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Abstract—This papers consider a two terminal problem, where
Alice and Bob jointly want to perform a measurement on a
bipartite quantum system p“Z. Alice can transmit the results
of her measurements to Bob on a classical channel, and Alice
and Bob have common randomness. The question is what is the
minimum amount of communications and common randomness
needed. The paper derives an achievable rate region.

I. INTRODUCTION

Faithful simulation of measurements was developed by Win-
ter [1]]. The idea is as follows. Alice performs a measurement
on a quantum state p and sends some classical bits to Bob, who
intends to faithfully recover Alice’s measurement, preserving
correlation with the reference system. The key observation is
that if Alice and Bob have common randomness, the number
of bits transmitted from Alice to Bob can be decreased below
that of classical data compression of Alice’s measurement out-
comes, while still preserving the correlation with the reference
system. We refer the reader to the overview paper [2] and
the paper [3] for more details about faithful simulation. One
could think of faithful simulation as a method for concretely
reducing communication rates, but it also can be used to solve
many other problems in quantum information theory [2], [3].
This paper is only concerned with finding communication rates
leaving possible applications to later papers.

In [3]] the authors considered the follow problem. Alice and
Bob have a shared bipartite quantum system pZ. Alice makes
some measurements with a POVM {A#} on p? and Bob
measures with {AB} on pP. Alice, Bob, and Charlie shares
some common randomness and Alice and Bob transmits some
classical information to Charlie. The goal is essentially for
Charlie to faithfully simulate a function z = g(u,v) of the
measurements.
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Figure 1. System model. The aim if for Bob to faithfully simulate A?B =
u,v) Af ® AUB on the bipartite system pA5.

u,v:z2=g(

In this paper we consider the seemingly simpler problem in
Fig.|l} The first difference from the problem considered in [3]]

is that the three terminal function computation problem is not
solved in general even for classical systems [4]. On the other
hand, Orlitsky and Roche [5]] solved the two terminal problem
in Fig. [I] in the classical case; that solution will guide us to
a quantum solution. The second difference is that Charlie in
[3] has no quantum information. On the other hand, in Fig. [I]
Bob has access to the quantum system p® and can use that to
decode Alice’s transmission in addition to measuring {AZ},
similar to faithful simulation with quantum side-information
121, tel, [71.

The notation and terminology in the paper to a large extent
follows the notation in [8]]. We will use Theorems and Lemmas
from [8] without repeating them here. We will use an implicit
notation for probabilities when there is no possible confusion,
e.g., p(u") = piy(u).

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider a bipartite composite quantum system (A, B)
represented by a density operator pAZ on the Hilbert space
H a4 ®Hp. Alice has access to pA and Bob has access to pB.
The aim is for Bob to perform the measurement {AZ25} ¢z

> A @A}

ueU,veV:iz=g(u,v)

where {A?},cys and {AB},cy are POVMs on H 4 respec-
tively Hp and g is a deterministic function. This is called a
separable decomposition with deterministic integration in [3l.
It is sufficient for Bob to faithfully simulate {AZ},c = using
classical transmission from Alice and common randomness
with Alice. To this end, Alice transmits the results of an
approximate measurement on A" as

AB _
A" =

M
A =" pa(m)r? (1)

m=1
where pjps is the common randomness distribution, which in
turn gives an approximate measurement of z™:

> AL, @ AB,

uneUun ,un eyni.zn :gn (un ,’U")

AAB __
AAP =

The requirement is that Afﬁ faithfully simulates AAZ in the

following sense. For all € > 0 and for sufficiently large n, [2]
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Notice that there is no reason for Bob to do approximate
measurement as we only consider the communications cost
from Alice to Bob; an extension could be to also consider
compression of z™. Also notice that Alice’s approximate
measurement does not actually have to be a specific form
; the only requirement is to have an approximate Aan that
satisfies @) The results in [3] can be adapted to this system,
and their Theorem 4 gives

R>I(U;RB) — I(U;V) 3)
R+S>HU|V) “)

where R is the rate of communications and S the rate of
common randomness.

In the classical case, the above problem reduces to the one
considered in [5]. Alice has access to a random variable U € U
and Bob to V' € V with a joint distribution p(u, v) and the goal
for Bob is to calculate Z = g(U, V') (with no distortion). Since
Orlitsky and Roche’s approach is the basis for our solution,
we will need to discuss it in some detail. The key concept is
that of independence of points in U/, which we will simplify
as

Definition 1. u, v’ € U are independent if
Yo €V :p(u,v),pu,v) >0 = glu,v) = g(u,v)

Let G denote the set of independent sets and let W be a
G-valued random variable. We get the distribution of W by
choosing a conditional distribution p(w|u) where w ranges
over all the sets in G that contain u. We can restrict G to
the maximal independent sets. To clarify this concept, a few
examples from [5] are illustrative

Example 2. If p(u,v) > 0 for all u,v, the maximal inde-
pendent sets are the subsets of I/ where g is constant, i.e.,
Yo : g(u,v) = g(u',v) when u, v’ is in the same independent
set. The maximal independent sets is a partition of ¢/ and w
is a deterministic function of u. Alice can simply transmit w
instead of u, and with classical Slepian-Wolf coding [9] the
rate is H(W|V) (the results in [3] shows that this is optimum).

Example 3. Alice and Bob draw a card in {1,2,3} from a
bag without replacement. Bob needs to determine who has the
largest card. In this case G = {{1,2},{2,3}}. It is sufficient
for Bob to know w € G. For example, if w = {1, 2}, if Bob
has v = 1 he knows Alice has the largest card, but if v € {2,3}
he knows he has the largest card.

Orlitsky and Roche [3] show that for any p(w|u) the rate
R>IW;U|V)=HWI|V)—-HW|V) Q)
is achievable, and further that

Hq(U|V) = I(niln)I(W; U|v)
p(wl|u
is optimum. The idea for the achievable rate is as follows.
Alice generates s iid sequences w” according p(w). Given a
sequence u” she finds a w” among the s sequences that is
jointly (robust) typical with u™; she then randomly bins the

index into ¢ bins and transmits the bin index to Bob. If s and ¢
are sufficiently large (s = 2"(/(WsU)+9)) the error probability
can be made to approach zero as n becomes large.

Orlitsky and Roche’s proof technique does not mix well
with faithful simulation. In short, the issue is that we want
ti simulate the w™ — reduce s below 2™/ (WiU) _ but the
measurement approximation is for A,. There are various ways
to overcome this, but in this paper we will approach the
problem in the following way. Instead of measuring « and then
finding w as in the classical case, Alice measures G directly.
That is, Alice uses the POVMs

A;ﬁA = ZpA(w|u)Af (6)
ucw
Notice that > cca D, e PA(W[U)A, = 1.
It should also be noticed that Bob does not necessarily have
to measure v to calculate g. It might be possible to measure
less, which has the advantage of disturbing the B system less,

and that could help Bob decode Alice’s transmission. So, we
define

Definition 4. Let G* denote a set of independent sets spanning
U for Alice. We define v,v' € V to be independent if

Vw e G4 Vu,u' € w,p(u,v),pu’,v") > 0: g(u,v) = g(u',v")
(7N

Let GB denote a set of independent sets spanning V' (not
necessarily maximal). Similarly as for Alice, we can define a
distribution pp(wp|v) and a measurement AZ.

We can now define a function g GA x g8 —» 2
by §g(wa,wa) = g(u,v) for any v € wa,v € wp with
p(u,v) > 0; the condition ensures that this is a consistent
definition.

We can now state the main result of the paper

Theorem 5. Let G*,GP be spanning independent sets of
U, V. Let Wy be distributed according to pa(wlu) and Wg
according to pp(w|v). There exists a faithful simulation of A,
with communication rate R and common randomness rate S

if
R>I(Wa;RB) — I(Wa; BlWg) — I(Wa; Wg) (8)

R+ S > H(Wa|Wp) — I(Wa; BlWg) )
Here I(W4;RB) is evaluated on the state
ZwA |lwa){wa| ® TrA{(IR®A$A®IB)¢RAB} and

IWa;BlWg) on >, . |wa){wal @ |wp)(ws| ®
Tra {(If®@ AL, @ AB )¢T4B} and A, is given in (@)

Example 6. We consider a "quantified" version of Exam-
ple |3l The ensemble is {%, |u) A (VB }uvef1,2,3},uzte and the
measurements A2 = |u)(u|4. The bound gives R >
I(Wa;U) — I(W4; V), which is the same as classical com-
pression @, and minimized as 0.541 [5], whereas (E]) gives
R > H(U|V) =1 (the Slepian-Wolf rate). So, gives the
optimum rate, and is strictly better than (3). The bound (9)
gives R+ S > H(W4|V) = 0.874, which is less than (4).
However, the rate 0.541 is achievable without any common



randomness simply by using classical compression (which also
simulates A), so @) cannot be optimum.

The rest of the paper is the proof of Theorem [35]

II1I. PROOF OF THEOREM 3]

In the following we will prove this theorem. We will let m
uniform on [M] denote the common randomness.
We first similarly to [2] define

~A /A /A
pw_T{AAA P

11)

§
fwn —HAnH Al’u}”pw"HﬁA|w"HA"
_ /
=2 paw"e,,
wn

where Hi‘n is the typical projector for p* and Hg Ajwn is the
conditional typical projector for the ensemble {pa(w), pi}

(10)

1 n Wi
~ ny __ EpA(w ) T
w") = 11
paw”) {0 otherwise ()
with S = > wn pa(w™). We let II be the projector

"ET
unto the eigenvectors of ¢ greater than e2—"(H (pM)+8) =
€2 H(EB)+8) and define

O =TI
gwg = Hgiqu

For use later in the proof (in @])), we will prove some
technical properties of {2:

rank(Q) < TrII < TrI1%, < 2n(H(EB)+9)

The second inequality is due to how g;uz is defined in and
the third inequality due to the bound on the dimension of the
typical subspace [8]. The implication is that the eigenvalues
less than €2~ (H(EB)+0) contribute at most € to Tr (2, and
therefore

> (1= ) Tre > (1— € E[Tr &,
> (1—€)(1—e—2Ve)

Where the last inequality follows from [2| (23)].
We generate random w'; (j,m), j € [s],m € [M] according
to pa. For j € [s] we define the operators

VA (fwzu,m)) Ve !

12)

rim —
J (I1+¢)s

The s possible outcomes is binned into ¢ bins, and the bin

index is transmitted to Bob.
In order for this scheme to work we need to prove

1) The set T(™) = {F§7'L)}§:1 constitutes a sub-POVM
(with high probability).

2) Upon receiving the bin index ¢ (and knowing m), Bob
can decode w’; (j, m) (with high probability).

3) The resulting measurement faithfully simulates {T'25},

1) The setT(™) = {r; m)} 2_, constitutes a sub-POVM: We

will show that the set I" m) {F(m)}s,1 is a sub-POVM with
high probability. If it is not a sub-POVM we put T("™) = {T}.
We calculate

VA Z IV

Zgw;‘ (7,m)

where each w™(j,m) is chosen 1ndependently according to
Dyiyn- We notice that

SZPA
= Z pa(w”

< > palw

n

w
wn €Ty A

<HHAn ZpA

wn

= TIT1%,.. (p*
Let E,,, be the event that

1—|—6

E[ﬁwf;(j,m) fw” =5Q

MY, p2, 118, 1T

pw" HA” I

VORI TT < (ph)®" = w? (13)

18
g Z/ngz(j,m) < 59(1 —+ 6)
j=1

for some scaling factor 5. By (13) this event is equivalent
to 320, TV™ < I, ie. that I is a sub-POVM. We will
show that E happens with high probability by using the
operator Chernoff bound [8, Lemma 17.3.1]. We notice that
by and the definition of II, E[B&un(;m)] = B2 >
B2~ H(EB)+O)] Furthermore

Bé n —BH nA 5 nA 6pw”H A 5H A(§H
< BHHZA#; n(H(RB\WA) 4) nA 5H . 6H
<II

when 3 = 2?(H(BBIWA)=9) The first inequality follows from
properties of conditional quantum typicality [8]. Then by the
operator Chernoff bound

P(-EC = ZﬂgwA(jm >ﬁQ(1+€)

2 2—n(H(RB)+§)
< 2rank(II) exp (— s Be )

4In2
ge39n(H(RB|Wa)—6)9—n(H(RB)+56)

n(H
4In2

Then with s = 2(I(WaiRB)+39) the error probability goes to
zero. The total probability of error then is

P (U E&) <> P(E)

< 2M exp <—

< 2exp <—

32n§

41n2

+n(H(RB) +6)In 2)
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So, as long as M < O(e"
converges to zero.

2) Bob can decode w';: Bob measures w’, which can be
restricted to typical w%, and also receives the bin index i. He
then looks in bin ¢ for w? that are jointly typical with w%; call
this set SU™) (i, w?). Let the index k enumerate S™ (i, w?).
The post-measurement states are

e

n 1
~B (m)yA B AB
= T n{ T A
Puwp i p(i, k, m,wp) ran  (Ti) " ® Ay ) (p
)®"}

), the total error probability

with probabilities
p(i, by, wi) = T { (D7) @ AL ) (o
We consider the conditional typicality projectors
Wi kn = T oy (5 m)
fol-

lpwed by sequential decoding with {Hi7k,,,L,ﬂ,»7k,,,L}, where
IL; k,m = I — 1I; i .m. The probability of correct decoding of
the k-th message is

Bob first uses a conditional typical projector H‘anmg

= TI"{HZ k mpw Jw? (i,k m)Hz k m}

Hi,k,m = Hi,k,mHi,k—l,m e Hi,l,mHBnm%

And ng,wg = [ if there is none. We can then write

P, M Z E Z (4, kymy W) Lyn —wn (i km)

whwh i,k,m

TI‘{(I - Ti,k,m)ﬁgé,wz (i,k,m)}

SM Z E Z (4, kymy W) Lyn —wn (i,km)

whwg i,k,m

n

’I‘I’{(I - ’rwz wi )pg” ,wk (i,k m)}

> E|TeS (= Yugup) Y pli,k,m,wp)

n oon s
Wy ,Wp i,k,m

n
Iw/’g—w (i,k m)pw" w (4,k,m)

<y E[Tr{(f Yo )p(wA,wB)pr,wBH

ﬂi,k,m = H%n‘wgﬁi,l,mﬁi,k—l,m 1L km A
And the error probability is +E Z Hp(wﬁ’ w%)ﬁ’gg,wg
W, wh
P.=1-F —Z Z i, k,m,wp) Tr{szmpwn wA(ka)H’k’”} .
wB i,km p(iak7m7w%)IwA—wA(z km)prﬂuA(i ,m)
(14) i,k,m:keS™) (i,w) 1
17)
zl_E 722 Z kmwB)Tr{Tzkmpr ’wA(lkm)}
wB ikm with the last inequality due to the trace inequality, Tr{Ap} <

(15)

where the equality is due to the rotation invariance of the trace
and where

)
Ti,k,m = HBn|w%Hi,1,mHi,k71,m T Hi,k,m

A A )
X Hi,hmni,kfl}m e Hi,l,mHBn|w;§

and the
m) and

The outer sum in is explicitly for w € T(SW 5
expectation is both over the random choice of w’ (7,
the random binning.

The first step is the proof is to show that measuring on
the states ﬁﬁéwz is almost equivalent to measuring on the
tensor product states pgéwz, which enables using typicality
methods. To this end, we first notice that we can have
wh(j,m) = wi(j’,m) for (j,m) # (§/,m’). That also
means that for a given w’; there might be multiple Y; j ,,
measuring it. For a given w’ we would like to have a single
measurement operator, for reasons that will become clear later.
We define

min
Yik,miwy (i,k,m)=w’}

Tr{TZ k mpwn Jwh (i,k, m)}
(16)

Twz,w% = arg

Tr{Ac} + |[p — o1 and the fact that YTn ., depends only
on w’;,wp so that it could be extracted from the inner sum.
The second term in is equivalent to the faithful simulation
criterion (2) [2], which will be shown in Section [[lI-3] to be
less than e. We will bound the first term of (I7). We again
use rotational invariance of the trace to rewrite it on the form

(T4) as

P.<1-F

PIEEDY

wk i,k,meS (w})

n

p(Z’ k? m7 w%)

. B" N
Tr{Hi»kfmpwg aw’ (i,k,m)HiJ‘?JU}

where S’(w';) are the indices that achieve minimum in (16).
Notice that

o ~B™ _ 5 ~B™
1="Tr pw’é,w}(i,k,m) = Tr{HB"\wg ng,w}(z‘,kml)}
-5 B"
+ TI'{H "|wgpwg,w2(i7kvm)}
5 B™ )
< Te{Il g g Pug (i) LB g -+ €



Then by the non-commutative union bound [8, Section 16.6] Here we we move the expectation over the random binning
inside the sum and notice that E[IBJ,:B],,] = P(B; =Bj/) =

1
=, that
P,<2 ZE Z p(i, k,m, wh) ¢ 50 Ha
wh i,k,meS’ (w}) 1 ]
T2 < ;ZE Z p(wA(]7m)awB) Z

<Tr{ﬁi»k,mn(j3"lwg pﬁg,wﬁ(i,k,m)r{%"\w}é} wf? JET (wg),m JET (wi):5' #5
s s B" s

k—1 5 - S 1/2 Tr{HB”\wﬁ(j’,m),w};HB”\wgpwg,wz(j,m)HB"\wg}
+ Z Te{TLi 1,m B j0sm Pron o (5,k,m) i on, } te

=1

(18)
By classical typicality, p(w (7, m), wh <
The first term can be bounded by the trace inequality 9—n(H(Wa,W5)=08) g0 with Ty = 17(72/2A(71(H(3VA,V][3/J)3)5)

n

_ T 5 B 4
= ’I‘I‘{H%k;mHB"\wgpw% w? (3 k,m)HB"|w" }

< Tr{ﬁi k mpgﬁw(i’km;)f | ’ T; < ZE Z Z

wh JET (wi)m j' €T (wh):§'#j

n n

B 5
+ HHB”|w” pw" wﬁ(i,k,m)HBﬂw% - pwg,wf‘(i,k,m)‘ll

s s B" s
Set2ve T {0 (57m) o B g P g Gom) DB g 3
where the e follows from conditional typicality, and the second
from Gentle Measurement [8, Lemma 9. 4 2] as conditional = Z Z Z
typicality gives TT{H%”‘M pf}n 0 (i,km) Bn‘w }>1-e wf JeT(wi)mj €T (w):5'#j
5 Y5 ] 5 B" 5
The second term in (I8)) can be bounded by Te{ E[MEn wn () aon B jwn Elown wn (.m) L fwn }
<> 2 >
T,=> E ST plkomaw) wB JET (wh).m €T (W)’ #
; T (m s
i,k,meS (wB) TI‘{E[ n(j m) wn ]HB"\w“ pwn HB”|w%}
k-1
= are chosen independently. nFor the last inequality we used
E[pgn w (j m)] < %_epﬁg [2] as the expectation is over
B ’
< Z E Z (i, kym, wlh) typical w’; (j,m). Now, by conditional quantum typicality

) ’ n 1
i, k,meS (W) i —n(H(B|Wg)—4§)
B TR VD DR DI
Z T {H H5 Bn H } wB jeT (wh),m j' €T (wh):j'#J
i m Bn|w pw” ,wh (i,k,m) B w o i
1es8M (i,w}) I#k : Tr{ B[y vm)va]HB"le}
. , - < 1 2 n(H(B|W)—0)gn(H (B|Wa.Wp)+0)
The first sum is over a restricted set of the indices where (1—¢)

w’, wp are jointly typical; the sum does not decrease if Z Z Z
we instead sum over all indices where w’j,wp are jointly

typical. Summing over all ¢ (bin number) and %k (bin index)
is equivalent to summing over all j € [s] where w’,w? are The sum can be bounded using classical typicality, and putting
jointly typical; we denote this set 7 (w'}). For the second sum, it together, we get

it is only over those indices where w’; is jointly typical with

1
wf JeT(wi),m j’ €T (wi):j'#J

C .. . . . T, < 9—n(H(Wa,Wg)—6)g—n(H(B|Wg)-9)
w, in bin ¢. This is equivalent to summing over all w’ (4, m) 1l —e)
jointly typical with w%. Therefore, with B; the bin index of on(H (B|Wa,Wg)+8) gn(H (wp)+9)
wiljm) A 52~ HWalW5)=5) so—n(I(WaiWs)—)
no n If we insert Ms = 2n(HWa)+28) anq g = on(I(Wa;RB)+39)
I < ZE Z p(wi (4, m), wg) Z Ip,=p s s

‘ ‘ o TPITE we get
wp JET(wh)m 3 ET (wh):5'#j

T L o n(I(WasBIWE)~28) gn(I(W;RB)+35) g —n(I(Wa; W) ~)
“tl—¢)
Thus we can use
¢ — 9=n(I(Wa;B|Wp)=28) on(I(W;RB)+46) g —n(I(Wa;Wp)—6)

5 ) B" 5
Tr{HBﬂwg(j',m),w% HBn|wg ng,wg(j,m)HBﬂwg }



3) The measurement faithfully simulates {T4P},: We need

to simulate

A2, @ AD,

AAB — >

un’vn:gn (un’vn)zzn

An alternative is as follows

A;n - AA ® Awn

W’ wh:gn (W’ ,w
W g (' w) ==

>

u™u™p(wh,whut,vm)>0

-y

un wnign (un v )=z"

>

w’wh:gn (w’
AAB

n

E):Zn

p(w, wihlu™, ™)AL, @ AD,

p(w’, wilu", v™) AA ® A

Jwh)=2z"

Thus, we can equivalently prove simulation of A’.

From the previous step we know that Bob can decode
w’ (j,m) with high probability. Let S, = {z" : 3j,m, w} :
g (wh(4,m),wl) = z"}. For 2" € S, we consider the
following collection of operators

™ @ AL,
B

A?”B*MZ Z

m wy,j:gn(wh (4,m),wg)=="

_ c(w})
o Z Ms 1—|—

w wikgn(wh ,wih )=z

>

W wh g (wh ,wh)=z"

where

c(w}h) = [{m,j : wi(m,j) = wi}l

We need to evaluate

d= ZH\F . — AAB)
Z ”\@Aﬂﬁm

1,
£ vy
2" €S,

" A?HB)\/(;’L

2" ¢S,
S€+ Z Z (AU:Z_AA )®A5%\/ZJ
Z"€ES; w Wik gn(wh ,wh)=2z" 1
A B
§€+ Z ‘ \/J(Auﬂg@Awg)\/aHl

—ALn) ® AL, fH

S S v
wzeTéz
S ( ) AANA A
=2+ Zn To e Ms Swn — VWAL Vw )
wﬁETﬁA
S c(wy) n (Y A
=2+ Z 1te Ms §wA*PA(wA)ng )
wZGTéz

The first inequality follows from P(S.) > 1 — ¢, the second
inequality from the triangle inequality and reorganizing the
sums, the third inequality from classical typicality and [3|
Lemma 3]. We continue to bound the second term

dy < Y pa(})||€wy — huyl],
wi €Ty WA
1) n
N e A |
w €Ty Wi
< Y palwh)|fun — €y
wn !
wZETéA

wA pr

+ Z pa(wi) (I
w? WZ
5

wh) 1 n

; z \He W) L sl

A

19)

We bound the first term as follows

> npA(wfi) wa’;; — &un

wheT; A

SZPA
W

A
wi €Ty

1

.

by Gentle Measurement for Ensembles [8, Lemma 9.4.3], as

> PR T =TrQ>1-¢  (20)

w
n A
wh €T



with € = (1 —€)(1 — e — 2\/€) by (12). For the second term,
by Gentle Measurement [8, Lemma 9.4.2]

[

as

— Py

— 4 0 ~A § 15
= HHAnHﬁA‘wzprHﬁAlwz'HAn - pw

Tr {115, 11) pA W Pw" I3 A\um 1%}

- Tr{HA" pA [w pw" H A|w" }

é AA ~A
> TI‘{H nf }+ 7||H A\wgpwnn Alwn T p'wz”l

>1—e—+/e

Where we have used the trace inequality Tr{Ap} > Tr{Ac}+
1lp—oll1 [8l Corollary 9.1.1]. Thus, we conclude that the first
two terms in (I9) < e for some € — 0.

We now bound the third term in (]EI) As in [2] we use
operator Chernoff bound [8, Lemma 17.3.1]. Let P be the
diagonal matrix with p’ (w’) on the diagonal for all w} €

”“‘, and let C' be the same for the empirical frequencies
(Zm . We have E[C] = P and P > 2 "HWA)H)[ Let E,
be the event that

1-¢eP<C<(1+eP
The operator Chernoff bound then gives

Mse2™
41n2

n(H(Wa)+96)

PES) < 2. 2" HWAIH) (_ )
Thus, if Ms > 2~ +25), this probability converges to
zero. We can then bound the third term in (T9) conditioned
on Ef:

n(H(Wa)

1oc(wi) 1, .
- = = C-P
Zﬂ 14+€¢ Ms SpA(wA) 1+e 1
w
wzeT(;A
1
< —(|leP C -
< (Pl +
2¢
“1+e

These bounds were under the assumption that no error
happens. But if an error happens the contribution to d is at
most 1, and the total error probability converges to zero with
n.
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