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A communication-efficient nonlocal measurement
with application to communication complexity and
bipartite gate capacities

Aram W. Harrow and Debbie W. Leung

Abstract—Two dual questions in quantum information theory are  as possible. This paper investigates these simulatiors cost
to determine the communication cost of simulating a bipartie \when different types of entanglement are given for free. We

unitary gate, and to determine their communication capaci- i define C<it (U) to be the number of bits of classical
ties. We present a bipartite unitary gate with two surprising sum, €

properties: 1) simulating it with the assistance of unlimied Co_mmun'cat'on necessary to S'mUIah_é up to errore if

EPR pairs requires far more communication than with a better Alice and Bob are allowed to start with an entangled state
choice of entangled state, and 2) its communication capaygit of their choice. (Given free entanglement, the quantum and
is far lower than its capacity to create entanglement. This classical communication costs differ by a factor of exactly
suggests that 1) unlimited EPR pairs are not the most general 2, due to teleportatior [1] and super-dense codfg [2].) The

model of entanglement assistance for two-party communicain ical f f ent i tis the EPR pair. Si it
tasks, and 2) the entangling and communicating abilities ofa canonical torm or entanglement Is the pair, since It can

unitary interaction can vary nearly independently. The technical e converted to many copies of any other state using an
contribution behind these results is a communication-effient asymptotically vanishing amount of communication per copy
protocol for measuring whether an unknown shared state liesn  [3]. Accordingly, we also letCEPR (77) denote the classical

. . sim,e )
a specified rank-one subspace or its orthogonal complement. communication cost of simulating/ up to errore given

Index Terms—quantum Shannon theory, unitary gates, communi- unlimited EPR palirs.
cation complexity, entanglement capacity, entanglementpsead,  Also of interest is the effectiveness of unitaries at segdin
communication capacity classical messages or generating entanglement. The tdtima
limit to which this can be done is given by the rate achievable
Introduction. Many basic questions in quantum informatiorwith an asymptotically large number of uses and vanishing
theory can be phrased as determining the rates at whistor (previously defined i ]4]). Note that these unitaces
standard communication resources (EPR pairs, noiseldss ggommunicate in either direction, or both simultaneouslg W
channels, etc.) can be converted to and from more spedalizge primarily interested in the combined rate in both diosst
resources (such as an available noisy channel, or computagas with simulation costs). LeC< (U) and CEPR(U)
of functions of interest with distributed inputs). Typilsalocal denote the largest number of bits th&t can transmitin
operations are allowed for free; sometimes entanglemead isa single use up to errore, when allowed arbitrary entan-
well. For example, channel capacities are the maximum raglement or free EPR pairs, respectively. The corresponding
at which noisy channels can be turned into noiseless onasymptotic capacities are denotey”:(U) and CEPR(U).
while the quantum communication complexity of a functioiPrevious works[4], [[5] used the notatiafi (U) for the
[ is related to the minimum rate at which noiseless quantuatter scenario.) Likewise, leE.o(U) denote the asymptotic
communication is turned into evaluations pf entanglement capacity. Naturally, simulation costs arpeup

In quantum mechanics, the most general interaction betwé%%mds to communication capacities.

two systems, given sufficient isolation from the environtmenwe might reasonably expect that these capacities reflect the
is a bipartite unitary quantum gaté. We will think of the interaction strength of the unitaries, and thus if one ciyac
systems 4 and B) as each comprising qubits, and as being is large, the others should be as well. For example, a gate tha
held by two parties, Alice and Bob. communicates well in the forward direction oughtto alsodo s

A fundamental goal of quantum information processing is 8 the packward direction, and a highly entangling gate &hou
simulate interactions (i.e. unitaries) using as few resesr &S0 disentangle or communicate a lot. This is indeed the
case for some well-studied unitaries (egNOT, SWAP, and

Aram W. Harrow is with the Department of Mathematics, Unaiyr UNitaries close to the |den_t|Fy)..Add|t|.0.nally, it has bg@oven
of Bristol, Bristol, BS8 1TW, U.K. and was funded by the ArmyeR that if one of these capacities is positive, the others areedls
search Office under grant W9111NF-05-1-0294, the E.C. urgtents [4] and that communication capacities are generally lower

ASTQIT (FP6-022194) and QAP (IST-2005-15848), and the UBfgi- ot _ ~EPR
neering and Physical Science Research Council through 1RE” email: bounds of the entanglement Capac@ggp(U) - Ccap (U) =

a.harrow@bris.ac.uk Ecap(U) + Ecag(UT)) [@], [6]. However, beyond the above

Debbie W. Leung is with the Department of Combinatorics amdir®iza-  proven bounds, little support was found for the intuition.
tion, and Institute for Quantum Computing, University of tffoo, Waterloo,

Ontario, N2L 3G1, Canada, and was funded by the CRC, ORF, NSERN_lore recently, Ref.[[5] finds gates eXthItlng arbitrarigrge
CIFAR, MITACS, and QuantumWorksmail: wcleung@igc.ca differences between entanglement and disentanglement ca-


http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.3066v3

pacities, (see alsd[7]), and between forward and backwartbbability (| ™" (3| L Zwesmﬂ|0‘>®m_l|ﬁ>- A fraction
communication capacities. In this paper, we demonstrae tglr of the permutations fix then" register. For each such,
remaining separation: an arbitrarily large differencentssn <a|®m71<ﬂ|ﬂ_|a>®m,1|ﬂ> — 1. The remainingl—% fraction
entanglement capacity and communication capacity. Tegetlf the permutations swaps the" register with one of the oth-
with the results of[[5], this indicates that most unitaryeyaters. In this casda|®™ " (8|x]|a)®" ' |8) = |(a|B)|2. Thus
capacities of interest can vary nearly independently. the probability of obtaininglsym is % + (1—%)|<a|ﬁ>|2
(] B)]* + £ (1—[(a|B)[*), and the procedure simulates the

The gate U. For our gateU, A and B each haved+1 measurement with Operato{m><a|7j _ |O[><Oé|} up to error
dimensions (or equivalently, = log(d+1) qubits) and a basis gt most1 /m.

given by {|0),---,|d)}. Let |®) = % (111) + -+ + |dd) )
and P = |00)(00| + |®@)(®|. Define

U = [00)(®| + |®)(00| + I — P.

Observe that instead af ranging over alln! permutations, it
would suffice to take only the: cyclic permutations. For the
multi-partite setting, this will allow us to save dramatigan

In other words,/ swaps|00) with |®) and leaves the rest communication. We now describe the bipartite protocol and a

of the space (i.e. the support df— P) unchanged. Note that careful bound on the accuracy is derived in the appendix.
U=Ut. Let |s) ﬁz;’;—ol |7) and S be a register prepared

We consider this gaté/ because it can certainly create of? the statels). Let Y act on § @ (C**1)®™ by map-
removelogd ~ n ebits but it leaves most of the spac®'NY I a)|ib2) - [om) 1O |7} |th1—3)[P2—j) - - - [Pm—j), With
unchanged. This latter property will allow us to simulatélrlthmetlc done modn. Th?t 1S, cpntrols_a cyclic p.ermutta-
U with litle communication, implying upper bounds on itdion Of them registers, taking the first register to the+1)°
communication capacity. one if the state of5 is |j).

With a slight abuse of notation, le¥t; and M, be the ideal
and approximate coherent state identification protocots fo
some bipartite statgy), with the answer residing with Bob.
The state to be measured lives in systefids. Alice and Bob
already sharén)®™~1in A;By®---® Ay By M, is given
by:

1. Alice prepares a registet in the statels).

2. Alice appliesY on S ® A ® Ay--- A, (i.e. she applies
the S-controlled cyclic permutation on her halves of the
bipartite systems).

~
~

The simulation protocol W. Define |¢p_) = % (|®) -
|00) ). Note thatU has only 1 nontrivial eigenvalue—1,
and the corresponding eigenvector|is ). Let M; be the
ideal coherent measurement that maps)|0) — |¢_)|0)
and [9)|0) — |p)|1) if (¢|¢p—) = 0. M, is a 2-outcome
measurement with POVM elemenid, = |¢_){¢_|, M, =
I — |¢_){¢_|. The protocolW simulatesU by using a
nonlocal state identification procedutd, (described below)
that will make use of¢_)®™~! to approximateM;. W has

5 steps: 3. Alice sendsS to Bob usinglog(m) qubits of forward

1. Adjoin ancillas|¢_ )@~ 1, communication.

2. Apply M,. Store the outcomé/1 in a qubitC in Bob’s 4. Bob perform&” on S® B® By - - - B,, thereby completing
possession (WLOG). We will prove later thatl, differs the S-controlled cyclic permutation on the: bipartite
from M; in the diamond norm[]8] by no more than sSystems.

O(m~1/?) using the catalyst_)®™~! andlog(m) qubits 5 Bob coherently measuréswith POVM {|s) (s|, I —|s)(s|}.
of communication in each direction. The final outcome is written to a regist€r in Bob’s

3. Apply the gateDiag(—1, 1) to C, so that/0) is mapped to possession.

_|0> and |1> mapped to‘l) 6. Bob performSYT On S® B ® By -+ B,. .

4.ReverseM, in step 1, so as to coherently erase the-Bob sendsS to Alice usinglog(m) qubits of backward
outcome inC. This step also requirelg(m) qubits of communication.
communication in each direction. 8. Alice appliesYf on S © A ® Ay -+ Ay,

5. Discard the ancillas and systeth

Procedure for nonlocal state identification M,. We start

We quantify the accuracy of the simulation using the
diamond-norm, which, for a superoperatSy is defined as
IS

lo:=maxy>0 =1 | (Z®S)(¥)]1. In particular, we prove

with an informal description of the task, ignoring Iocality(in the appendix) that:
constraints. Suppose we want to know whether or not an

unknown incoming statdj) is equal to some other stateTheorem1: [[M, — M;|s <

2v2
NGR

), and we have possession of—1 cggi_els of|a). Oneé Now, in the protocoli that simulates/, if we replace the
(approxmate) method 'Sd E@O prop¢ty> 8) onto the 5 yses ofM, by M;, we obtain an exact implementaion of
symmetric subspace@%ﬁ: )®m (deﬁc?ed as the span of all;;. By the triangle inequality| U/ — W ||o < 2 [ Ma— Mo <
vectors of the for_nw) ) for ) € C*; see Ref.[[p] for more L2 For W to simulatelU with accuracye, it suffices to
background). This defines a two-outcome measurement Wity _ 32 The simulati 2 bits of
measurement operatofym := - > _o 7, and ] — Igym. akem = -z. the simuiation consumeslogm qubits ot

) ml ZamESy, communication in each direction. Thus we have the following
(Here S,,, is the group of operators that permute the

registers.) The outcome correspondingIfgym occurs with Theorem2: C&¥ (U) < 40 + 1610g%.

sim,e



Consequence 2: Some gates can entangle exponentially

Note thatU is implicitly parameterized by the system size more than they can communicate.

yet the simulation cost is independent of it. Next we prov@inceU|00) = |®), we can boundE..,(U) > log(2" — 1) ~
two results based on the simulation protocols and The@iem2.0n the other hand, we have:
. ent <
Consequence 1: Simulation with EPR pairs can be subop- Theorem 4. For all n, C(U) < 16logn +100.
timal When communicating using a gate in both directions simul-
taneously, there is generally a tradeoff between the fatwar

Theorem 3: Ve > 0, and backward communication rates. The one-way capacity in

CER(U) > 2log(d) — 1+ log((1 — 26)(1 - 6)?), each direction is an extreme point of that tradeoff. We denot
. these capacities by’syt . (U) and CgS . (U). Theorem
where := /2¢. [@ can be proved by showing'shi ,(U) < 8logn + 50,

. - . __since the symmetry of/ means that the same bound ap-
Proof. Let A’B’ denote auxiliary systems held by AI|ce2gCeS to C<m (1), and finally we can bound ™ (I7) <

and Bob. Consider the trimsforma'uon of an arbitrary sta ont H(U)Ca—iﬂgggt () < 161ogn + 100. cap
[01) aarpp 10 102) aarpp = Uap @ Larp|¢1) ga ppr- The > P

communication cost to perform this transformation withthigppoof of (rent

fidelity is a lower bound on the communication cost to cap
approximately simulate the gaté, assuming that EPR pairsThe nonlocal state identification protocai, uses shared
are free in both scenarios. Let> = trep/|p1,2)(¢1,2]- entangled states between Alice and Bob dogm qubits

Corollary 10 of Ref[[10] states thatiby) , , 5 Can be trans- of communication in each direction, and the protod®l
formed t0|p2) , , 5 With fidelity (1—x)1/2 by exchanging that simulatesU uses M, twice, W uses2logm qubits

a total of C classical bits and consuming EPR pairs, the®f forward communication. But back communication and
C > As(ps) — No(p1) + 2log(1—38) where§ = (4r)'/3, shared entanglement cannot increase the classical capécit
and_A(;(p) — log min||J| max(.J)], where J is any subset & noiseless forward quantum channel beyond the superdense-
of eigenvalues ofy whose entries sum to at least-g, || coding bound[[1], thus

is the size of the set, andlax(.J) is the maximum element C§§1§,_>(W) < 4logm. (1)

of J. This statement is based on a definition of fidelity as ) ont ont .

F(o,w) = trvo'/2wel/2 which is the square-root of that It remains to show thaccapﬁ(W) ~ Ceap,(U) I [|W — ,
defined in Ref[[10]. When one of the states is pure, the fideli H°_'S §mall. To make this quantitative, we prove the following
satisfies the relation — F(0,w)? < 1|lo — w||1. When Alice ontinuity bound in the appendix.

and Bob apply tde;) an approximate simulation df with  Lemma 5: If A, N> are bidirectional channels with outputs
accuracye in the diamond norm, the output stateeislose to in C4*+! @ C4+! such that|A; — N[, < ¢, then

|p2) in 1-norm. So, this achieves an approximate transforma- | .. ent

; AP - <

tion of 1) to |¢2) with fidelity at least(1 — £)1/2. Thus, the | Ceap.—s V1) = Ceap o (N2)| = Selog(d1) + 42 (c)

(U) < 8logn + 50.

corollary applies withx = £ andé = (4k)M8 = (26)1/8. where Hs is the binary entropy function.

Recall that|®) = L (|11) + --- + |dd)). We take|p;) = Our continuity bound means that the more accuridg is,

1 Vi the closer the capacities of andW are. On the other hand
() ap @ 100) 45 + 100) 45 @ ) 1), thus [p2) = ' ’

making M, more accurate requires more communication.
Thus we face a trade-off between keeping the capacityy/of
small and keeping the capacities ©@f and I/ close to each
other. Optimizing will give us a bound @(logn) bits on the
capacity ofU.

%(|OO>AB®|OO>A,B/+|<I>>AB®|<I>>A/B,). l1) is @ maximally
entangled state of Schmidt rarikd. Thus, Ag(p1) = 0.
The statep, has a nondegenerate eigenvalu®, and a
degenerate ong;l—2 with multiplicity d2. The optimalJ has
|J| = 1+ d? — [26d?] and max(J) = 1/2. Therefore,
As(p2) = log|(1 + (1-26)d?) /2] > log(1-20) + 2logd — 1. Completing the proof of C<™t _ (U) < 8logn + 50.
SubstitutingAs(p2) and Ag(p;) into the corollary gives the capT s =

stated lower bound on the communication cost. U Recall that the accuracy of the approximate nonlocal state

Comparing TheoremE] 2 anid 3, for constant< 1, the identification in terms of the communication costjis- %5
simulation cost is~ 2logd given unlimited EPR pairs and and that||[U—~W||, < 2n = . According to Lemmal5, since
~ 1610g% when O(Eiz) copies of|¢_) are available. log(d+1) = n, the difference in the capacities bf and W is

oo L . suppressed ifn = n¢ for ¢ > 2. More precisely,
Note thatany »n x n-qubit unitary can be trivially simulated PP " ¢ p Y

with EPR pairs andin bits of communication by teleporting Ceny (U) < Céat (W) + 16nlog(d+1) + 4H2(2n)
Alice’s input to Bob, having him apply the unitary and < 4logm + 16nn + min(8+/27, 4)

then teleporting her system back. Thus, Theofém 3 implies < 4l ol ) 15y
that even given unlimited EPR pairs and allowing a small < delogn +32v2n 72 + min(16- 25074, 4)
error, simulatingU is at least half as costly as simulating avhere each term is bounded by the corresponding term in the
completely general unitary on x n qubits. subsequent line (anf»>(z) < min(2+/z,1)). For sufficiently



large n and ¢ > 2, we haveCg (U) < 4clogn and

Cet(U) < 8clogn. For arbitraryn, choosinge = 2 gives

cap
cent (U) < 8logn + 32v/2 + 4 < 8logn + 50. O

cap,—

(6]

(7]

Extensions. (8]

Our nonlocal state identification protocol generalizeaigtit-
forwardly to more than two remote parties (s&y). Two
examples to consider are a cyclic network topology and a star
shaped network. In the cyclic topology, one party creates tHO!
state|s) as defined before and) is then circulated among

all parties. In the star-shaped network, theparties share [11]
|s) \/—% Z;’:Ol |7)®*, each sends his share to the party

[9] A. Barenco, A. Berthiaume, D. Deutsch, A. Ekert,

D. W. Berry and B. C. Sanders, “Relation between cla$sgmm-
munication capacity and entanglement capability for twbitj unitary
operations,” Phys. Rev. A8, 032312 (2003), arXiv:quant-ph/0207065.
N. Linden, J. A. Smolin, and A. Winter, “The entanglingcadisentan-
gling power of unitary transformations are unequal,” PHysyv. Lett.
103030501 (2009). arXiv:quant-ph/0511217.

A. Kitaev, A. Shen, and M. Vyalyi, “Classical and Quantu@omputa-
tion,” American Mathematics Society Press (2000).

R. Jozsa
and C. Macchiavello, SIAM J. Comput26:5, 1541-1557 (1997).
arXiv:quant-ph/9604028

P. Hayden and A. J. Winter, “On the communication cost of
entanglement transformations,” Phys. Rev. &7, 012306 (2003),
arXiv:quant-ph/0204092.

R. Cleve, W. van Dam, M. A. Nielsen, and A. Tapp, “Quantum
entanglement and the communication complexity of the irpreduct
function,” Proceedings of the 1st NASA International Conference on

designated to have the answer, who returns these shares toguantum Computing and Quantum Communications, Lecture Notes

complete the protocol.

Our gate simulation procedure allows us to simulate any 2]
partite gate with- non-trivial eigenvalues usin@(r log(r/¢))
qubits of communication. This is accomplished by testing th3
state held by Alice and Bob sequentially against each of-the
corresponding eigenvectors. Each individual test neetiave [14]
error ¢/r so that the total error can be bounded byThis
simulation method is useful far < log(d) (since a gate can [15]
be trivially simulated usindog d qubits of communication in
each direction). It will be interesting to find better sintida
protocols for largdog(d) < r < d.

Regarding unitary gate capacities, we have shown that
Ce*(U) can scale like the logarithm dfcap(U). However, it

cap

is unknown how much further this result could be improved.

For our example, it is possible th °§I§(U) can be upper-

bounded by a constant even as — oo. Moreover, it is
possible that even stronger separations are possible.dBoun
1 of [4] implies thatCeX (U) > 0 wheneverEca(U) > 0,

cap

but even for fixed dimension no nonzero lower bound on
Cemt (U) is known. The difficulty is that the proof in|[4] relates

cap
Cg;‘;(U) to the amount of entanglement which one use of

U can create from unentangled inputs. This quantity can be
arbitrarily smaller thanFca,(U) even for fixed dimensions.
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APPENDIX

A. Proving that [|M, — M|l < %

We use the notations that are defined in the main text.

To upper bound M, — M;|,, the most general initial state can be expressed as
6) = VPla)rle)as + Y v/Pilai)rlai) as,

where R is a reference system that may be entangled with the incosyatgmsAB, the stateda;)ap and|a)ap form a
basis onAB, and|a)r, |a;) r are unit vectors that are not necessarily orthogonal to ao¢har,p,p; > 0 andp+ >, p; = 1.

We now analyze how each step.M., evolves|). We will include all the auxiliary systems in the analysisdaach of these
steps is coherent. Thus, we are analyzing the isometrimsixtes of M, and M; and it suffices to keep track of the pure
state over all the relevant systems. Our goal is to expresdirial state/fin) as a sum of the “correct statéfor) (obtained
by coherently applying\(; to |¢)) and an error ternferr).

The state after attaching the ancillas (step 1) is:
VPIa)|)®™s) + > v/ fai)as) ) s)

After Alice appliesY, communicates to Bob, and Bob applie¥™ (steps 2-4), the state becomes:

m—1
VB la)|a)® ™ s) + > /i las) = 3 )7 o)) ).
i =0

In step 5, Bob attacheé®) and makes the coherent measuremengptaking |s)|0)c — |s)|0)c and s )[0)c — |s1)|1)c
for all (s, |s) = 0. To write down the resulting state, we should rewrite eg¢hin the Fourier basis which includes). But
to obtain just a bound, we can simply exprégs= \/%Ls) + V:}?Ls]) where (s;|s) = 0 for eachj. The measurement on
S thus results in the state

m—1
VB 1)) 2" ()]0) + D7 Vpilas) D 10y aule) 1 (Frls)l0) + LEls) ).

Jj=0

Here, the second occurrence of tkg0) term (the one in the parenthesis) represents an errone@suneenent outcome. We
add and subtrac{j—ﬁ|s>|1> in the parenthesis:

,_.

VBIa)®"8)10) + 3 i) 7 " ) ala)® 1 (ol (0)-11) + )11 ).

j=0

<.

Rearranging, we get:

m—1
VBI))®™[)10) + 3 Vi las) i D [a)® )|y ) )
i j=0
m—1
+D_Vila) g D 10) ¥ i) a) o 2 s) )
i j=0

where the first line is what an ideal measurement will prodwdéh unit norm), and the second line represents an erron ter
(and it isnot orthogonal to the ideal term, since the sum is also nornliaéow, Bob applied’t and sendsS back to Alice,
who then applied’ T (steps 6-8), resulting in the final statén) = |cor) + |err) where

[cor) = \/p|a)|a)¥™|s)|0) + Z Vi lai)la) o)™ s)]1)

lerr) = 2 Z\/E'az Z )27 Ja) o) o0 7))

J,3'=0

and as a reminder, the systems from left to right BreAB, AsBs, ---, A, By, S, andC.



Next, we explicitly calculate(cor|err)|. Replacing the dummy indexby i’ in |cor), and using the faciv) and|a;)’s form a
basis, only the = i’ and;j = j’ terms contribute to the inner product, Whichgliéi/—2 > oiDi ZT:Bl (sli)(A|=) =L >, pi = 1%.
This implies|(cor[fin)| > 1 — =2 > 1 — L. We are now ready to apply the well known relation

3l la)(al = [B)(0] 1 = /1 = [{alb)? < /2 (1-[{alb)])
to bound|| M, — M;||, which is equal to

= sup [(Z @ Ma)(|6)(]) — (T © Mi)(|¢)(¢])]x

|#)
- s‘u?H |cor) (cor| — [fin) (fin ||, < 2¢2.
¢

B. Proof of Lemma[8: Our proof will closely parallel that of Lemma 1 dfl[5], whick similar to the above but holds for the
case whenV; and N, are isometries. The main ingredient in both proofs is a sisfot capacity formula for bidirectional
channels, first established for isometries[ih [4], but thetereded to arbitary bidirectional channels in][12]:

cet (W)= sup I(X;BB)w, — I(X;BB'),. 2)

pXAA/BB/

Here A, B are the registers acted on by, A’, B’ are ancillas of arbitrary dimensiotk is a classical registef,(X;Y) =
H(X)+ H(Y)— H(XY) is the quantum mutual information of the state given by thesstipt. H(R) = H (o) = —tro logo
is the von Neumann entropy for the reduced density matron the system?. When one of the registetX¥ is classical, the
state onX'Y represents an ensemble of quantum state¥ taibeled by basis states &f, and the quantum mutual information
is the Holevo information [13]. Eq[]2) can be interpretechiean thatCe™ _ (W) equals the largest single-shot increase in

cap,—
mutual information possible when applyii¥ to any ensemble of bipartite states. Due to 4. (2),
Cows L(U) = Ce (W) <I(X; BB )y(py) — I(X; BB )w () 3)

where p attains the supremum in the expression @@;‘gﬁ(U) to some arbitrary precision. (This precision parameter is
independent from all other parameters considered, andvtiiube omitted for simplicity.)

Thus the desired continuity bound is essentially a confynugsult for quantum mutual information. The crucial ckalje is
the lack of dimensional bounds on the systekhand B’, so that Fannes inequality [14] does not provide the needetinuity
result. Instead, we use a generalization due to Fannes acki JI5] that applies to conditional entropy:

[H(Y|Z), — H(Y|Z)pr| < dclogd + 2Hs(e)

wheree = ||jo — ¢’||; andd = dim Y. Remarkably, this Fannes-Alicki inequality provides amp&pbound that is independent
of the size of the conditioned systefh

Returning to Eq.[(3), first note that IfiV — Ul < ¢, then||W (p) — U(p)|]1 < e. Next, we can expand(X; BB’) as
I(X;BB')= H(B')+ H(B|B') — H(B|B'X) — H(B'|X).

We now bound the difference of each of the above terms whenatea onlV (p) andU(p). The H(B’) and H(B’|X) terms
are the same for both states sifide and U act only on A, B. Applying the Fannes-Alicki inequality to the remainingaw
terms and usinglim B = d + 1 establishes the Lemma.
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