender’s bit values, then their
optimal measurement is a minimum-error measurement.
Since retrieval games often use symmetric states, the
measurements we have derived may be relevant.

A possible set of states to use for a retrieval game might
be the qutrit states in Eq. (12). In hidden matching
quantum retrieval games [41], the sender Alice usually
picks n-bit strings where n is even, meaning that there
are 2n different states, and that all bits can be paired
up. A retrieval game based on our qutrit states would
be somewhat different, in that the receiver Bob does not
choose a pairing, but instead probabilistically obtains ei-
ther the first bit, the second bit, or their XOR [31]. We
could also include four more states of the same form of the
qutrit states, but with − |0⟩ instead of |0⟩, and consider
that the sender has chosen three bits instead of two. The
receiver would then probabilistically obtain information
about the XOR either of the first and the second bits, or
of the second and third bits, or the first and the third

bits.
As for the four ququart states in Eq. (35), they are

a subset of the total set of 16 states in hidden match-
ing quantum retrieval games with 4-bit strings. The four
ququart states in Eq. (35) can be perfectly distinguished,
meaning that the two classical bits one could encode in
these four states can both be perfectly retrieved by the
receiver. Perfect knowledge allows unlimited copying of
the state, which is undesirable in schemes for quantum
money or tokens, since one wants to prevent copying.
In order to construct a viable quantum money or token
scheme, we would need to add more states to the set. If
the resulting set of states is symmetric, then similar tech-
niques as we have employed in this paper could be used
to obtain optimal measurements especially for a cheating
receiver, who wants to distinguish between all possible
states.

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

We have investigated optimal quantum measurements
for distinguishing between phase-randomized multi-mode
coherent states. Phase-randomized weak coherent states
are used in quantum communication, especially in quan-
tum key distribution (QKD). They have been demon-
strated to significantly enhance the performance of QKD
protocols [46]. In quantum key distribution, security ini-
tially relied on the use of single-photon sources. How-
ever, perfect single-photon sources are difficult to real-
ize. As an alternative, weak lasers are commonly em-
ployed, and can be modeled as coherent states with ran-
dom phases. The security of QKD protocols depends
on the assumption that these phases are uniformly ran-
dom [46]. However, achieving continuous random phase
poses challenges, and imperfect phase-randomization sig-
nificantly undermines the security of QKD [46]. Several
methods have been explored to address this issue, with
one prominent approach being the consideration of a lim-
ited number of discrete phases [23, 47, 48].

Phase-randomized weak coherent states play an in-
dispensable role also in other QKD techniques, includ-
ing decoy-state QKD. Without phase randomization, the
equations for the gain and the quantum bit error rate of
the signal state, which are crucial in the theory of de-
coy states, cannot be obtained [49]. Additionally, phase-
randomized weak coherent states are essential for pro-
tocols such as twin-field QKD. Phase-randomization al-
lows Alice and Bob to apply the decoy-state method so
that they can detect eavesdropping attempts by an adver-
sary, often referred to as Eve. When Alice and Bob both
choose the Z-basis which is for testing potential tamper-
ing by Eve, because they use phase-randomized coherent
states, they can instead use decoy state intensity settings
that they have at their disposal. This is based on the fact
that Eve cannot distinguish between the signal and de-
coy states. The more decoy intensities Alice and Bob
use, the better they estimate the yields, i.e. the detec-
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tion statistics, and consequently the phase-error rate of
the key, thus bounding the information that could have
been leaked to a potential eavesdropper and achieving a
higher key rate [50, 51].

When coherent states are used, a shared reference
frame between the two communicating parties typically
involves a strong pulse acting as a reference and a
weak signal pulse, where the phase relationship between
the two pulses is known [52, 53]. However, the use
of phase-randomized coherent states implies scenarios
where parties lack a shared frame of reference. Related
to this, it has been shown that communication with
no shared frame of reference can be achieved with en-
tangled discrete-level states [54]. Consequently, phase-
randomized coherent states offer a promising avenue for
facilitating communication in situations where shared
reference frames are absent. Another study further high-
lights the broad applicability of phase-randomized coher-
ent states in communication protocols [55].

It is also generally of interest to know how well it is
possible to distinguish between mixed quantum states,
because noise usually leads to mixed states, and in re-

alistic problems we therefore usually deal with mixed
states. Our method of finding optimal measurements
can be applied whenever mixing generates photon states
that separate in subspaces with different total photon
number N . A similar approach can also be applied for
non-symmetric mixed states, if they are block diagonal in
different photon-number subspaces. Finally, exactly how
mixed quantum states may be of use in quantum com-
munication schemes such as oblivious transfer is still an
open question. For the cases we examined, we found that
perhaps counter-intuitively, mixing did not significantly
worsen protocol performance and can even give a slight
advantage in some parameter regions.
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Appendix A: Optimal measurement for the
phase-randomized sets of states

Starting from a general multi-mode coherent state

|ψ0⟩ = |α1, α2, . . . , αM ⟩ (A1)

we express the set of pure symmetric states as

|ψK⟩ = UK |ψ0⟩ , K = 0, 1, . . . , L− 1 (A2)

with UL = 1, αj = |αj |ei(θ+∆θj) and ∆θ1 = 0. We
expand the state as

|ψ0⟩ = e
−(|α1|2+···+|αM |2)

2 ×

×
∞∑

n1,n2,...,nM=0

αn1
1 αn2

2 · · ·αnM

M√
n1!n2! · · ·nM !

|n1, n2, . . . , nM ⟩

=

∞⊕
N=0

N∑
ni=0,i∈[M ]∑

k nk=N

A(r⃗, n⃗)B(θ, n⃗) |n1, n2, . . . , nM ⟩

=

∞⊕
N=0

√
pN |ψ0,N ⟩ , (A3)

where for n⃗ = (n1, n2, . . . , nM ) and r⃗ =
(|α1|, |α2|, . . . , |αM |), we have

A(r⃗, n⃗) = e
−(|α1|2+···+|αM |2)

2
|α1|n1 |α2|n2 · · · |αM |nM

√
n1!n2! · · ·nM !

,

B(θ, n⃗) =

M∏
m=1

ei(θ+∆θm)nm .

(A4)

The probability for N photons is given by

pN = e−(|α1|2+···+|αM |2) (|α1|2 + · · ·+ |αM |2)N

N !

= e−⟨N⟩ ⟨N⟩N

N !
, (A5)

which is a Poisson distribution. The states |ψ0,N ⟩ are

|ψ0,N ⟩ = 1
√
pN

N∑
ni=0,i∈[M ]∑

k nk=N

A(r⃗, n⃗)B(θ, n⃗) |n1, n2, . . . , nM ⟩ .

(A6)
If the unitary operator U does not change the total num-
ber of photons, i.e.

U =

∞⊕
N=0

N∑
b1,...,bM=0
c1,...,cM=0∑
k bk=

∑
l cl=N

Cc1,...,cM
b1,...,bM

×

× |b1, b2, . . . , bM ⟩ ⟨c1, c2, . . . , cM | =
∞⊕

N=0

UN ,

(A7)
then it holds that

UK =

∞⊕
N1,...,NK=0

UN1 · · ·UNK
=

∞⊕
N=0

(UN )K . (A8)

The first phase-randomized state is

ρ0 =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| . (A9)

The Kth phase-randomized state would be

ρK =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ |ψK⟩ ⟨ψK | = 1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ UK |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| (UK)†

= UK 1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| (UK)† = UKρ0(U
K)†,

(A10)

which shows that we end up with mixed symmetric states
from phase-randomization. Substituting equations (A3)
and (A8) into (A10), we obtain

ρK =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∞⊕
N,N ′,R,R′=0

√
pNpN ′(UR)

K |ψ0,N ⟩ ⟨ψ0,N ′ | [(UR′)K ]†

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∞⊕
N,N ′=0

√
pNpN ′(UN )K |ψ0,N ⟩ ⟨ψ0,N ′ | [(UN ′)K ]†

=

∞⊕
N,N ′=0

(UN )K
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ
√
pNpN ′ |ψ0,N ⟩ ⟨ψ0,N ′ | [(UN ′)K ]† =

∞⊕
N,N ′=0

(UN )KI
(N,N ′)
0 [(UN ′)K ]†

(A11)
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with

I
(N,N ′)
0 =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ
√
pNpN ′ |ψ0,N ⟩ ⟨ψ0,N ′ |

=

N∑
ni=0,i∈[M ]∑

k nk=N

N ′∑
n′
j=0,j∈[M ]∑

l n
′
l=N ′

A(r⃗, n⃗)A(r⃗, n⃗′)× 1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθB(θ, n⃗)(B(θ, n⃗′))∗ |n1, . . . , nM ⟩ ⟨n′1, . . . , n′
M | .

(A12)

Because

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθB(θ, n⃗)(B(θ, n⃗′))∗ =

M∏
m=1

ei∆θmnme−i∆θmn′
m

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθeiθ(
∑

p np−
∑

q n′
q)

=

M∏
m=1

ei∆θm(nm−n′
m)δ∑

p np,
∑

q n′
q
,

(A13)

the Kth density matrix becomes

ρK =

∞⊕
N,N ′=0

N∑
ni=0,
i∈[M ]∑
k nk=N

N ′∑
n′
j=0,

j∈[M ]∑
l n

′
l=N ′

A(r⃗, n⃗)A(r⃗, n⃗′)

M∏
m=1

δ∑
p np,

∑
q n′

q
× ei∆θm(nm−n′

m)(UN )K |n1, . . . , nM ⟩ ⟨n′1, . . . , n′
M | [(UN ′)K ]†

=

∞⊕
N=0

N∑
ni=0,i∈[M ]∑

k nk=N

N∑
n′
j=0,j∈[M ]∑

l n
′
l=N

A(r⃗, n⃗)A(r⃗, n⃗′)×
M∏

m=1

ei∆θm(nm−n′
m)(UN )K |n1, . . . , nM ⟩ ⟨n′1, . . . , n′

M | [(UN )K ]†

=

∞⊕
N=0

pN (UN )K |ϕ0,N ⟩ ⟨ϕ0,N | [(UN )K ]† =

∞⊕
N=0

pNρK,N

(A14)

with

|ϕ0,N ⟩ = 1
√
pN

N∑
ni=0,i∈[M ]∑

k nk=N

A(r⃗, n⃗)

M∏
m=1

ei∆θmnm |n1, . . . , nM ⟩ , (A15)

which shows that ρK is a mixture of pure states with different total number of photons.

Next, we show that the minimum-error measurement
for the phase-randomized states is actually to perform the
square-root measurement (the square-root measurement
is not always optimal for mixed symmetric states). The L
possible states are equiprobable, and are mixtures of pure
states with different total photon numbers. The L dif-
ferent pure states with a particular total photon number
are clearly symmetric (because the symmetry operation
does not change the total number of photons). There-
fore the “overall" square-root measurement is equivalent
to first counting the total number of photons, and then
performing the square-root measurement in each total
photon number subspace. For equiprobable states, the
measurement operators for the square-root measurement

are given by

πi =
1

L
ρ−

1
2 ρiρ

− 1
2 . (A16)

The average density operator can be written

ρ =
1

L

L−1∑
i=0

ρi =
1

L

L−1∑
i=0

∞⊕
N=0

pNρi,N

=
1

L

∞⊕
N=0

pN

L−1∑
i=0

ρi,N =

∞⊕
N=0

pNρN , (A17)

where ρN is the average density matrix in the N -photon
subspace. Because the average density matrix ρ is block
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diagonal, we can write

ρ−
1
2 =

∞⊕
N=0

p
− 1

2

N (ρN )−
1
2 . (A18)

The measurement operator becomes

πi =
1

L

∞⊕
N1,N2,N3=0

p
− 1

2

N1
pN2

p
− 1

2

N3
(ρN1

)−
1
2 ρi,N2

(ρN3
)−

1
2

=
1

L

∞⊕
N=0

(ρN )−
1
2 ρi,N (ρN )−

1
2 =

∞⊕
N=0

π
(N)
i .

(A19)

We see that the square-root measurement operators can
be written as a direct sum of operators acting in sub-
spaces with different total photon numbers. The mea-
surement operators in the N -photon subspace are given
by

π
(N)
i =

1

L
(ρN )−

1
2 ρi,N (ρN )−

1
2 , (A20)

with

ρN =
1

L

L−1∑
l=0

ρl,N =
1

L

L−1∑
l=0

|ϕl,N ⟩ ⟨ϕl,N | ,

|ϕl,N ⟩ = (UN )l |ϕ0,N ⟩ .

(A21)

Eqn. (A20) is clearly the square-root measurement for
the states |ϕl,N ⟩ in the N -photon subspace. The over-
all square-root measurement for the phase-randomized
states is therefore the same as the combination of the
square-root measurements for distinguishing between the
resulting pure symmetric states in each photon-number
subspace. The square-root measurement is known to
be optimal for distinguishing between pure symmetric
equiprobable states. As we already mentioned, the op-
timal measurement for the phase-randomized states can
be realized by first determining the total photon number,
and then distinguishing between the resulting pure sym-
metric states in the corresponding photon-number sub-
space. We have verified that this is the same as the
overall square-root measurement for the mixed phase-
randomized states in eq. (A16).

Appendix B: The optimal measurement for the
two-mode states in eq. (5)

To obtain the optimal measurement for distinguish-
ing between the two-mode phase-randomized coherent
states in eq. (5), we note that applying the same uni-
tary transform to all states we want to distinguish be-
tween leaves the optimal success probability unchanged.
Since a unitary operation corresponds to a basis change,
the optimal measurement operators for the original
states can be found from the measurement operators

for the transformed states, using the inverse of the uni-
tary transform. We will use the unitary transform
UBS |α, β⟩ =

∣∣(α+ β)/
√
2, (α− β)/

√
2
〉
, corresponding

to a 50/50 beam splitter, giving

UBS |ψ0⟩ = UBS |α, α⟩ = |
√
2α, 0⟩

UBS |ψ1⟩ = UBS |α,−α⟩ = |0,
√
2α⟩.

(B1)

This means that we need to distinguish between the
states

ρ′0 = UBSρ0U
†
BS =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ UBS |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|U†
BS

= e−2|α|2
∞∑

N=0

2N |α|2N

N !
|N, 0⟩ ⟨N, 0|,

ρ′1 = UBSρ1U
†
BS =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ UBS |ψ1⟩ ⟨ψ1|U†
BS

= e−2|α|2
∞∑

N=0

2N |α|2N

N !
|0, N⟩ ⟨0, N |.

(B2)

We will also find that the square-root measurement is
equal to the Helstrom measurement in this particular
case, if the two states are equiprobable, with only mi-
nor differences otherwise. Using the density matrices in
eq. (B2), we obtain

A′ = p0ρ
′
0 − p1ρ

′
1

= e−2|α|2
∞∑

N=0

2N |α|2N

N !

(
p0 |N, 0⟩ ⟨N, 0| (B3)

− p1 |0, N⟩ ⟨0, N |
)
.

Because the states |N, 0⟩ and |0, N⟩ are orthogonal for
N ̸= 0 and only overlap for N = 0, the optimal measure-
ment operators for the Helstrom measurement are

Π0 =

∞∑
N=1

|N, 0⟩ ⟨N, 0|+ |0, 0⟩ ⟨0, 0|

Π1 =

∞∑
N=1

|0, N⟩ ⟨0, N |
(B4)

if p0 > p1, and

Π0 =

∞∑
N=1

|N, 0⟩ ⟨N, 0|

Π1 =

∞∑
N=1

|0, N⟩ ⟨0, N |+ |0, 0⟩ ⟨0, 0|
(B5)

if p0 < p1. If p0 = p1, then the projector onto |0, 0⟩
can be “split up" in any proportion between Π0 and Π1.
The above measurement operators add up to identity on
the support of A′. (States |j, k⟩ where both j ̸= 0 and
k ̸= 0 are not included in the support of A′, ρ′0 or ρ′1;
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corresponding events will never occur in an ideal setup.
Should experimental imperfections be present, it is also
possible to derive optimal measurements for this situa-
tion. The measurement one should aim to realize may
or may not be identical to the optimal measurement for
ideal conditions [56].)

To show that the square-root measurement coincides
with the above Helstrom measurement for the above
two-mode phase-randomized coherent states if they are
equiprobable, we derive the measurement operators for
the square-root measurement. We can write ρ′0 and ρ′1 as

ρ′0 =

∞∑
i=0

ciPi, ρ′1 =

∞∑
i=0

ciQi (B6)

where P0 = Q0, and PiQj = 0 for i, j > 0. We write

ρ′0 = c0P0 + ρ̃0, ρ′1 = c0P0 + ρ̃1 (B7)

and

ρ′ = p0ρ
′
0 + p1ρ

′
1 = c0P0 + p0ρ̃0 + p1ρ̃1 (B8)

because p0 + p1 = 1. We have ρ̃0, ρ̃1 ≻ 0 because ci > 0.
Then

(ρ′)−
1
2 = c

− 1
2

0 P0 + p
− 1

2
0 ρ̃

− 1
2

0 + p
− 1

2
1 ρ̃

− 1
2

1 . (B9)

The first measurement operator is

π′
0 = p0(ρ

′)−
1
2 ρ′0(ρ

′)−
1
2

= p0

[
c
− 1

2
0 P0 + p

− 1
2

0 ρ̃
− 1

2
0 + p

− 1
2

1 ρ̃
− 1

2
1

]
(c0P0 + ρ̃0)×

×
[
c
− 1

2
0 P0 + p

− 1
2

0 ρ̃
− 1

2
0 + p

− 1
2

1 ρ̃
− 1

2
1

]
= p0P0 + ρ̃

− 1
2

0 ρ̃0ρ̃
− 1

2
0 = p0P0 +

∞∑
i=1

Pi

= p0 |0, 0⟩ ⟨0, 0|+
∞∑
i=1

|i, 0⟩ ⟨i, 0| . (B10)

Using similar arguments, we obtain

π′
1 = p1P0 +

∞∑
i=1

Qi = p1 |0, 0⟩ ⟨0, 0|+
∞∑
i=1

|0, i⟩ ⟨0, i| .

(B11)
That is, if p0 = p1, then the square-root measurement is a
minimum-error measurement for the mixed states in (5).
When p0 ̸= p1, the only difference between the square-
root and the minimum-error measurement is in how the
projector |0⟩ ⟨0| is “shared" between the two measure-
ment operators.

Appendix C: Calculating pairwise overlaps between
|ψbc,N ⟩ and Gram matrix elements

From the trinomial expansion

(a+ b+ c)N =

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

(
N

j, k, l

)
ajbkcl

=

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

N !

j!k!l!
ajbkcl (C1)

for a = b = c = 1, we find the normalization factor MN

of the states |ψbc,N ⟩ in eq. (21)

3N =

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

N !

j!k!l!
⇒MN =

N∑
j,k,l=0

j+k+l=N

1

j!k!l!
=

3N

N !
.

(C2)
For the elements of the Gram matrices in eqs. (22)
and (D40), we used the multinomial expansion

(x1+x2+· · ·+xk)N =

N∑
n1,n2,...
...,nk=0

n1+n2+...
...+nk=N

N !

n1!n2! · · ·nk!
xn1
1 xn2

2 · · ·xnk

k .

(C3)
For example, for the four-mode coherent states in the
subspace with N > 0 photons, we have

(G̃N )0,1 = ⟨ψ̃00,N |ψ̃01,N ⟩ = 1

M̃N

N∑
j,k,l,m=0

j+k+l+m=N

(−1)l(−1)m

j!k!l!m!

=
1
4N

N !

(1 + 1− 1− 1)N

N !
= 0.

(C4)

Appendix D: Success probability and cheating
probability for quantum oblivious transfer

When calculating the probabilities in eqs. (47) to (49),
for distinguishing between pairs of states, selected from
four symmetric pure states, it is convenient to express the
states using the “quantum Fourier transform" orthonor-
mal basis |Ai⟩ [33]. The Gram matrix for a set of pure
states is circulant, and circulant matrices are diagonal
when expressed in this basis. This method can be used
also for more than four states, e.g. when we encode three
bits of classical information in eight symmetric quantum
states. The quantum Fourier transform is a unitary ma-
trix F acting on a set of basis state vectors. The matrix
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F is the discrete Fourier transform, given by

F =
1√
L



1 1 1 1 · · · 1
1 ω ω2 ω3 · · · ωL−1

1 ω2 ω4 ω6 · · · ω2(L−1)

1 ω3 ω6 ω9 · · · ω3(L−1)

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

1 ωL−1 ω2(L−1) ω3(L−1) · · · ω(L−1)2


(D1)

where ω = e
2πi
L with L = 2n. For us, n is the number

of classical bits that is encoded in the set of quantum
states. A circulant matrix of size L×L is generated from
an L-vector {c0, c1, . . . , cL−1} by cyclically permuting its
entries. The matrix is given by

C =


c0 c1 · · · cL−1

cL−1 c0 · · · cL−2

...
...

. . .
...

c1 c2 · · · c0

 . (D2)

Here, each row is a right cyclic shift of the row above it.
The circulant operator circ(·) creates a circulant matrix

from the vector {c0, c1, . . . , cL−1}, so that

C = circ(c0, c1, . . . , cL−1). (D3)

The element at position (i, k) of the matrix is given by
(C)ik = c(k−i)modL where i, k range from 0 to L−1. The
Gram matrix of the states |ψi⟩ = U i |ψ0⟩ is circulant with
elements cl = G0l and has the form

G = circ
(
G00,G01,G02, . . . ,G0L−1

)

=


G00 G01 · · · G0L−2 G0L−1

G0L−1 G00 · · · G0L−3 G0L−2

...
...

. . .
...

...
G02 G03 · · · G00 G01

G01 G02 · · · G0L−1 G00

 . (D4)

We follow the notation |ψi⟩ = U i |ψ0⟩ where |ψ0⟩ ≡
|ψ00...⟩ for the set of symmetric states. It can be proven
that the eigenvalues of a circulant matrix are [57]

λk =

L−1∑
l=0

clω
kl (D5)

with ω = e
2πi
L and k = 0, 1, . . . , L− 1.

Therefore, the eigenvalues of the Gram matrix can be written as

λk =

L−1∑
l=0

G0lω
kl =

L−1∑
l=0

G0l
1

L
Lωkl

= G00
1

L
Lωk·0 + G01

1

L
Lωk·1 + · · ·+ G0L−1

1

L
Lωk·(L−1)

=

[
G00

1

L
ωk(0−0) + G11

1

L
ωk(1−1) + · · ·+ GL−1,L−1

1

L
ωk(L−1−L+1)

]
+

[
G01

1

L
ωk(1−0) + G12

1

L
ωk(2−1) + · · ·+ GL−2,L−1

1

L
ωk(L−1−L+2) + GL−1,0

1

L
ωk(0−L+1)

]
+ · · ·

+

[
G0L−1

1

L
ωk(L−1−0) + G10

1

L
ωk(0−1) + · · ·+ GL−1,L−2

1

L
ωk(L−2−L+1)

]
=

L−1∑
j,m=0

Gmj
1

L
ωk(j−m) =

L−1∑
j,m=0

F∗
mkGmjFjk

=

L−1∑
j,m=0

(F†)kmGmjFjk = (F†GF)kk = (F−1GF)kk

where we used the properties

Gij = G(i+m)modL,(j+m)modL, F−1 = F† (D6)

with k = 0, 1, . . . , L− 1 and also ωkL = 1. Then, we see that

λk =

L−1∑
j,m=0

F∗
kmFkjGmj =

L−1∑
j,m=0

⟨ψm| F∗
kmFkj |ψj⟩ = ⟨Bk|Bk⟩ (D7)
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with

|Bk⟩ =
L−1∑
j=0

Fkj |ψj⟩ . (D8)

The states |Bk⟩ are unnormalized. We will show that these states are orthogonal.

We have

⟨Bl|Bk⟩ =
L−1∑

j,m=0

F∗
lmFkj ⟨ψm|ψj⟩ =

L−1∑
j,m=0

F∗
lmFkjGmj

=

L−1∑
j,m=0

1

L
ωkj−lmGmj =

L−1∑
i=0

1

L
G0iω

ki
L−1∑
m=0

ω(k−l)m,

(D9)

and for k ̸= l it holds that

⟨Bl|Bk⟩ =
L−1∑
i=0

1

L
G0iω

ki 1− ω(k−l)L

1− ωk−l
= 0. (D10)

Therefore

⟨Bl|Bk⟩ = λkδlk. (D11)

We define an orthonormal basis |Ak⟩ from |Bk⟩ as

|Bk⟩ =
√
λk |Ak⟩ =

L−1∑
j=0

Fkj |ψj⟩ . (D12)

We express the states |ψj⟩ in the basis {|Ak⟩} as

|ψm⟩ =
L−1∑
i=0

F∗
im

√
λi |Ai⟩ (D13)

where we used the unitarity relation of F . We denote the
corresponding density matrices by

σj = |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | , (D14)

or, writing out the indices explicitly,

σx0x1...xn−1
= |ψx0x1...xn−1

⟩⟨ψx0x1...xn−1
|. (D15)

If Bob is honest and wishes to learn the value of the
kth bit, then he performs a measurement to distin-
guish between the sets of states {σx0x1...xn−1

|xk=0} and
{σx0x1...xn−1

|xk=1} with xi ∈ {0, 1} for i ̸= k, where
all states are equiprobable. This is the same as making
a measurement to distinguish between the equiprobable
states

ρb =
1

2n−1

∑
xi∈{0,1}

i ̸=k

σx0x1...xn−1
|xk=b (D16)

with b = 0, 1. If we construct the difference operator
A = 1

2 (ρ0 − ρ1) for the equiprobable states in eq. (D16),
then we find the probability for correctly identifying the
value of the kth classical bit using equation (7) as

Pxk
=

1

2
+ Tr[AΠ0] =

1

2
+
∑
λi≥0

λi. (D17)

where λi are the eigenvalues of A. On average, Bob’s
probability to obtain a correct bit value, which corre-
sponds to the protocol success probability, is

P1bit =
1

n

n−1∑
k=0

Pxk
. (D18)

If Bob’s success probability is independent of which bit
he tries to obtain, then P1bit = Pxk

for every k. Next,
we apply the above result to the case of two classical
bits using eq. (D16). We reproduce the analysis in [33]
when four states encode two classical bits. If Bob is hon-
est and wishes to learn the value of the first bit, then
he performs a measurement to distinguish between the
sets of states {σ00, σ01} and {σ10, σ11}, where all states
are equiprobable. This is the same as making a mea-
surement to distinguish between the equiprobable states
ρ0 = 1

2 (σ00+σ01) and ρ1 = 1
2 (σ10+σ11). The probability

of a correct result in this case is therefore

Pcorr ≡ P1bit =
1

2
+

1

8
Tr |σ00 + σ01 − σ11 − σ10|. (D19)

The L = 4 discrete Fourier transform matrix is

F =
1

2

1 1 1 1
1 i −1 −i
1 −1 1 −1
1 −i −1 i

 . (D20)
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From eq. (D13) we have

|ψ0⟩ ≡ |ψ00⟩ =
1

2
(
√
λ0 |A0⟩+

√
λ1 |A1⟩+

√
λ2 |A2⟩+

√
λ3 |A3⟩)

|ψ1⟩ ≡ |ψ01⟩ =
1

2
(
√
λ0 |A0⟩ − i

√
λ1 |A1⟩ −

√
λ2 |A2⟩+ i

√
λ3 |A3⟩)

|ψ2⟩ ≡ |ψ11⟩ =
1

2
(
√
λ0 |A0⟩ −

√
λ1 |A1⟩+

√
λ2 |A2⟩ −

√
λ3 |A3⟩)

|ψ3⟩ ≡ |ψ10⟩ =
1

2
(
√
λ0 |A0⟩+ i

√
λ1 |A1⟩ −

√
λ2 |A2⟩ − i

√
λ3 |A3⟩).

(D21)

In the basis {|A0⟩ , |A1⟩ , |A2⟩ , |A3⟩}, we have

ρ0 =
1

2
(σ00 + σ01) =

1

8


2λ0

√
λ01(1 + i) 0

√
λ03(1− i)√

λ01(1− i) 2λ1
√
λ12(1 + i) 0

0
√
λ12(1− i) 2λ2

√
λ23(1 + i)√

λ03(1 + i) 0
√
λ23(1− i) 2λ3

 ,

ρ1 =
1

2

(
σ11 + σ10

)
=

1

8


2λ0 −

√
λ01(1 + i) 0 −

√
λ03(1− i)

−
√
λ01(1− i) 2λ1 −

√
λ12(1 + i) 0

0 −
√
λ12(1− i) 2λ2 −

√
λ23(1 + i)

−
√
λ03(1 + i) 0 −

√
λ23(1− i) 2λ3

 ,

A =
1

4

(
σ00 + σ01 − σ11 − σ10

)
=

1

8


0

√
λ01(1 + i) 0

√
λ03(1− i)√

λ01(1− i) 0
√
λ12(1 + i) 0

0
√
λ12(1− i) 0

√
λ23(1 + i)√

λ03(1 + i) 0
√
λ23(1− i) 0

 ,

(D22)

where we have used the shorthand λij = λiλj . The eigenvalue equation for the last matrix above is given by
|A− Λ1| = 0, which, when evaluating the determinant, gives

(8Λ)4 − 2(8Λ)2(λ0 + λ2)(λ1 + λ3) + 16λ0123 = 0, (D23)

where λ0123 = λ0λ1λ2λ3. The four eigenvalues of the last matrix above are consequently given by the solutions of
eq. (D23),

Λ2
± =

1

82

[
(λ0 + λ2)(λ1 + λ3) ±

√
(λ0 + λ2)2(λ1 + λ3)2 − 16λ0λ1λ2λ3

]
. (D24)

From eq. (D7), we find

λ0 = 1 + F +G+ F ∗ = 1 +G+ 2ReF
λ1 = 1 + iF −G− iF ∗ = 1−G− 2ImF
λ2 = 1− F +G− F ∗ = 1 +G− 2ReF
λ3 = 1− iF −G+ iF ∗ = 1−G+ 2ImF

(D25)

in that order. The solutions can be written

Λ2
± =

1

82

[
4(1−G2) ± 8

√
(1 +G)2(ImF )2 + (1−G)2(ReF )2 − 4(ReF )2(ImF )2

]
. (D26)

The protocol success probability is therefore given by

P1bit =
1

2

[
1 +

1

4

√
(λ0 + λ2)(λ1 + λ3) +

√
(λ0 + λ2)2(λ1 + λ3)2 − 16λ0λ1λ2λ3

+
1

4

√
(λ0 + λ2)(λ1 + λ3)−

√
(λ0 + λ2)2(λ1 + λ3)2 − 16λ0λ1λ2λ3

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1−G2 + 2

√
(1 +G)2(ImF )2 + (1−G)2(ReF )2 − 4(ReF )2(ImF )2

+
1

2

√
1−G2 − 2

√
(1 +G)2(ImF )2 + (1−G)2(ReF )2 − 4(ReF )2(ImF )2

]
.

(D27)



21

We calculate BOT and P1bit for all the examples examined, both for pure and mixed states. For the three-mode pure
symmetric coherent states in eq. (11) it holds that

F = ⟨α, α, α|α, α,−α⟩ = e−2|α|2

G = ⟨α, α, α|α,−α,−α⟩ = e−4|α|2 = F 2.
(D28)

If four symmetric states are used for oblivious transfer, and Bob selects which bit he would like obtain, then the
success probability is the minimum-error probability for distinguishing between the corresponding pairs of states.
The protocol success probability in terms of F and G is

P pure
1bit =

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1−G2 + 2|(1−G)F |+ 1

2

√
1−G2 − 2|(1−G)F |

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1− F 4 + 2F (1− F 2) +

1

2

√
1− F 4 − 2F (1− F 2)

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
(1− F )(1 + F )3 +

1

2

√
(1 + F )(1− F )3

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

√
1− F 2

]
.

(D29)

Bob’s cheating probability is the minimum-error probability for distinguishing between all four states. In terms of F
and G, the cheating probability is

Bpure
OT =

1

16

(√
1 +G+ 2F +

√
1 +G− 2F + 2

√
1−G

)2
=

1

16

(
2 + 2

√
1− F 2

)2
=

1

16

(
4P pure

1bit

)2
= (P pure

1bit )
2.

(D30)

For the three-mode phase-randomized coherent states, Bob’s cheating probability is

BOT =
e−3|α|2

16

∞∑
N=0

(3|α|2)N

N !

(
3
√
1−GN +

√
1 + 3GN

)2
=
e−3|α|2

16

∞∑
N=0

(3|α|2)N

N !

(
10− 6GN + 6

√
(1−GN )(1 + 3GN )

)
=

4

16
+

6

4

e−3|α|2

4

∞∑
N=0

(3|α|2)N

N !

(
1−GN +

√
−3G2

N + 2GN + 1
)

=
1

4
+

3

2

(
P1bit −

1

2

)
=

3

2
P1bit −

1

2
.

(D31)

For the four-mode pure symmetric coherent states in section III C, the pairwise overlaps are

F̃ = ⟨α, α, α,−α|α, α,−α, α⟩ = e−4|α|2

G̃ = ⟨α, α, α,−α|α,−α, α, α⟩ = e−4|α|2 = F̃ .
(D32)

The protocol success probability in terms of F and G is then

P̃ pure
1bit =

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1− G̃2 + 2(1− G̃)F̃ +

1

2

√
1− G̃2 − 2(1− G̃)F̃

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1− F̃ 2 + 2F̃ (1− F̃ ) +

1

2

√
1− F̃ 2 − 2F̃ (1− F̃ )

]

=
3− F̃

4
+

√
(1− F̃ )(1 + 3F̃ )

4
.

(D33)

The cheating probability for the pure four-mode coherent states is

B̃pure
OT =

1

16

(√
1 + 3F̃ + 3

√
1− F̃

)2
=

1

16

(
10− 6F̃ + 6

√
(1− F̃ )(1 + 3F̃ )

)
=

6

16

(
3− F̃ +

√
(1− F̃ )(1 + 3F̃ )

)
− 8

16
=

6

16

(
4P̃ pure

1bit

)
− 8

16
=

3

2
P̃ pure

1bit − 1

2
.

(D34)
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For the four-mode phase-randomized coherent states, because F̃N = G̃N = 0 for N > 0, and F̃0 = G̃0 = 1 for N = 0,
we have P̃1bit,N = 1 and P̃1bit,0 = 1

2 . The protocol success probability is thus

P̃1bit =

∞∑
N=0

pN P̃1bit,N = 1− e−4|α|2

2
. (D35)

For the relation between B̃OT and P̃1bit, we have

B̃OT = 1− 3e−4|α|2

4
= 1− 3

2

(
1− P̃1bit

)
=

3

2
P̃1bit −

1

2
. (D36)

We would like to see whether the phase-randomized states perform better or worse than their pure-state counterparts,
without phase randomization. For the pure phase-encoded states in section III D, we have

F̄ = ⟨α, α|α, iα⟩ = e−|α|2+i|α|2 = e−|α|2(cos |α|2 + i sin |α|2)

Ḡ = ⟨α, α|α,−α⟩ = e−2|α|2 .
(D37)

The protocol success probability in terms of F̄ and Ḡ for the pure phase-encoded states is

P̄ pure
1bit =

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1− Ḡ2 + 2

√
(1 + Ḡ)2(ImF̄ )2 + (1− Ḡ)2(ReF̄ )2 − 4(ReF̄ )2(ImF̄ )2

+
1

2

√
1− Ḡ2 − 2

√
(1 + Ḡ)2(ImF̄ )2 + (1− Ḡ)2(ReF̄ )2 − 4(ReF̄ )2(ImF̄ )2

]
=

1

2
+

1

4

√
1− e−4|α|2 + 2

√
e−6|α|2 + e−2|α|2 − e−4|α|2(2 cos 2|α|2 + sin2 2|α|2)

+
1

4

√
1− e−4|α|2 − 2

√
e−6|α|2 + e−2|α|2 − e−4|α|2(2 cos 2|α|2 + sin2 2|α|2)

=
1

2
+

1

4

√
1− e−4|α|2 + 2e−2|α|2

√
2 cosh 2|α|2 − 2 cos 2|α|2 − sin2 2|α|2

+
1

4

√
1− e−4|α|2 − 2e−2|α|2

√
2 cosh 2|α|2 − 2 cos 2|α|2 − sin2 2|α|2

=
1

2
+
e−|α|2

2
√
2

√
sinh 2|α|2 +

√
2 cosh 2|α|2 − 2 cos 2|α|2 − sin2 2|α|2

+
e−|α|2

2
√
2

√
sinh 2|α|2 −

√
2 cosh 2|α|2 − 2 cos 2|α|2 − sin2 2|α|2

=
1

2
+
e−|α|2

2

√
sinh 2|α|2 +

√
sinh2 2|α|2 − 2 cosh 2|α|2 + 2 cos 2|α|2 + sin2 2|α|2.

(D38)

The cheating probability for the pure phase-encoded states in terms of F̄ and Ḡ is

B̄pure
OT =

1

16

(√
λ̄1 +

√
λ̄2 +

√
λ̄3 +

√
λ̄4
)2

=
1

16

(√
1 + Ḡ+ 2ReF̄ +

√
1 + Ḡ− 2ReF̄ +

√
1− Ḡ+ 2ImF̄ +

√
1− Ḡ− 2ImF̄

)2
=

1

8

(√
1 + Ḡ+

√
(1 + Ḡ)2 − 4(ReF̄ )2 +

√
1− Ḡ+

√
(1− Ḡ)2 − 4(ImF̄ )2

)2
=

1

8

(√
1 + e−2|α|2 +

√
(1 + e−2|α|2)2 − 4e−2|α|2 cos2 |α|2

+

√
1− e−2|α|2 +

√
(1− e−2|α|2)2 − 4e−2|α|2 sin2 |α|2

)2

=
e−|α|2

4

(√
cosh |α|2 +

√
cosh2 |α|2 − cos2 |α|2 +

√
sinh |α|2 +

√
sinh2 |α|2 − sin2 |α|2

)2

.

(D39)
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The Gram matrix for the states |ψ̄bc,N ⟩ in eq. (39) for N > 0 is

ḠN =



1
(

1+i
2

)N
0

(
1−i
2

)N(
1−i
2

)N
1

(
1+i
2

)N
0

0
(

1−i
2

)N
1

(
1+i
2

)N(
1+i
2

)N
0

(
1−i
2

)N
1


. (D40)

For N = 0, the four states |ψ̄bc,0⟩ are all equal to the vacuum state, and therefore indistinguishable. Hence, for the

phase-randomized phase-encoded states, because ḠN = 0 and F̄N =
(

1+i
2

)N
for N > 0, we have

P̄1bit,N =
1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1− Ḡ2

N + 2
√
(1 + ḠN )2(ImF̄N )2 + (1− ḠN )2(ReF̄N )2 − 4(ReF̄N )2(ImF̄N )2

+
1

2

√
1− Ḡ2

N − 2
√
(1 + ḠN )2(ImF̄N )2 + (1− ḠN )2(ReF̄N )2 − 4(ReF̄N )2(ImF̄N )2

]
=

1

2

[
1 +

1

2

√
1 + 2

√
(ImF̄N )2 + (ReF̄N )2 − 4(ReF̄N )2(ImF̄N )2

+
1

2

√
1− 2

√
(ImF̄N )2 + (ReF̄N )2 − 4(ReF̄N )2(ImF̄N )2

]
.

(D41)

We convert F̄N from rectangular to polar form,

F̄N =
(1 + i

2

)N
=
(√2eiπ/4

2

)N
= 2−N/2eiNπ/4 = 2−N/2

[
cos (Nπ/4) + i sin (Nπ/4)

]
F̄ ∗
N =

(1− i

2

)N
=
(√2e−iπ/4

2

)N
= 2−N/2e−iNπ/4 = 2−N/2

[
cos (Nπ/4)− i sin (Nπ/4)

]
.

(D42)

We find that

(ReF̄N )2 + (ImF̄N )2 = 2−N cos2 (Nπ/4) + 2−N sin2 (Nπ/4) = 2−N

4(ReF̄N )2(ImF̄N )2 = 4−N4 cos2 (Nπ/4) sin2 (Nπ/4) = 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2).
(D43)

For N = 0 we have F̄0 = Ḡ0 = 1 and P̄1bit,0 = 1
2 , so the total protocol success probability becomes

P̄1bit =

∞∑
N=0

p̄N P̄1bit,N = p̄0P̄1bit,0 +

∞∑
N=1

p̄N P̄1bit,N =
e−2|α|2

2
+
e−2|α|2

2

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

+
e−2|α|2

4

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

(√
1 + 2

√
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2) +

√
1− 2

√
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2)

)

=
1

2
+

e−2|α|2

4

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

(√
1 + 2

√
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2) +

√
1− 2

√
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2)

)
.

(D44)

To obtain a simpler form for the protocol success probability, we note that

(√
A+B +

√
A−B

)2
= 2A+ 2

√
A2 −B2 ⇒

√
A+B +

√
A−B = ±

√
2(A+

√
A2 −B2) (D45)

where we accept the positive solution. For A = 1 and B = 2
√
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2),

A2 −B2 = 1− 4
(
2−N − 4−N sin2 (Nπ/2)

)
, (D46)
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so the protocol success probability is

P̄1bit =
1

2
+
e−2|α|2

2
√
2

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

√
1 +

√
4−N+1 sin2 (Nπ/2)− 2−N+2 + 1. (D47)

For the respective cheating probability when we run the protocol with the phase-randomized phase-encoded states, the

eigenvalues of the Gram matrix in eq. (D40) are λ̄(N)
0,2 = 1±

[(
1+i
2

)N
+
(

1−i
2

)N]
and λ̄(N)

1,3 = 1± i
[(

1+i
2

)N
−
(

1−i
2

)N]
for N > 0 and λ̄(0)0 = 4, λ̄(0)1,2,3 = 0 for N = 0. The optimal cheating probability when using these states is

B̄OT = e−2|α|2
∞∑

N=0

|α|2NM̄N

16

(√
λ̄
(N)
0 +

√
λ̄
(N)
1 +

√
λ̄
(N)
2 +

√
λ̄
(N)
3

)2

=
e−2|α|2

4
+
e−2|α|2

16

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

(√
λ̄
(N)
0 +

√
λ̄
(N)
1 +

√
λ̄
(N)
2 +

√
λ̄
(N)
3

)2
.

(D48)

The eigenvalues of the Gram matrix for N > 0 become

λ̄
(N)
0,2 = 1±

(
F̄N + F̄ ∗

N

)
= 1± 2−N/2+1 cos (Nπ/4)

λ̄
(N)
1,3 = 1± i

(
F̄N − F̄ ∗

N

)
= 1∓ 2−N/2+1 sin (Nπ/4),

(D49)

so the cheating probability can also be written as

B̄OT =
e−2|α|2

4
+
e−2|α|2

16

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

(√
1 + 2−N/2+1 cos (Nπ/4)

+
√
1− 2−N/2+1 cos (Nπ/4) +

√
1 + 2−N/2+1 sin (Nπ/4) +

√
1− 2−N/2+1 sin (Nπ/4)

)2

.

(D50)

To simplify this, we note that√
1 + 2−N/2+1 cos (Nπ/4) +

√
1− 2−N/2+1 cos (Nπ/4) =

√
2
(
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 cos2 (Nπ/4)

)
√
1 + 2−N/2+1 sin (Nπ/4) +

√
1− 2−N/2+1 sin (Nπ/4) =

√
2
(
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 sin2 (Nπ/4)

)
.

(D51)

So if we call SN the quantity in the parenthesis inside the sum, we obtain

S2
N = 2

(√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 cos2 (Nπ/4) +

√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 sin2 (Nπ/4)

)2

. (D52)

Therefore

B̄OT =
e−2|α|2

4
+
e−2|α|2

8

∞∑
N=1

(2|α|2)N

N !

[√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 cos2 (Nπ/4)

+

√
1 +

√
1− 2−N+2 sin2 (Nπ/4)

]2
.

(D53)

The cheating probabilities for the corresponding pure and mixed sets of states are plotted in figs. 2, 4 and 5 in the
main paper. It is evident that mixing lowers the cheating probability for each value of |α|. It is apparent from the
plots that mixing alters the |α|-dependence, resulting in a smoother shape.
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