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It is well known that entanglement is the resource of quantum teleportation. Teleportation can be
accomplished using classical correlation (CC) with a teleportation fidelity (TF) upto 2/3. In the
present work we have studied TF, entanglement and CC in the presence of decoherence. We have
found that significant increment of CC with respect to the strength of decoherence can lead TF
in the non-classical region while entanglement is decreasing. We have also studied the protection
of TF and entanglement using the technique of weak measurement and reverse weak measurement
(WMRWM). Here we found that maximum protection of entanglement does not optimize the TF
and CC. While optimization of TF indicates maximization of CC. Therefore, both entanglement
and classical correlation of the shared state take part in the teleportation in a complex manner that
needs to be explored in the future.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonlocal quantum correlation forms the fundamental
resource of different information processing tasks [1]. For
example, entanglement [2] is the fundamental resource of
quantum teleportation [3–7], where the unknown state of
a quantum system has been transferred at a distant loca-
tion with the help of local operation and communication
of 2 classical bits without sending the system. Interest-
ingly, The efficiency of teleportation, i.e., the fidelity of
the teleported state with respect to the given unknown
state can be achieved (on average) upto 2/3 with the
help of shared classical correlation[8, 9]. Shared nonlocal
quantum correlation, e.g., entanglement is necessary to
achieve teleportation fidelity in the non-classical region,
i.e., greater than 2/3. The teleportation fidelity (TF)
takes the maximum value of 1 for the shared maximally
entangled state.

The maximum TF obtained using an entangled
state can be quantified by its fully entangled fraction
(FEF) [10], and it is also a function of concurrence [14], a
measure of entanglement [15–18]. The TF becomes non-
classical when concurrence is non-vanishing, and FEF is
larger than 1/2. TF increases (decreases) with larger
(smaller) values of concurrence and FEF. For example, in
the presence of decoherence, the entanglement decreases
gradually with the strength of the decoherence param-
eter [21, 40–43]. As a result, TF also decreases over
the strength of decoherence [25–27]. Note that under
certain circumstances, entanglement can be generated or
increased when the associated systems collectively inter-
act with a common environment [28–30]. Similarly, de-
coherence can enhance the TF from classical region to
non-classical region [11, 31] without increasing entangle-
ment.

There are many techniques of protecting quantum cor-
relation in the presence of decoherence [24, 27–30, 32–
39]. For example, environmental interaction modeled
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by the amplitude damping channel (ADC) can be sup-
pressed by the technique of weak measurement and re-
verse weak measurement(WMRWM) [27, 32–35]. It
has been theoretically and experimentally verified that
coherence[33, 34], entanglement [35], teleportation [27]
can be protected in the presence of ADC. Note that WM-
RWM does not create entanglement if entanglement sud-
den death (ESD) [40–43] occurs.

When ESD occurs, the bipartite state is not useful for
information processing tasks. But, if entanglement be-
comes non-zero, the state at least can be used for tele-
portation. Now, due to the effect of decoherence, if the
state is still entangled, does the state also useful for tele-
portation? Using the WMRWM technique, entanglement
can be increased by increasing the strength of weak mea-
surement. Therefore, does the optimized protection of
entanglement using WMRWM imply optimized protec-
tion of TF? In this work, we have addressed the above
questions. For this purpose, two qubits have been pre-
pared in the maximally entangled state, and they are
allowed to interact with the environment via ADC. De-
coherence can activate TF from the classical to the non-
classical region or deactivate it from the non-classical to
the classical region. We find that the activation of TF
is due to the significant enhancement of CC with respect
to the strength of decoherence while entanglement re-
duces gradually. Although the technique of WMRWM is
used to minimize the effect of ADC, we have shown that
the optimized protection of TF does not always imply
optimization of entanglement. In this case, CC plays a
significant role in maximizing TF. This study opens the
a new perspective on TF, entanglement and CC.

II. MEASURE OF ENTANGLEMENT, TF AND
CLASSICAL CORRELATION

It has already been proved that for realizing the non-
classical teleportation fidelity, the entanglement of the
shared state should be non-zero [8, 9, 17, 44]. The entan-
glement of a given two-qubit state ρAB can be quantified
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by the concurrence [14]. The concurrence of the state
ρAB is defined by [14]

C(ρAB) = max
[
0,
√
λ1 −

√
λ2 −

√
λ3 −

√
λ4

]
, (1)

where λi’s are eigenvalues of the matrix ρAB ρ̃AB in de-
scending order. Here, ρ̃AB = (σy ⊗ σy)ρ∗AB(σy ⊗ σy),
where the superscript “ ∗ ” represents the complex con-
jugate. The value of C is bounded by [0, 1], where the
lower bound 0 and upper bound 1 correspond to separa-
ble states and maximally entangled states, respectively.

How efficiently one can perform teleportation is quan-
tified by the TF, which is the fidelity of the teleported
state with the given unknown state. The maximum at-
tainable TF of the shared entangled state ρAB is given
by [10]

F (ρAB) =
2f(ρAB) + 1

3
. (2)

Here, f(ρAB) is the FEF calculated as [45]

f(ρAB) = max
|φ〉∈MES

〈φ|ρAB |φ〉, (3)

where the maximum is taken over all possible maximally
entangled state (MES). The state ρAB is said to be useful
for teleportation, i.e., F (ρAB) > 2/3 when f(ρAB) > 1/2.

In the Ref. [11], the author concluded that the classi-
cal correlation (CC) of the shared state ρAB sometimes
plays a significant role in obtaining non-classical TF. The
maximum classical correlation can be obtained from the
total correlation of the shared state [12, 13]. The to-
tal correlation of the state ρAB is given by I(ρAB) =
S(ρA)+S(ρB)−S(ρAB), where S(ρi) is the von-Neumann
entropy of the state ρi with i ∈ {A, B, AB}. CC is cal-
culated by measuring one of the systems, say, the system
B with the projectors {ΠB

j }, where j corresponds to dif-
ferent measurement outcomes. The classical correlation
can be written as [12, 13]

CCB(ρAB) = max
ΠB

j

S(ρA)−
∑
j

p
ΠB

j

j S(ρ
ΠB

j

A|j)

 , (4)

where the maximum is taken over all possible sets of or-
thogonal projectors {ΠB

j } on the system B. CCB(ρAB)
attains the maximum value “1” for the maximally entan-
gled states.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL INTERACTION
MODELLED BY ADC

For the purpose of teleportation, the sender, say, Alice
prepares two-qubit in a maximally entangled state

|ψ〉12 =
|00〉12 + |11〉12√

2
, (5)

where the subscript i ∈ {1, 2} corresponds to the ith
qubit. Alice sends 2nd qubit to the receiver, say, Bob sep-
arated at a distant location. Note that both concurrence

and TF take the maximum value, unity for the prepared
state |ψ〉12. When the 2nd qubit transits through the en-
vironment, it interacts with the environment. Due to the
effect of the environmental interaction, the initially pre-
pared pure entangled state becomes a mixed entangled
state. As a result, the entanglement between two-qubit
decreases and the TF drops. When the TF falls below
2/3, the state becomes useless for teleportation. In this
work, we consider two different scenarios. In the 1st sce-
nario, one of the qubits, say, 2nd qubit interacts with
the environment, and in the second scenario, both qubits
interact with the environment.

There are many theoretical models of environmental
interaction with quantum systems [1]. For the purpose
of the present work, the environmental interaction mod-
eled by ADC has been considered. According to this
model, when the ith qubit is in the state |0〉i (ground
energy state), it does not interact with the environment.
When the qubit is in the state |1〉i (exited energy state),
the qubit jumps to the state |0〉i with the probability Di

by spontaneously emitting a photon, and it remains un-
affected with probability Di = 1 − Di. The interaction
can be written as

|0〉i|0〉E−→ |0〉i|0〉E ,

|1〉i|0〉E−→
√
Di|1〉i|0〉E +

√
Di|0〉i|1〉E , (6)

where |0〉E is the initial state of the environment, and
i ∈ {1, 2}. Here, Di is the strength of interaction between
ith qubit and the environment.

The effect of ADC on the ith (i ∈ {1, 2}) qubit in the
state ρi (ρ1(2) = Tr2,(1)[ρ12]) can be expressed as the map
Λ,

Λ(ρi) = Wi,0 ρiW
†
i,0 +Wi,1 ρiW

†
i,1, (7)

where the Kraus operators Wi, j are given by

Wi,0 =

(
1 0

0
√
Di

)
,

Wi,1 =

(
0
√
Di

0 0

)
, (8)

and
∑1
j=0Wi,jW

†
i,j = I.

IV. VARIATION OF ENTANGLEMENT,
CLASSICAL CORRELATION AND TF WITH

RESPECT TO DECOHERENCE MODELLED BY
ADC

To study the effect of ADC on entanglement and TF,
let us consider two different scenarios, i.e., ”Scenario - I”
and ”Scenario - II”. In the ”Scenario - I” and ”Scenario
- II”, one of the qubit, say, 2nd qubit and both qubits
are affected by the environment, respectively. The TF,
concurrence and CC have been compared in the both
scenarios.
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FIG. 1. Variation of (a) entanglement, (b) teleportation fidelity and (c) classical correlation of the state ρD12 (of Eq. 9) and ρDD
12

(of Eq. 11) with respect to strength of decoherence D2 = D1 = D. Dashed and solid lines correspond to the scenario when 2nd
qubit and both qubits interact with the environment, respectively. The horizontal line denotes for the classical upper bound of
the TF, 2/3.

Scenario - I : In this scenario the 2nd qubit, during
the transit, interacts with the environment while the 1st
qubit has been isolated from the environment. After re-
ceiving the 2nd qubit by Bob, the shared state becomes

ρD12 = U2,0ρ12U
†
2,0 + U2,1ρ12U

†
2,1

=


1
2 0 0

√
D2

2
0 0 0 0
0 0 D2

2 0√
D2

2 0 0 D2

2

 , (9)

where ρ12 = |ψ〉12〈ψ|, U2,0 = I ⊗W2,0 and U2,1 = I ⊗
W2,1. The concurrence and TF of the state ρD12 become

C(ρD12) =
√

1−D2 (10)

F (ρD12) =
1

6

(
4 + 2

√
1−D2 −D2

)
,

From Eq. (10), it can be shown that the state becomes
separable, i.e., C(ρD12) = 0 for D = 1, and TF drops to

the classical region, i.e., F ≤ 2/3 for (2
√

2− 2) ≤ D ≤ 1.
Interestingly, although the state ρD12 is entangled for

(2
√

2 − 2) ≤ D < 1, but it is not useful for teleporta-
tion. The dashed lines in the Figs. 1(a)-(b) correspond to
the variation of concurrence C(ρD12) and TF F (ρD12) with
respect to the strength of decoherence D2, respectively.
Interestingly, the state ρD12 is not useful for teleportation
although it is entangled in the range of strength of de-
coherence, (2

√
2 − 2) ≤ D < 1. The CC of the state

ρD12, CC(ρD12) has been calculated numerically and plot-
ted (dashed line) in the Fig. 1(c). It shows that classical
correlation decreases when D increases.
Scenario - II : When both qubits interact with the local
environment, Alice and Bob share the following state

ρDD12 = V1,0ρ12V
†
1,0 + V1,1ρ12V

†
1,1,

=


1+D1D2

2 0 0

√
D1 D2

2

0 D1D2

2 0 0

0 0 D1D2

2 0√
D1 D2

2 0 0 D1 D2

2

 , (11)

where V1,0 = W1,0 ⊗ I and V1,1 = W1,1 ⊗ I. The concur-
rence and TF of the state ρDD12 become

C(ρDD12 ) = (1−D)(
√

1 +D2 −D) (12)

TF (ρDD12 ) =
1

3
(3− 2D +D2),

where, for simplicity, D2 = D1 = D has been consid-
ered. The CC has been calculated numerically and plot-
ted (solid line) in the Fig. 1(c). The Fig. 1(a) shows
that when decoherence acts on both qubits, the concur-
rence C(ρDD12 ) drops more rapidly than the case of C(ρD12)
when decoherence acts on a single qubit. Interestingly,
the effect of decoherence on both qubits activates TF in
the non-classical region for 2(

√
2 − 1) ≤ D < 1 where

the state ρD12 has TF in the classical region [31]. There-
fore, decoherence can activate the non-classical informa-
tion processing task, teleportation. In the Ref. [11], the
author commented that, as in the teleportation, both
quantum correlation (entanglement) and classical corre-
lation play the role, and TF has been activated due to the
contribution of the classical part of the correlation. The
Fig. 1(c) shows that decoherence on both qubits enhances
the classical correlation than decoherence acting on a sin-
gle qubit. At D = 1, C(ρDD12 ) = 0 and CC(ρDD12 ) = 1,
and therefore the maximum classical correlation corre-
sponds to TF = 2/3. When D → 1, non-vanishing en-
tanglement (C(ρDD12 ) 6= 0) and high classical correlation
(CC(ρDD12 ) → 1) make TF in the non-classical region.
This supports the comment of the Ref. [11].

V. OPTIMIZED PROTECTION OF
ENTANGLEMENT AND TF IN THE PRESENCE
OF DECOHERENCE USING THE TECHNIQUE

OF WEAK MEASUREMENT AND ITS
REVERSAL

In the WMRWM technique, to minimize the effect of
ADC on the ith (i ∈ {1, 2}) qubit, a positive operator
valued measurement (POVM, known as weak measure-
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FIG. 2. Comparison of improvement of (a) entanglement, (b) teleportation fidelity, (c) classical correlation and (d) success
probability of the state σR

12 (of Eq. (16)) with respect to the strength of decoherence while considering the weak measurement
strength p2 = 0.1. The solid line corresponds to the case when the technique of WMRWM is not applied, i.e., for the state ρD12
of Eq. (9). The dashed and dotted lines represent the case when TF and concurrence is being maximized with respect to the
strength of reverse weak measurement, respectively. The horizontal line denotes for the classical upper bound of the TF, 2/3.

ment),

Wi,0 =

(
1 0
0
√
pi

)
(13)

has been performed. Here, pi is the strength of weak
measurement. Weak measurement can be experimentally
realized by reducing the sensitivity of the detector, i.e.,
the detector never clicks if the qubit is in the state |0〉i
and clicks with probability pi if the qubit is in the state
|1〉i [27, 33–35]. Here, Wi,0 corresponds to the case when
the detector does not click. Therefore, the weak measure-
ment Wi,0 maps the initial state ρi towards |0〉i which re-
mains unaffected by ADC. After decoherence acting on
the respective systems, a reverse weak measurement,

Ri,0 =

(√
qi 0
0 1

)
(14)

has been performed on the ith qubit. Here, qi is the
strength of reverse weak measurement. Finally to
protect quantum properties optimally, maximization is
taken over the parameter qi. Note that in the realization
of weak measurement, the protocol fails when the
detector clicks. Therefore, the technique of WMRWM is
associated with success probability which corresponds to
the failure to register the qubit by the detector. Similar
to the Sec. IV, here, two different scenarios have been
considered.

Scenario I : Here, decoherence acts on the 2nd qubit.
To protect quantum features of the initial state |ψ〉12 of
Eq. (5), Alice makes weak measurement W2,0 on the 2nd
qubit with strength p2. As a result of weak measurement,
Alice sends the following state to Bob,

σW12 = (I ⊗W2,0)ρ12(I ⊗W †2,0). (15)

Then she sends the 2nd qubit to Bob. Due to environ-

mental interaction the state becomes σD12 = U2,0σ
W
12U

†
2,0+

U2,1σ
W
12U

†
2,1. After receiving the qubit, Bob makes re-

verse weak measurement R2,0 with strength q2. Finally,
Alice and Bob share the following state (I⊗R2,0)σD12(I⊗
R†2,0) with probability PRσ = Tr[(I ⊗R2,0)σD12(I ⊗R†2,0)].

The normalized shared state becomes

σR12 =
1

PRσ
(I ⊗R2,0)σD12(I ⊗R†2,0)

=


q2
α 0 0

√
D2 p2 q2
α

0 0 0 0

0 0 D2p2 q2
α 0√

D2 p2 q2
α 0 0 D2 p2

α

 , (16)

where α = (2 − p2 − q2 − D2p2q2). As the weak mea-
surement and reverse weak measurement are associated
with a success probability of not registering the incom-
ing photon, the success probability of obtaining the state
σR12 from initially prepared maximally entangled state be-
comes

PSucc =
α

2
. (17)

The FEF and TF of the state σR12 are given by

f(σR12) =
p2 + q2 −D2p2 + 2

√
D2 p2 q2

2α
,

F (σR12) =
2f(σR12) + 1

3
, (18)

and the concurrence becomes

C(σR12) =
2
√
D2 p2 q2.

α
(19)

Next, we study optimal preservation of F (σR12) and
C(σR12) with respect to the strength of reverse weak
measurement q2. It is interesting that whether optimiza-
tion of F (σR12) implies optimization of C(σR12). It is also
interesting that how the above mentioned optimizations
affect the classical correlation of the state σR12.

Optimized teleportation fidelity : To minimize the effect
of ADC on teleportation, F (σR12) of Eq. (18) needs to be
maximized with respect to q2. The maximum value of
TF,

Fmax(σR12) =
3 + 2D2 p2

3 + 3D2 p2
(20)
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FIG. 3. Comparison of improvement of (a) entanglement, (b) teleportation fidelity, (c) classical correlation and (d) success
probability of the state σR

12 (of Eq. (28)) with respect to the strength of decoherence while considering the weak measurement
strength p2 = 0.1. The solid line corresponds to the case when the technique of WMRWM is not applied, i.e., for the state
ρDD
12 of Eq. (11). The dashed line represents the case when TF and C are maximized with respect to the strength of reverse

weak measurement. The dotted horizontal line denotes for the classical upper bound 2/3 of the TF.

occurs for the choice of strength of reverse weak measure-
ment given by

qmax
2 =

3D2 p2 +D2
2 p2

2 + p2

(1 +D2p2)2
. (21)

For the above choice of qmax
2 , the concurrence of the state

σR12 becomes

Cq
max
2 (σR12) =

2

2 +D2 p2
, (22)

and the CCq
max
2 (σR12) is numerically calculated. The

dashed line in the Fig. 2(c) shows the variation of CC
for the choice of p2 = 0.1 . Here, the success probability
becomes

P
qmax
2

Succ (σR12) =
D2 (2 +D2 p2) p2

2 + 2D2 p2
. (23)

Optimized concurrence : In this case, the concurrence
of the state F (σR12) of Eq. (18) has been maximized with
respect to the strength of reverse weak measurement q2.
The maximum value of concurrence

Cmax(σR12) =
1√

1 +D2 p2
(24)

occurs for the

qmax
2 =

p2 + 2D2 p2

1 +D2 p2
. (25)

For the choice of qmax
2 , the TF becomes

F qmax
2 (σR12) =

1

6

(
3 + 2

1√
1 +D2 p2

+
1

1 +D2 p2

)
.(26)

The dotted line in the Fig. 2(c) correspond to the CC for
p2 = 0.1 when concurrence has been maximized. In this
case, the success probability becomes

P
qmax
2

Succ (σR12) = D2 p2. (27)

The above two optimization cases have been com-
pared in the Fig. (2) with the Scenario-I of the Sec IV.
Here, the solid line corresponds to the case when the

technique WMRWM has not been applied, dashed line
represents the case when TF is maximized under the
technique of WMRWM, and dotted line corresponds
to the case when concurrence has been maximized for
p2 = 0.1. The Fig. 2(b) shows that When TF has been
maximized with respect to the strength of reverse weak
measurement, TF of the state σR12 gives slightly larger
value than the case when concurrence is maximized.
Similarly, in the Fig. 2(a), concurrence of the state
σR12 is slightly larger when concurrence is maximized
than TF. But, when the strength of weak measurement
increases, the difference between both cases, i.e., TF-
maximized and concurrence-maximized reduces, i.e.,
F qmax

2 (σR12) → Fmax(σR12) and Cq
max
2 (σR12) → Cmax(σR12)

for p2 → 1. Interestingly, the Fig. 2(c) shows that when
TF is maximized, the classical correlation is also maxi-
mized. Therefore, the Fig. (2) justifies the comment in
the conclusion of the Ref. [11]. The Fig. 2(d) represents
the comparison of the success probability of these two
cases. It shows that concurrence maximization has larger
success probability than TF maximization for 0 < D < 1.

Scenario II : Here, we have considered that the WM-
RWM technique has been applied on both the qubits
when both of them are affected by the ADC. Similar
to the Scenario I (of this section), after preparing two
qubits in the maximally entangled state of Eq. (5), Al-
ice makes weak measurement. As a result the combined
state becomes σWW

12 = (W1,0 ⊗W2,0)ρ12(W †1,0 ⊗W
†
2,0).

Due to interaction with the environment, the shared state

becomes σDD12 = V1,0ρ
DWW
12 V †1,0 + V1,1ρ

DWW
12 V †1,1, where

ρDWW
12 = U2,0σ

WW
12 U†2,0 + U2,1σ

WW
12 U†2,1. Next, both Al-

ice and Bob make reverse weak measurement on their
respective systems. The shared state becomes

σRR12 = (R1,0 ⊗R2,0)σDD12 (R1,0 ⊗R†2,0)

=


q2(1+D2p2)

β 0 0 Dp q
β

0 DDp2 q
β 0 0

0 0 DDp2 q
β 0

Dp q
β 0 0 D

2
p2

β

 , (28)

where β = 2 − 2q(1 + Dp2) + q2(1 + D2 p2) − (2 − p)p.
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Here, for simplicity, D2 = D1 = D, p2 = p1 = p
and q2 = q1 = q have been considered. Similar to the
Scenario-I in the Sec. V, here, we have also considered
two different cases - optimized teleportation fidelity and
optimized concurrence. The success probability of getting
the state σRR12 becomes

PSucc(σ
RR
12 ) =

β

2
(29)

For the shared state σRR12 , the FEF becomes

f(σRR12 ) =
D2(1 + q2)p2 − 2Dp(p+ q) + (p+ q)2

β
,(30)

and the concurrence is given below

C(σRR12 ) =
Dpq(δ1 − δ2 − 2Dp)

β
, (31)

where δ1 =

√
2(1 +

√
1 +D2p2) +D2p2 and

δ2 =

√
2(1−

√
1 +D2p2) +D2p2.

Optimized teleportation fidelity : Maximizing f(σRR12 )
with respect to q, the optimized TF becomes

Fmax(σRR12 ) =

(
2 + (1− η)

(√
1 + η2 − η)

))
3

, (32)

where η = Dp and the corresponding strength of reverse
weak measurement is given by

qmax
12 =

√
1 + η2 − pD√

1 + η2
. (33)

The concurrence for the choice of qmax
12 becomes

Cq
max
12 (σRR12 ) =

1

2

(√
1 + η2 − η

)
(δ1 − δ2 − 2Dp) .(34)

In this case, the CC is calculated numerically and shown
in the Fig. 3(c) with dashed line for the choice of p2 = 0.1.

Optimized concurrence : Interestingly, in this case,
the maximum value of concurrence occurs for the same
strength of the reverse weak measurement qmax

12 of
Eq. (33). Therefore, the maximum value of concurrence
becomes Cmax(σRR12 ) = Cq

max
12 (σRR12 ) and corresponding

TF is of the form of Fmax(σRR12 ). Also, the CC become
same in both the cases in this scenario.

Surprisingly, unlike the Scenario-I (in the Sec. V), in
the present scenario, the Cmax(σRR12 ) becomes smaller
than C(ρDD12 ) for larger value of the strength of decoher-
ence, i.e., D > 0.33. But the improvement of TF of the
state σRR12 for larger values of D implies that classical
correlation does not always help to improve the TF.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, in the present work, we have studied
the behavior of TF, entanglement and CC in the pres-
ence of decoherence and protected them with the help
of the technique of WMRWM. Comparing the scenarios
where single and both qubits interact via ADC, TF has
been activated (from the classical to non-classical region)

in the second scenario for (2
√

2 − 2) < D < 1. As both
CC and entanglement take part in teleportation, in the
second scenario, CC (which increases significantly) plays
the key role over entanglement in teleportation. While
decoherence decreases the entanglement, and it enhances
the CC. This phenomenon also holds in the case where
WMRWM is applied only on the 2nd qubit. In this sce-
nario, interestingly, maximization of TF does not max-
imize concurrence. CC has a larger value when TF has
been maximized. When WMRWM is applied on both
qubits, the improvement of TF occurs due to the im-
provement of concurrence. It will be interesting to ex-
plore the roles of classical correlation and entanglement
to obtain non-classical teleportation fidelity.
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