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The Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem based on One-Shot Information Theory
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The Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem states that any quantum channel can be simulated by
an unlimited amount of shared entanglement and an amount of classical communication equal to
the channel’s entanglement assisted classical capacity. In this paper, we provide a new proof of
this theorem, which has previously been proved by Bennett, Devetak, Harrow, Shor, and Winter.
Our proof has a clear structure being based on two recent information-theoretic results: one-shot
Quantum State Merging and the Post-Selection Technique for quantum channels.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The birth of classical information theory can be dated to 1948, when Shannon derived his famous Noisy Channel
Coding Theorem [1]. It shows that the capacity C of a classical channel £ is given by the maximum, over the input
distributions X, of the mutual information between the input X and the output £(X). That is

C(€) = max {H(X) + H(E(X)) — H(X, (X))}

where H denotes the Shannon entropy. Shannon also showed that the capacity does not increase if one allows to
use shared randomness between the sender and the receiver. In 2001 Bennett et al. [2] proved the Classical Reverse
Shannon Theorem which states that, given free shared randomness between the sender and the receiver, every channel
can be simulated using an amount of classical communication equal to the capacity of the channel. This is particularly
interesting because it implies that in the presence of free shared randomness, the capacity of a channel £ to simulate

another channel F is given by the ratio of their plain capacities Cr(&,F) = % and hence only a single parameter

remains to characterize classical channels.

In contrast to the classical case, a quantum channel has various distinct capacities [2H7]. In [2] Bennett et al. argue
that the entanglement assisted classical capacity Cg of a quantum channel £ is the natural quantum generalization
of the classical capacity of a classical channel. They show that the entanglement assisted classical capacity is given
by the quantum mutual information

Cr(&) = max{H(p) + H(E(p)) — H((E ®L)2,)}

where the maximum ranges over all input distributions p, ®, is a purification of p, Z is the identity channel, and
H denotes the von Neumann entropy. Motivated by this, they conjectured the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem
(QRST) in [2]. Subsequently Bennett, Devetak, Harrow, Shor and Winter proved the theorem in [§]. The theorem
states that any quantum channel can be simulated by an unlimited amount of shared entanglement and an amount of
classical communication equal to the channel’s entanglement assisted classical capacity. So if entanglement is for free
we can conclude, in complete analogy with the classical case, that the capacity of a quantum channel £ to simulate

another quantum channel F is given by Cg(&,F) = gg ((Jg_.)) and hence only a single parameter remains to characterize

quantum channels.

In addition, again analogue to the classical scenario [8, 9], the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem gives rise to a
strong converse for the entanglement assisted classical capacity of quantum channels. That is, if one sends classical
information through a quantum channel £ at a rate of Cg(€) + ¢ for some ¢ > 0 (using arbitrary entanglement as
assistance), then the fidelity of the coding scheme decreases exponentially in ¢ []].

Free entanglement in quantum information theory is usually given in the form of maximally entangled states. But
for the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem it surprisingly turned out that maximally entangled states are not the
appropriate resource for general input sources. More precisely, even if one has arbitrarily many maximally entangled
states as an entanglement resource, the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem cannot be proven [8]. This is because
of an issue known as entanglement spread, which arises from the fact that entanglement cannot be conditionally
discarded without using communication [I0]. If we change the entanglement resource from maximally entangled
states to embezzling states [11] however, the problem of entanglement spread can be overcome and the Quantum
Reverse Shannon Theorem can be proven.

A 0-ebit embezzling state is a bipartite state puap with the feature that the transformation pap — pap ® ¢apr,
where ¢ 4/p/ denotes an ebit (maximally entangled state of Schmidt-rank 2), can be accomplished up to an error §
with local operations. Remarkably, d-ebit embezzling states exist for all § > 0 [I1].

In this paper we present a proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem based on one-shot information theory.
In quantum information theory one usually makes the assumption that the resources are independent and identically
distributed (iid) and is interested in asymptotic rates. In this case many operational quantities can be expressed in
terms of a few information measures (which are usually based on the von Neumann entropy). In contrast to this, one-
shot information theory applies to arbitrary (structureless) resources. For example, in the context of source coding,
it is possible to analyze scenarios where only finitely many, possible correlated messaged are encoded. For this the
smooth entropy formalism was introduced by Renner et al. [I2HI4]. Smooth entropy measures have properties similar



to the ones of the von Neumann entropy and like in the iid case many operational interpretations are known [12], T5H29].

For our proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem we work in this smooth entropy formalism and use a
one-shot version for Quantum State Merging and its dual Quantum State Splitting as well as the Post-Selection
Technique for quantum channels. As in the original proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem [8] we need
embezzling states.

Quantum State Merging was introduced by Horodecki et al. in [30, BI]. It has since become an important tool
in quantum information processing and was subsequently reformulated in [32], where it is called mother protocol.
Quantum State Merging corresponds to the quantum generalization of classical Slepian and Wolf coding [33]. For its
description, one considers a sender system, traditionally called Alice, a receiver system, Bob, as well as a reference
system R. In Quantum State Merging, Alice, Bob, and the reference are initially in a joint pure state papgr and
one asks how much of a given resource, such as classical or quantum communication or entanglement, is needed
in order to move the A-part of papr from Alice to Bob. The dual of this, called Quantum State Splitting, ad-
dresses the problem of how much of a given resource, such as classical or quantum communication or entanglement, is
needed in order to transfer the A’-part of a pure state pa4’r, where part AA’ is initially with Alice, from Alice to Bob.

The Post-Selection Technique was introduced in [34] and is a tool in order to estimate the closeness of two completely
positive and trace preserving (CPTP) maps that act symmetrically on an n-partite system, in the metric induced by
the diamond norm, the dual of the completely bounded norm [35]. The definition of this norm involves a maximization
over all possible inputs to the joint mapping consisting of the CPTP map tensored with an identity map on an outside
system. The Post-Selection Technique allows to drop this maximization. In fact, it suffices to consider a single de
Finetti type input state, i.e. a state which consist of n identical and independent copies of an (unknown) state on
a single subsystem. The technique was applied in quantum cryptography to show that security of discrete-variable
quantum key distribution against a restricted type of attacks, called collective attacks, already implies security against
the most general attacks [34].

Our proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem is based on the following idea. Let £4_,p be a quantum channel
that takes inputs p4 on Alice’s side and outputs £4,5(pa) on Bob’s side. To find a way to simulate this quantum
channel, it is useful to think of £4_,5 as

Easp(pa) = tre [(UAHBC) pPA (UAABC)T] ;

where C' is an additional register and Us_, ¢ is some isometry from A to BC. This is the Stinespring dilation [36].
Now the idea is to first simulate the isometry U4_, pc locally at Alice’s side, resulting in ppc = (Ua—spc)pa(Ua—pe)T,
and in a second step use Quantum State Splitting to do an optimal state transfer of the B-part to Bob’s side, such
that he holds pp = €4, 5(pa) in the end. This simulates the channel £4_, 5. To prove the Quantum Reverse Shannon
Theorem, it is then sufficient to show that the classical communication rate of the Quantum State Splitting protocol

is CE(E)

We realize this idea in two steps. Firstly, we propose a new version of Quantum State Splitting (since the known
protocols are not good enough to achieve a classical communication rate of Cg(£)), which is based on one-shot
Quantum State Merging [15]. For the analysis we require a decoupling theorem, which is optimal in the one-shot
case [16, B7]. This means that the decoupling can be achieved optimally even if only a single instance of a quantum
state is available. Secondly, we use the Post-Selection Technique to show that our protocol for Quantum State
Splitting is sufficient to asymptotically simulate the channel £4_,p with a classical communication rate of Cg(€).
This then completes the proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem.

Our paper is structured as follows. In Section [[] we introduce our notation and give some definitions. In particular,
we review the relevant smooth entropy measures. Our results about Quantum State Splitting are then discussed in
Section [[T]} Finally, we give our proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem in Section [[V] The argument uses
various technical statements (e.g. properties of smooth entropies), which are proved in the appendix.

II. SMOOTH ENTROPY MEASURES — NOTATION AND DEFINITIONS

We assume that all Hilbert spaces, in the following denoted H, are finite-dimensional. The dimension of H 4 is
denoted by |A|. The set of linear operators on H is denoted by L(H) and the set of positive semi-definite operators on



4

H is denoted by P(H). We define the sets of subnormalized states S<(H) = {p € P(H) : tr[p] < 1} and normalized
states S—(H) = {p € P(H) : tr[p] = 1}).

The tensor product of H4 and Hp is denoted by Hap = Ha @ Hp. Given a multipartite operator pap € P(Hap),
we write pg = trg[pap] for the corresponding reduced operator. For My € L(H ), we write My = Ms ® 15 for
the enlargement on any H ap, where 1 denotes the identity in L(Hp). Isometries from H4 to Hp are denoted by
VA—>B-

For Ha, Hp with bases {|i)A}Li‘1, {|Z>B}‘ZE|1 and |A| = |B|, the canonical identity mapping from £(H4) to L(Hp)

with respect to these bases is denoted by Z4—, g, i.e. Za—5(]7){(j|la) = i) {j|p. A linear map E4p5 : L(Ha) = L(HB)
is positive if E4,5(pa) € P(Hp) for all pa € P(Ha). It is completely positive if the map (Ea— 5 ® Zo—¢) is positive
for all Heo. Completely positive and trace preserving maps are called CPTP maps or quantum channels.

The support of p € P(H) is denoted by supp(p), the projector onto supp(p) is denoted by p® and tr [p°] = rank(p),
the rank of p. For p € P(H) we write ||p||c for the operator norm of p, which is equal to the maximum eigenvalue of p.

Recall the following standard definitions. The von Neumann entropy of p € S—(H) is defined asE|
H(p) = —tr[plogp] . (1)
The quantum relative entropy of p € S<(H) with respect to o € P(H) is given by
D(pllo) = tr[plog p] — tr[plog o] (2)

if supp(p) C supp(o) and oo otherwise. The conditional von Neumann entropy of A given B for pap € S—(H) is
defined as

H(A[B), = —D(pag||1a ® pp) - 3)

The mutual information between A and B for pap € S—(H) is given by

I(A: B), = D(pasllpa ® ps) - (4)
Note that we can also write
H(A|B), = — inf D 1
(AlB), S (papllla®op)
I(A:B), = inf D ®Xopg) .
( ) e (pasllpa®op)

We now give the definitions of the smooth entropy measures that we need in this work. In Appendix [B]some basic prop-
erties are summarized. For a more detailed discussion of the smooth entropy formalism we refer to [12, [1I7, (18], B8] 39].

Following Datta [I8] we define the maz-relative entropy of p € S<(H) with respect to o € P(H) as
Duax(pllo) =inf{A e R:2* .0 > p} . (5)

The conditional min-entropy of A given B for pap € S<(Hap) is defined as

Hmin A B = — inf Dm P 1 Ko . 6
( | )p 1 ( ) ax( ABH A B) ( )
In the special case where B is trivial, we get Hmin (A)p = — log HpAHOO

The maz-information that B has about A for pap € S<(Hap) is defined as

Imax(A : B)p - UBejgriﬁHB)Dmax(pABHpA & UB) . (7)

1 All logarithms are taken to base 2.



Note that unlike the mutual information, this definition is not symmetric.

The smooth entropy measures are defined by extremizing the non-smooth measures over a set of nearby states, where
our notion of nearby is expressed in terms of the purified distance. For p, o0 € S<(H) it is defined as [39], Definition 4]

P(p,a): \/1—F2(p70') ) (8)

where F(-,-) denotes the generalized fidelity (which equals the standard ﬁdelityﬂ if at least one of the states is
normalized),

F(p,o)=||[vp® (1 —trp)/oo (1 —tro)||, = F(p,0) + V(1 —trp)(1 —tro) . (9)

The purified distance is a distance measure on S<(H) [39, Lemma 5], in particular, it satisfies the triangle inequality
P(p,0) < P(p,w) + P(w,0) for p,o,w € S<(H). P(p,0o) corresponds to one half times the minimum trace distanceﬂ
between purifications of p and o.

Henceforth we call p, 0 € S<(H) e-close if P(p,0) < ¢ and denote this by p ~. 0. We use the purified distance to
specify a ball of subnormalized density operators around p € S<(H):

B(p) = {p € S<(M) : P(p,p) <<} . (10)

Miscellaneous properties of the purified distance that we use for our proof are stated in Appendix [A] For a further
discussion we refer to [39].

For € > 0, the smooth conditional min-entropy of A given B for pap € S<(H ap) is defined as
H:.(A|B), = sup Hpin(A|B); . (11)

e pPABEB(paB)
The smooth maz-information that B has about A for pap € S<(Hap) is defined as
If.«(A:B), = inf )Imax(A :B); . (12)

pPABEBE(paB
The smooth entropy measure can be seen as a generalization of its corresponding von Neumann quantity in the
sense that the latter can be retrieved asymptotically by evaluating the smooth entropy measure on iid states (cf. Re-

mark and Corollary [B.22). In Section we give an operational meaning to the smooth max-information
(Theorem [IT1.10[ and Theorem IH.11E|

Since all Hilbert spaces in this paper are assumed to be finite dimensional, we are allowed to replace the infima by
minima and the suprema by maxima in all the definitions of this section. We will do so in the following.

III. QUANTUM STATE SPLITTING

The main goal of this section is to prove that there exists a one-shot Quantum State Splitting protocol (Theo-
rem [III.10) that is optimal in terms of its quantum communication cost (Theorem [[II.11)). The protocol is obtained
by inverting a one-shot Quantum State Merging protocol.

The main technical ingredient for the construction of these protocols is the following decoupling theorem (Theo-
rem [[II.1)). The proof of the decoupling theorem can be found in Appendix

Theorem III.1. Let € > 0, par € S<(Har) and consider a decomposition of the system A into two subsystems A;
and A,. Furthermore define o4, r(U) = tra, [(U ® 1g)par(UT @ 1g)]. If

log |A| + Huin(A[R), ~log 1

log |A1] <
Og| 1‘— 2 E’

(13)

2 The fidelity between p, o € S<(H) is defined by F(p,0) = ||\//3\/5||17 where |||, = tr [\/I‘ T].

3 The trace distance between p,o € S< () is defined by ||p — o||;. The trace distance is often defined with an additional factor one half;
we choose not to do this.

4 For an operational meaning of the smooth conditional min-entropy see e.g. 12} 15].



then

dU < e, (14)
1

/U(A)

where dU is the Haar measure over the unitaries on system A, normalized to [ dU = 1.

An excellent introduction into the subject of decoupling can be found in [40]. Note that our decoupling theorem
(Theorem can be seen as a special case of a more general decoupling theorem [I6], [37]. Tt is possible to formulate
the decoupling criterion in Theorem [[IL.I] more generally in terms of smooth entropies, which is then optimal in the
most general one-shot case [I5], [16].

Quantum State Merging, Quantum State Splitting, and other related quantum information processing primitives are
discussed in detail in [I5] B0H32, [41]. Note that we are not only interested in asymptotic rates, but in (tight) one-shot
protocols. This is reflected by the following definitions.

Definition III.2 (Quantum State Merging). Consider a bipartite system with parties Alice and Bob. Let ¢ > 0
and papr = |p){plaBr € S<(Hapr), where Alice controls A, Bob B and R is a reference system. A CPTP map
£ is called e-error Quantum State Merging of papr if it consists of applying local operations at Alice’s side, local
operations at Bob’s side, sending g qubits from Alice to Bob and outputs a state

(€ ®ZR)(paBR) e pPB'BR ® |01) (LA By » (15)

where |¢1)(dr]4, B, is a maximally entangled state of Schmidt-rank L and pp gr = (Za—wp ® Zr)pasr. q is called
quantum communication cost and e = |log L| entanglement gain.

Quantum State Merging is also called Fully Quantum Slepian Wolf (FQSW) or mother protocol [32).

Lemma IIL.3. Let ¢ > 0 and papr = |p){p|laBr € S<(Hapr). Then there exists an e-error Quantum State Merging
protocol for papr with a quantum communication cost of

1 1
0= | 5 (Ho(A), = Husa(AR),) + 2 10g 2| (16)
and an entanglement gain of
1 1
e= {2 (Ho(A), + Hwin(A|R),) — 2 - log EJ , (17)

where Hy(A), = logrank(pa).

Proof. The intuition is as follows (cf. Figure |1)). First Alice applies a unitary Ua_ ,4,. After this she sends A
to Bob who then performs a local isometry Va,p_,p'pp,. We choose Ua_, 4,4, such that it decouples A; from the

reference R. After sending the As-part to Bob, the state on A; R is given by IJIA%II ® pr and Bob holds a purification

of this. But Ijllell ® pr is the reduced state of pp'pr ® |¢r){(dr|a, B, and since all purifications are equal up to lo-
cal isometries, there exists an isometry Va, 5, 5’ pp, on Bob’s side that transforms the state into pp'gr®|dL) (LA, B, -
More formally, let A = A; Ay with log |As| = [§(log |A| = Hmin(A|R),)+2-log 1]. According to the decoupling theorem
(Theorem [[IL.1)), there exists a unitary U, 4, 4, such that for o4, 4,88 = (Ua—4,4, ® ]lBR)pABR(UJ:‘HAIA2 ® 1pR),

HO’AIR — % ® pRH1 < 2. By an upper bound of the purified distance in terms of the trace distance (Lemma

L. . 1
this implies 04, p /. ﬁ & PR-

We apply this unitary Ua—.a,4, and then send Ay to Bob; therefore ¢ = [$(log|A| — Humin(A|R),) +2-log 1].
Uhlmann’s theorem [42] [43] tells us that there exists an isometry Va,p_ pgp, such that

Ta
P <0'A1R7 m ® PR) =P ((1a,r ® Vaypop88,) 04, 4,8R(Lasr © Vasposmp,)' 00001l 4,8, © prBR) -

Hence the entanglement gain is given by e = |3 (log |A| + Hmin(A|R),) —2-log 1 |. Now if p4 has full rank this is
already what we want. In general log tr [p%] = log |/1| < log|A|. But in this case we can restrict the Hilbert space
H 4 to the subspace H 4, on which p4 has full rank. O



Definition ITI.4 (Quantum State Splitting with maximally entangled states). Consider a bipartite system with
parties Alice and Bob. Let ¢ > 0 and paar = |p){plaa'r € S<(Haar), where Alice controls AA’ and R is a
reference system. Furthermore let |¢x){¢x|a, 5, be a maximally entangled state of Schmidt-rank K between Alice
and Bob. A CPTP map €& is called e-error Quantum State Splitting of paar with mazimally entangled states if it
consists of applying local operations at Alice’s side, local operations at Bob’s side, sending ¢ qubits from Alice to Bob
and outputs a state

(E®ZIr)(paar ®|dK){(PK|a b)) e paBr , (18)
where papr = (Za'—B @ Zar)paar- q is called quantum communication cost and e = |log K | entanglement cost.

This is also called the Fully Quantum Reverse Shannon (FQRS) protocol [32], which is a bit misleading, since there
is a danger of confusion with the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem.

Quantum State Splitting with maximally entangled states is dual to Quantum State Merging in the sense that every
Quantum State Merging protocol already defines a protocol for Quantum State Splitting with maximally entangled
states and vice versa.

Lemma ITL.5. Let € > 0 and paar = |p){plaar € S<(Haar). Then there exists an e-error Quantum State
Splitting protocol with maximally entangled states for ps4/r with a quantum communication cost of

1 1
qg= [2 (HO(A’),)—Hmin(A'|R)p)+2-1og€-‘ (19)
and an entanglement cost of
1 , , 1
e= §(HO(A )p + Hmin (A \R)p)—2-logg , (20)

where Hy(A'), = logrank(pa/).

Proof. The Quantum State Splitting protocol with maximally entangled states is defined by running the Quantum
State Merging protocol of Theorem [III.3| backwards (see Figure . The claim then follows from Theorem [I11.3 O

In order to obtain a Quantum State Splitting protocol that is optimal in terms of its quantum communication cost,
we need to replace the maximally entangled states by embezzling states [I1].

Definition II1.6. Let § > 0. A state uap € S—(Hap) is called a 0-ebit embezzling state if there exist isometries
Xaa4 and Xp_.gp’ such that

(Xasaa ® Xpopp )pas(Xasan © Xpopp)' ~s pap @ 16)(¢lars (21)
where |¢)(d|larp € S—(Ha p) denotes an ebit (maximally entangled state of Schmidt rank 2).
Proposition IT1.7. [II] d-ebit embezzling states exist for all § > 0.

We would like to highlight two interesting examples. For the first example consider the state |tm)(thm|ampm €
S_(Hampm) defined by

m—1
i) ampn = C- 3 055 @ 10)55
j=0

where |@){(p|ap € S=(HaB), |0){d|lap € S=(Hap) denotes an ebit and C' is such that |, ) {(ttm|am = is normalized.
Note that applying the cyclic shift operator Ug,am that sends A; — A; 41 at Alice’s side (modulo m + 1) and the
corresponding cyclic shift operator Ug,gm at Bob’s side maps |p) 4,8, ® |tm)ampm t0 |@) 4,8, @ |thm ) am pm up to an

accuracy of /2 [44]. For the choice |p)ap = [©) a4 ® @) B, |tm){tim|ampm is a y/Z-ebit embezzling state with the
90>Bo'

isometries X am_, a4,4m = Uagam|@)a, and Xpm_,p,pm = Up,pm
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FIG. 1. From the protocol for Quantum State Merging, which we describe in Lemma we get a protocol for Quantum
State Splitting with maximally entangled states. All we have to do is to run the Quantum State Merging protocol backwards.

The second example is the state |fim)(fim|ap € S=(Hap) defined by

2m 2"71,
1 1
™y ap =) -)7V2 —|Na®li)B -

It is a /2 -ebit embezzling state [11]

Remark III.8. By using d-ebit embezzling states multiple times, it is possible to create maximally entangled states
of higher dimension. More precisely, for every J-ebit embezzling state pap € S—(Hap) there exist isometries X 4, 44/
and Xp_,gp’ such that

(Xasan @ Xppp)pias(Xasaan @ Xppp) ®siogr pap @ |¢1){(¢rlan (22)
where |¢pr){ér|a s € S—(Ha p') denotes a maximally entangled state of Schmidt-rank L (with L being a power of
2).

We are now ready to define Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states.

Definition ITI.9 (Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states). Consider a bipartite system with parties Alice
and Bob. Let ¢ > 0, 6 > 0 and paa'r = |p){(plaar € S<(Haar), where Alice controls AA" and R is a reference
system. A CPTP map & is called e-error Quantum State Splitting of paar with a d-ebit embezzling state if it consists

of applying local operations at Alice’s side, local operations at Bob’s side, sending g qubits from Alice to Bob, using
a d-ebit embezzling state pa, . B and outputs a state

emb ?
(ERZIR)(PAAR ® WA gy Bows,) Re PABR (23)

where papr = (Za'—B ® Zar)paa r- q is called quantum communication cost.

5 The state |fim){fim|ap is even a (4/ %,T)-universal embezzling state [II]. That is, for any [s){(s|a/p/ € S=(H o/ p+) of Schmidt-rank at
most r, there exist isometries X 4_, 44/ and Xpg_, gps such that

(Xa—s a4’ ® Xp_ypp)|im)(fim|aB(Xas a4 ® Xp_ypp)! z\/z |im) (fim|aB ® [$)(s|ar B -



The following theorem about the achievability of Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states (Theorem [[I1.10)) is
the main result of this section. In Section [[V] we use this theorem to prove the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem.
Theorem II1.10. Let ¢ > 0,& >0, > 0 and paar = |p){plaar € S<(Haar). Then there exists an (e + &’ + 6 -

log |A'| + |A’|_1/2)-err01E| Quantum State Splitting protocol for p4a-r with a d-ebit embezzling state for a quantum
communication cost of

1 1
q< =I5 (A R)p+2~logg + 4 + loglog |A'| . (24)

—2 max

Proof. The idea for the protocol is as follows (cf. Figure [2]). First, we disregard the eigenvalues of p4: that are
smaller then |A|~2. This introduces an error a@ = |A|~'/2, but because of the monotonicity of the purified distance
(Lemma , the error at the end of the protocol is still upper bounded by the same a. As a next step we let Alice
perform a coherent measurement W with roughly 2 - log | A| measurement outcomes in the eigenbasis of p4.. That is,
the state after the measurement is of the form waa gy, = |w){w|aa rr, With

W)aarrr, = Y _\/Bilp") anr @ |i)1, -
iel
Here the index i indicates which measurement outcome occured, p; denotes its probability and p’y 4, r= P (|l aarr
the corresponding post-measurement state.

Then, conditioned on the index i, we use the Quantum State Splitting protocol with maximally entangled states from
Lemma for each state p% 4 p and denote the corresponding quantum communication cost and entanglement cost
by ¢; and e; respectively. The total amount of quantum communication we need for this is given by max; ¢; plus
the amount needed to send the register I4 (which is of order loglog|A|). In addition, since the different branches of
the protocol use different amounts of entanglement, we need to provide a superposition of different (namely e; sized)
maximally entangled states. We do this by using embezzling Statesm

As the last step, we undo the initial coherent measurement . This completes the Quantum State Splitting protocol
with embezzling states for p4a/r. All that remains to do, is to bring the expression for the quantum communication
cost in the right form. In the following, we describe the proof in detail.

Let @ = [2-log|A'| — 1], I ={0,1,...,Q,(Q + 1)} and let {PY, };cr be a collection of projectors on H 4/ defined
as follows. PAQ/'H projects on the eigenvalues of p4/ in [2_21"%"4,',0], Pf;“), projects on the eigenvalues of pa/ in
[27@,27210814"]] and for i = 0,1,...,(Q — 1), P}, projects on the eigenvalues of ps in [27%, 27 (+1],

Furthermore let p; = tr [PA,pA/], Paarr = lp)p'laar with |p")aar = p;1/2 - PY|p)aar and define the state
paar = |p){(plaa r with

Q
D) aar =" /pilp) anr
i=0
_NQ
where T =3"%  p;.
We have

PAA'R R ar|-1/2 PAA'R (25)

as can be seen as follows. We have

P(paarr,paar) =1 —F*(pang, panr) =1 —{plp)anr> =

6 The error term |A’|_1/2 can be made arbitrarily small by enlarging the Hilbert space H 4/. Of course this increases the error term
d - log |A’|, but this can again be compensated with decreasing 6. Enlarging the Hilbert space H 4/ also increases the quantum commu-
nication cost , but only slightly.

7 Note that it is not possible to get such a superposition starting from any amount of maximally entangled states only using local
operations. This problem is known as entanglement spread and is discussed in [10].
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FIG. 2. A schematic description of our protocol for Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states in the language of the
quantum circuit model [45], [46]. See the text for definitions and a precise description.

But because at most |A’| eigenvalues of p4/ can lie in 272192141 ], each one smaller or equal to 27210214l we obtain
PQ+1 < |A/‘ . 27210g|A'| = |A’|71 and hence P(ﬁAA'R,PAA'R) < ‘A/|71/2.

We proceed by defining the operations that we need for the Quantum State Splitting protocol with embezzling states
for paarr (cf. Figure . Define the isometry

WA’—)A’IA == ZPA/ 02y |i>IA ) (26)
el

where the vectors |i) 4 are mutually orthogonal and 14 is at Alice’s side. We want to use the e-error Quantum State
Splitting protocol with maximally entangled states from Lemma [II1.5 for each p’ 4, 5. For each ¢ = 0,1,...,Q this
protocol has a quantum communication cost of

1 1
qi = ’VQ(Ho(A/)pl — Hmin(A/|R)pi) + 2. IOg 5-‘

and an entanglement cost of
1 , , 1
€, = i(HO(A )pi + Humin(A |R)p7:)—2-logg ) (27)

For A; on Alice’s side, B; on Bob’s side and A}, B} 2¢-dimensional subspaces of A;, B; respectively, the Quantum

State Splitting protocol from Lemma [[TI.5 has the following form: apply the isometry Vlfl A A{—AB; on Alice’s side,
send Bj from Alice to Bob (for a quantum communication cost of ¢;) and then apply the isometry Uy, 5, , 5 on Bob’s

12
side.

As a next ingredient to the protocol, we define the isometries that supply the maximally entangled states of size e;. For
i=0,1,...,Q, let X’ ; and X* ; be the isometries at Alice’s and Bob’s side respectively, that em-
emb_>AembA1 Bexnb_)Belanl

bezzle, with accuracy J-e;, a maximally entangled state of dimension e; out of the embezzling state and put it in A} Bi.
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We are now ready to put the isometries together and give the protocol for Quantum State Splitting with embezzling
states for paa g (cf. Figure . Alice applies the isometry Was_, 41, followed by the isometry

Q .
X Aorior g = A Ta = D X0 amay @ 101
i=1
and the isometry
Q .
Vaaaira—apaia = Z V,ZA/AgaAB; ® [i) (il 1s -
i=0

Afterwards she sends 14 and Bs, that is
1 1
g = max {2<H0<A’>pi — Huin(A'|R)0) +2 - log ] +log [2- log | A'[]
1

qubits to Bob (where we rename I4 to Ig). Then Bob applies the isometry

Q
X Bemb1,— BownBilp = ZX%WWBMB; ® [i) (il 1
i=1
followed by the isometry
Q .
UB,BaIp—BIp = 2[]1 iBiop @ 1)l - (28)
P

Next we analyze how the resulting state looks like. By the definition of embezzling states (cf. Definition |I1I.6[ and
Remark [IT1.8]), the monotonicity of the purified distance (Lemma and the triangle inequality for the purified
distance, we obtain a state caprr, = |0){(0|aBrr; With

Q
o) apris =YY Bili ) apr ® i)
i=0

where [5')(5'|aBR = Papr Retse; Papr a0d papr = (ZaB @ Tar)p'yap for i = 0,1,...,Q. The state caprry, is
close to the state wapriy = |w)(w|aBrr, With

Q
whapri, =Y /Bilp ) aBr ® [i)1y
i=0

as can be seen as follows. Because we can assume without lost of generality that all (5°|p?) are real and nonnegativeﬂ
we obtain

2

A
T > pilp'lp’)anr

=0

P(0ABRIy wABRI;) = /1 — F2(0ABRI,, WABRIL) = \/1 — [(olw)aBris)? = 4|1 -

Q 2
1 » )
L- (T ) ZpiF (p;}BRvpfélBR)>
i=0

2

1 & —
= \ 1- <T : ;pi\/l - P2 (ﬁZABR»PleBR)>
2 2

Q Q
- <T;pm> <\1- (;.;Wl = (H(s.mgxei)z)

=e+ 0 -maxe; <e+6-log|A'|,

—

IN

8 This can be done be multiplying the isometries U*

i i in (28]) with appropriately chosen phase factors.
BiBi—B
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where the last inequality follows from (27). To decode the state oaprs, to a state that is (¢ + 4 - log |A’[)-close to
pABR, we define the isometry Wp_, g1, analogously to Wa/_ 4/7, in . Because all isometries are injective, we can
define an inverse of W on the image of W (which we denote by Im(W)). The inverse is again an isometry and we
denote it by Wl;ll(W)HB.
The last step of the protocol is then to apply the CPTP map to the state caprr,, that first does a measurernent
on Blp to decide whether oy, € Im(W) or not and then, if oy, € Im(W), applies the isometry Wy (W)_>B and

otherwise maps the state to |0)(0| .

By the monotonicity of the purified distance (Lemma [A.2)) we finally get a state that is (e + ¢ - log|A’|)-close to papr.
Hence we showed the existence of an (e + § - log |A’|)-error Quantum State Splitting protocol with embezzling states
for paa g with a quantum communication cost of

1
g = max [2 (HO(AI)pi — Hmin(A/lR)pi) +2-log -‘ +log [2-log |A']] , (29)
where ¢ € {0,1,...,Q}. But by the monotonicity of the purified distance (Lemma [A.2]), (25) and the triangle inequal-
ity for the purlfed distance, this implies the existence of an (¢ + ¢ - log |A’ |+ |A|- —error Quantum State Splitting

protocol with embezzling states for ps4-g with a quantum communication cost as in 1

We now proceed with simplifying the expression for the quantum communication cost . We have Ho(A'),: <
Hpin(A") i +1fori=0,1,...,Q as can be seen as follows. We have

2_(i+1) < )\min(p%’) < 2_i )

< —— <!
~ rank (pfg,) = 1Palloo

where Apin(p%,) denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of p’y,. Thus rank (pféy) <2l =21.2 < I 2 and this

is equivalent to the claim.

Hence we get an (¢ + d - log|A’| + | A’|~/?)-error Quantum State Splitting protocol with embezzling states for paa g
with a quantum communication cost of

1 1
q = max {2 (Hmin(A")pi — Huin(A'|R) i +1) +2 - log E—‘ +log[2-log|A]] .

Using a lower bound for the max-information in terms of min-entropies (Lemma [B.10) and the behavior of the
max-information under projective measurements (Lemma [B.16)) we can simplify this to

1 1 1
05 [ G oA R4 2108 T 4 5| o 2+ Tog A1

1 11
< {leax(A’ 1 R),+2-log - + 2} +log [2-log |A']] .

It is then easily seen that

1
q < =Inax(A": R), +2~logg +4+loglog|A’| .

|~

As the last step, we transform the max-information term in the formula for the quantum communication cost into a
smooth max-information. Namely, we can reduce the quantum communication cost if we do not apply the protocol as
described above to the state paasg, but pretend that we have another (possibly subnormalized) state paag that is
g’-close to paar and then apply the protocol for paa-g. By the monotonicity of the purified distance (Lemma ,
the additional error term that we get from this is upper bounded by ¢ and by the triangle inequality for the purified
distance this results in an accuracy of € + &’ + & - log|A’| + |A’|~'/2. But if we minimize ¢ over all p44/r that are
e’-close to paargr, we can reduce the quantum communication cost to

q= 2Ifmx(A R)p+2olog§+4+loglog|A'| . (30)
This shows the existence of an (¢ +&’ +d-log |A’| + |A’|~/?)-error Quantum State Splitting protocol with embezzling
states for paa g for a quantum communication cost as in . O
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The following theorem shows that the quantum communication cost in Theorem [[II.10]is optimal up to small additive
terms.

Theorem III.11. Let € > 0 and paar = |p){plaa'r € S<(Haar). Then the quantum communication cost for any
e-error Quantum State Splitting protocol’| for psa/r is lower bounded by

qZEIE (A":R), . (31)

2 max

Proof. We have a look at the correlations between Bob and the reference by analyzing the max-information that
the reference has about Bob. At the beginning of any protocol, there is no register at Bob’s side and therefore
the max-information that the reference has about Bob is zero. Since back communication is not allowed, we can
assume that the protocol for Quantum State Splitting has the following form: applying local operations at Alice’s
side, sending qubits from Alice to Bob and then applying local operations at Bob’s side. Local operations at Alice’s
side have no influence on the max-information that the reference has about Bob. By sending g qubits from Alice
to Bob, the max-information that the reference has about Bob can increase, but at most by 2¢ (Lemma . By
applying local operations at Bob’s side the max-information that the reference has about Bob can only decrease
(Lemma . So the max-information that the reference has about Bob is upper bounded by 2q. Therefore, any
state wpgr at the end of a Quantum State Splitting protocol must satisty Imax(B : R), < 2¢. But we also need
wBr ~: par = (Za'—B ®ZR)(parr) by the definition of e-error Quantum State Splitting (Definition [[IL.9)). Using the
definition of the smooth max-information, we get
0> 115 (A:R),.

—2 max

IV. THE QUANTUM REVERSE SHANNON THEOREM

This section contains the main result, a proof of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem. The intuition is as
follows. Let £4_,5 be a quantum channel with

5A—>B : Sz(HA) — SZ(HB)
par—Easppa),

where we want to think of subsystem A being at Alice’s side and subsystem B being at Bob’s side. The Quantum
Reverse Shannon Theorem states that if Alice and Bob share embezzling states, they can asymptotically simulate
Ea_,p only using local operations at Alice’s side, local operations at Bob’s side, and a classical communication rate
(from Alice to Bob) of

Cp = mgxI(B  R)(eo1)(®)
where ® 4p is a purification of p4 and we note that I(B : R) gz @) = H(R), + H(B)e(p) — H(BR)¢o1)(9)-

Using Stinespring’s dilation [36], we can think of £4_, 5 as

Eassplpa) =trc [(Uaspe)paUaspe)'] | (32)

where C' is an additional register with |C| < |A||B| and Us—pc some isometry. The idea of our proof is to first
simulate the quantum channel locally at Alice’s side, resulting in ppc = (Ua—pc)pa(Ua_spc)', and then use Quan-
tum State Splitting with embezzling states (Theorem to do an optimal state transfer of the B-part to Bob’s
side, such that he holds pgp = €4-,5(pa) in the end. Note that we can replace the quantum communication in the
Quantum State Splitting protocol by twice as much classical communication, since we have free entanglement and can
therefore use quantum teleportation [47]. Although the free entanglement is given in the form of embezzling states,
maximally entangled states can be created without any (additional) communication (Definition [IIL.6]).

More formally, we make the following definitions:

9 We suppress the mentioning of any entanglement resource, since the statement holds independently of it.
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Definition IV.1. Consider a bipartite system with parties Alice and Bob. Let € > 0 and £ : L(Ha) — L(Hp) be a
CPTP map, where Alice controls H 4 and Bob Hg. A CPTP map P is a one-shot reverse Shannon simulation for &£
with error ¢ if it consists of applying local operations at Alice’s side, local operations at Bob’s side, sending ¢ classical
bits from Alice to Bob, using a J-ebit embezzling state for some § > 0, and

P —Elo<e, (33)

where ||.||¢ denotes the diamond norm (Definition|D.1)). ¢ is called classical communication cost of the one-shot reverse
Shannon simulation.

Definition IV.2. Let £ : L(H ) — L(Hp) be a CPTP map. An asymptotic reverse Shannon simulation for £ is a
sequence of one-shot reverse Shannon protocols P" for £%” with error ¢, such that lim,_, £, = 0. The classical
communication cost ¢, of this simulation is limsup,, ., = =c.

A precise statement of the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem is now as follows.

Theorem IV.3. Let E4,5 : L(Ha) — L(Hp) be a CPTP map. Then the minimal classical communication cost
Cqrst of asymptotic reverse Shannon simulations for £4_, 5 is equal to the entanglement assisted classical capacity
Cg of E4_,p. That is

CQRST = mqf)ix I(B : R)(g@j)(cp) 5 (34)

where ®4p = |®)(®|ar € S=(Har) is a purification of the input state ps € S—(H.a)[

Proof. First note that by the entanglement assisted classical capacity theorem Cqrst > Cg [Q]E Hence it remains
to show that CQRST S CE

We start by making some general statements about the structure of the proof, and then dive into the technical
arguments.

Because the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem makes an asymptotic statement, we have to make our considerations
for a general n € N. Thus the goal is to show the existence of a one-shot reverse Shannon simulation P%_, 5 for E™ 5
that is arbitrarily close to Sfi g for n — oo, has a classical communication rate of C'r and works for any input. We
do this by using Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states (Theorem , quantum teleportation [47] and
the Post-Selection Technique (Proposition .

Any hypothetical map P%_, 5 (that we may want to use for the simulation of SE’Z p)s can be made to act symmet-
rically on the n-partite input system ’H%” by inserting a symmetrization step. This works as follows. First Alice
and Bob generate some shared randomness by generating maximally entangled states from the embezzling states
and measuring their part in the same computational basis (for n large, O(nlogn) maximally entangled states are
needed). Then, before the original map P}_, 5 starts, Alice applies a random permutation 7 on the input system
chosen according to the shared randomness. Afterwards they run the map P}%_, 5 and then, in the end, Bob undoes
the permutation by applying 7~! on the output system. From this we obtain a permutation invariant version of
Ph_, - Since the maximally entangled states can only be created with finite precision, the shared randomness, and
therefore the permutation invariance, is not perfect. However, as we will argue at the end, this imperfection can be
made arbitrarily small and can therefore be neglected.

Note that the simulation will need embezzling states a4, , 5., and maximally entangled states |¢m)(Pm|ApiBon
(for the quantum teleportation step and to assure the permutation invariance). But since the input on these registers
is fixed, we are allowed to think of the simulation as a map P’_, 5, see Figure

Let 8 > 0. Our aim is to show the existence of a map P’ _, 5, that consists of applying local operations at Alice’s
side, local operation at Bob’s side, sending classical bits from Alice to Bob at a rate of C'g, and such that

IER% 5 — Phssllo <8 (35)

10 Since all purifications give the same amount of entropy, we do not need to specify which one we use.
11 Assume that Cqrst < Cg — 0 for some § > 0 and start with a perfect identity channel Z4_,p. Then we could use Cqrst < Cg — 6
together with the entanglement assisted classical capacity theorem to asymptotically simulate the perfect identity channel at a rate

CE
Cp—3

> 1; a contradiction to Holevo’s theorem [3], 46].
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HAcmbBemb embezzling map HAcmbBemb
X — ‘¢m> <¢7n‘AebitBebi|
(a)
P Pis(Ph)
HAcrb Bemb pn HAemb Bemb
|Hm) <§bm|Aebn Bevie ™ |
(b)
P Pip Pis(P%)

(c)

FIG. 3. (a) X is the map that embezzles m maximally entangled states |¢m)(Pm| Aoy Benie OUL Of A By, - These maximally
entangled states are then used in the protocol. (b) The whole map that should simulate £§™ , takes p% ® pa., ., Boy ®
|G ) (D] Acpis Bonye With ok € S=(HS™) as an input. But since this input is constant on all registers except for A, we can think
of the map as in (c), namely as a CPTP map P}_, g which takes only the input p;.

Because we assume that the map P} _, 5 is permutation invariant, we are allowed to use the Post-Selection Technique

(Proposition [D.4)). Thus relaxes to
— 2_
(€305 = Piss) © Tre) (Chpm) ||, < B(n+ 1)~ A=Y (36)

where (% pp is a purification of (%p = [wWSpd(waRr), war = |w){w|ar € S=(Har) and d(.) is the measure on the
normalized pure states on H g induced by the Haar measure on the unitary group acting on H g, normalized to

[d()=1.

To show , we consider a local simulation of the channel £ 5 at Alice’s side (using Stinespring’s dilation as
in (32)) followed by Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states. Applied to the de Finetti type input state
(A rp/» We obtain the state

Chorr = Ui pe @ Lrr)Cipr (Ut pe © Lrr)t .

As described above, this map can be made permutation invariant (cf. Figure [4)).

Now we use this map as (P}_, 5 ® Zrp') in E We obtain from the achievability of Quantum State Splitting with
embezzling states (Theorem [I[T1.10]) that
P (3" 5 ® Irr)((hrr), (Phosp © Trr)(Chrr)) < €+€ +0n-log|B|+ B~/
for a quantum communication cost of
1__ 1
an < §Ifnax(B : RR')(gengr)(cn) +2 - log ot 4 +logn + loglog |B| . (37)
Because the trace distance is upper bounded by two times the purified distance (Lemma|A.1)), this implies

|| (EX" 5 —Pi ) © Lrr ) (Chrr)

|, <2(c+¢& +6n-log|B| + |B|7"/?) .

By choosing e = ¢’ and § = we obtain

&
n-log | B|

I(ESS 5 = Phsp) © Zre ) (Chrr)lln < 6" +2- B2

12 So far this map needs quantum communication, but we are going to replace this by classical communication shortly.



16

' Chrr (Borm | EX" 5 O Trr (Chppy)
Reference ! ' )
An—— mE : e
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FIG. 4. A schematic description of the protocol that is used to prove the Quantum Reverse Shannon Theorem. The channel
simulation is done for the de Finetti type input state (’; s z-. Because our simulation is permutation invariant, the Post-Selection
Technique (Proposition shows that this is also sufficient for all input states. The whole simulation is called P™ in the text.
(i) and (ii) denote the subroutine of Quantum State Splitting with embezzling states and quantum teleportation; with local
operations on Alice’s and Bob’s side and a classical communication rate of ¢,.

Furthermore we choose &’ = ¢3(n + 1)_(“4‘2_1) - %|B|_"/2 (for large enough n) and hence

— 2_
(5% 5 = Piop) © T ) (Chrrr) || < Bln+ 1)~ 14D
This is and by the Post-Selection Technique (Proposition [D.4)) this implies .

But the map (P}_, 5 ® Zrrs) uses quantum communication and we are only allowed to use classical communication.
It thus remains to replace the quantum communication by classical communication and to show that the classical
communication rate of the resulting map is upper bounded by Cg.

Set x = 2 - log % + 4 + logn + loglog | B|. It follows from and below that the quantum communication cost of
(P%_ 5 ®ZIgr) is quantified by

1
tn < 5lnax(B s RR)gonamycn) + X -

We can use quantum teleportation [47] (using the maximally entangled states |@m,)(Pm|AuBony) t0 transform this
into a classical communication cost of

cn < I;/ax(B : RR/)(5®n®I)(<n) + 2X .

By the upper bound in Proposition and the fact that we can assume |R'| < (n + 1)l4°=1 (Proposition [D.4)), we
get

’ ’ 2
en < Ik (B 1 R)(gongrycny + 2 - log |R'| 4+ 2x < If . (B : R)(gengr)(cn) +2 - log [(n + 1)l 71} +2x .
By a corollary of Carathéodory’s theorem (Corollary [D.6), we can write
CAr = Zpi(¢f4R)®n )
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where @, = |®) (P |ap € S_(Har), i € {1,2,...,(n + 1)24I8=2} and p; a probability distribution. Using a
quasi-convexity property of the smooth max-information (Proposition [B.18)) we then obtain

cn < [rer:ax(B : R)(£®7L®I)(Zipi(q>i)®n) +2- 10g [(n + l)lA‘271] + 2y

< mgx[riax(B : R)((ea1)(@)en T log [(n + I)Q‘AHR‘*Q} +2-log {(n + 1)“4‘2*1} +2x,

where the last maximum ranges over all ®gr = |P)(P|ar € S=(Har)-

From the Asymptotic Equipartition Property for the smooth max-information (Lemma [B.21)) we obtain

6’

2
¢ < n-maxI(B: R)eazye) + V&) =2+ log - +log [(n + 1)2|A”R‘—2} +2-log {(n + 1)"“‘2—1} 42y,

where £(¢') = 813 — 4 -Toge’- (2+ 5 -log |A|). Since &’ = ¢ B(n+ 1)’(“4'2’1) = %|B\*"/2, the classical communication
rate is then upper bounded by

¢ = lim sup lim sup & <maxI(B: R)¢sar)@) -
B—0 n—oo N P

Thus it only remains to justify why it is sufficient that the maximally entangled states, which we used for the
quantum teleportation step and to make the protocol permutation invariant, only have finite precision. For this, it
is useful to think of the CPTP map P}_, 5 that we constructed above, as in Figure (3| (b). Let ¢” > 0 and assume
that the entanglement is ¢”-close to the perfect input state f1a.,, Bowy ® [Om){(@m| A By, - The purified distance is
monotone (Lemma and hence the corresponding imperfect output state is &”-close to the state obtained under
the assumption of perfect permutation invariance. Since &’ can be made arbitrarily small (Definition [[IL6), the
CPTP map based on the imperfect entanglement does the job.

O
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Appendix A: Properties of the Purified Distance

The following gives lower and upper bounds to the puried distance in terms of the trace distance.

Lemma A.1. [39, Lemma 6] Let p, 0 € S<(H). Then

3 lo =0l < Plp.0) < v/To— ol + Tulp] — o] (A1)

The purified distance is monotone under CPTP maps.

Lemma A.2. [39] Lemma 7] Let p, 0 € S<(H) and £ be a CPTP map on . Then

P (&(p),€(0)) < P(p,0) . (A2)
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The purified distance is convex in its arguments in the following sense.

Lemma A.3. Let p;, 0; € S<(H) with p; =, 0; for i € I and p; a probability distribution. Then

> pipi e > pioi . (A3)

i€l icl

Proof. Let p = .. pipi and 0 = . ;p;o; and define p = p @ (1 —tr[p]), 6 = p @ (1 —tr[o]) as well as
pi=pi® (1 —trlp]) and 6; =0, & (1 —tr[oy]) for all ¢ € I.

By assumption we have F (p;,5;) > v1 — &2 for all ¢ € T and using the joint concavity of the fidelity [46] we obtain

P(p,0) =1 - F?(p,6) = |1~ F? (mei,zpz—&i% 1—<ZpiF<m,a-i)> <e.

il el il
O
Appendix B: Basic Properties of Smooth Entropy Measures
1. Additional Definitions
Our technical claims use some auxiliary entropic quantities. For p4 € S<(H4) we define
Hiax(4), = 2 log r [ p}{] (B1)
Hy(A), =logrank(pa) (B2)
Hp(A), = —sup{A€R:pa>2"-p%} (B3)
where Hpax(A), is called maz-entropy. For € > 0, the smooth maxz-entropy of pa € S<(Ha) is defined as
Mol )y = 0ol Ho(A)y (B4
The conditional min-entropy of pap € S<(Hap) relative to op € S=(Hp) is given by
Hunin(A|B) |0 = —Dmax(pasl|lla® op) . (B5)
The quantum conditional collision entropy of A given B for pap € S<(Hap) is defined as
Hc(A|B), = — inf  logtr [((11,4 ® 051/4)/),43(]1,4 ® 031/4))1 , (B6)
op€ES=(HB)
where the inverses are generalized inverses[”|
As in [I8] we define the min-relative entropy of p € S<(H) with respect to o € P(H) as
Diin(pllo) = —logtr [p%] . (B7)

13 For p € P(H), p~ ! is a generalized inverse of p if pp~1 = p~1p = p° = (p~1)°.
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2. Alternative Formulas

The max-relative entropy can be written in the following alternative form.
Lemma B.1. [I2, Lemma B.5.3] Let p € S<(#H) and o € P(H) such that supp(p) C supp(c). Then
Dinax(pllo) = log|lo™"2po ™"/ o (B8)
where the inverses are generalized inverses.
Using this we can give an alternative expression for the max-information.
Lemma B.2. Let pap € S<(Hap). Then

Inax(A: B), = Ho(A), — Hmin(A|B) (B9)

PB|A

PAB
rank(pa)

where ppja = (pa ® 15)~Y/? (pa ® 13)~1/? and the inverses are generalized inverses.

Proof. Without loss of generality we can restrict the minimum in the definition of the max-mutual information to
op € S—(Hp) with supp(pap) C supp(pa) @ supp(op). To see this note that Dyax(par|lpa ® pp) is finite but
Dinax(pasllpa ® op) = oo for any o5 € S—(Hp) with supp(par) € supp(pa) @ supp(os).

Therefore we can use Lemma [B.1]

Inax(A: B), = I{gnlog H(PA ®op) 2 pap(pa @ UB)‘l/QHOO

— minl A —1/2 1a)-1/2 PAB 1a)-1/2 —1/2
min log (rank(pA) ®op)” “(pa®1p) 7rank(pA)(pA ®1p) (7rank(pA) ®op) _
We have pgja = (pa ® ]13)_1/2ra1’1’1:‘(ﬁA) (pa @ 15)"Y/2 € S_(Hap) because
(pa' @ 1g)pan pa'pa
t =1t - - | =t — < | = 1 .
tlpmia] =t [ rank(p,) " [ rank(p.)
Hence we can write
. A
Inax(A - B)p = I{}Jlganax(PB\A”m ®op) = HO(A)p - Hmin(A\B)pB\A .
O
3. Upper and Lower Bounds
The conditional min-entropy is upper bounded by the quantum conditional collision entropy.
Lemma B.3. Let psap € S<(Hap). Then
Hmin(A|B)p < HC(A‘B)p : (B10)

Proof. Let op € S=(Hp) be such that Huin(A|B), = —Dmax(papllpa ® o). We know that supp(pap) C 14 ®
supp(op) (argumentation analogue as in the proof of Lemma [B.2)) and hence we can use the alternative expression
for the max-relative entropy (Lemma [B.I))

Hyin(A|B), = —log  max  tr [WAB (11A ® a;/z) pAB (]lA ® a];l/z)} .
wABES=(HaB)
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But for pap = € S_(Hap) we have

_PAB _
tr[pas]
Hc(A|B), = —log  min  tr [pAB (]1,4 ® "1_91/2) an (11,4 “ 5;1/2)}
kBES=(HB)
> —logtr [PAB (]1A ®U};1/2) A <1A ®0151/2”
= —logtr[pag] — logtr {pAB (]lA ® 051/2) 0AB (]lA 2 051/2)}
-1/2

> —log max tr [wAB (]lA ®U,§1/2) PAB (JlA ®og )] = Hin(A|B), .
wABES=(HaB)

O
The max-relative entropy is lower bounded by the quantum relative entropy.
Lemma B.4. [I8 Lemma 10] Let p, 0 € S<(H). Then
Dnax(pllo) = D(p|or) (B11)
The min-relative entropy is nonnegative for normalized states.
Lemma B.5. [I8, Lemma 6]. Let p, 0 € S—(H). Then Dyin(p|lo) > 0.
From this we find the following dimension lower bounds for the conditional min-entropy.
Lemma B.6. Let pap € S<(Hap). Then
—log|A] < Huin(A|B),)p (B12)
—log|A| < Huin(A|B), +logtr[pan] - (B13)

Proof. Let papr € S<(Hapr) be a purification of pap and define papr = L2258~ € S_(Hapr). By a duality

tr[paBr]
property of min- and max-entropy [15], Proposition 3.10] we have

Hmm(AlB)[)\[) = min Dmin(pAARH]lA ® UR) .

URGSZ(HR)

Using the nonnegativity of the min-relative entropy for normalized states (Lemma [B.5)) we obtain

. 14 .
0< Dmin D = ® =1 A+ Dmin O ]]- ® =1 A"‘HminAB“
< i Do (parl S @ on) =log[Al+ | g, Duia (anlLa o) =g A] + o (A5
= log |A| + Hmin(A‘B)Mp .
Inequality (B13) is proved in [39, Lemma 20]. O

The following dimension upper bound holds for the max-information.

Lemma B.7. Let psp € S<(Hap). Then
Imax(A : B), <2-logmin {|A]|,|B|} . (B14)

Proof. Tt follows from the dimension lower bound for the conditional min-entropy (Lemma that

1p
Imax(A : B)p S Dmax (PABHPA ® -B|> - log ‘Bl - Hmin(B|A)p\p S 2- IOg |B| .
Using the alternative expression for the max-information (Lemma [B.2)) and again Lemma we get

Imax(A : B), = Ho(A), — Hum(A|B),, , <2-log|A| .

PB|A
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Remark B.8. In general there is no dimension upper bound for Dyax(pap|lpa ® p) as can be seen by the following
example. Let pap = |p)(plap € S=(Hap) with Schmidt-decomposition |[p)ap = >, Aili)a ® |i) . Then

Dmax(pABHpA X PB) = log (Z )\i1> ) (B15)

where the sum ranges over all ¢ with A\; > 0.
The following is a bound on the increase of the max-information when an additional subsystem is added.
Lemma B.9. Let ¢ > 0 and papc € S=(Hapc). Then
If.«(A:BC), <If, (A:B),+2-log|C| . (B16)

P — “max

Proof. Let pap € B*(pap) and 6p € S—(Hp) such that I7, (A : B), = Dmax (paBl|lpa ® ) = logpu. That is, p
is minimal such that p-p4 ® 6p > pap and this implies - ps R op ® % > ﬁ - paB ® 1. Furthermore define
papc € Bf(papc) such that tre [papc] = pap (by Uhlmann’s theorem such a state exists [42], [43]).

By the dimension lower bound for the min-entropy (Lemma , we have Hpin(C|AB) 5lp = —log |C|. Therefore
|C|- pap ® 1c > papc and hence p- ps ® 65 @ ‘%ﬂ > ﬁ - pABC-

Now let Diax (ﬁABCHﬁA ®op® %‘I) = log A. That is, A is minimal such that A - p4 ® 6p ® % > papc. Thus it
follows that A < i - |C|? and from this we get

- . . 1 . - .
Irilax<A : BC)p < Dmax <PABC||PA ®op & |C?> < Dmax (PABHPA ® GB) + 210g |C| = be;’xax(A : B)p +2- log ICl .

O
The max-information can be lower bounded in terms of the min-entropy.
Lemma B.10. Let pap € S<(Hag). Then
Imax(A: B)p 2 Huin(A)p — Huin(A|B),, - (B17)

Proof. Let 65 € S=(H ) such that Iax(A : B)y) = Dmax(pagllpa ® 65) = log A. That is, A is minimal such that
X-pa®6p > pap. Furthermore let 1 be minimal such that g - ||pall,, - 1a ® 65 > paB.

Since ||palloo-1a > pa, we have that A > p. Now set Hyin (4|B)
pag. Thus v = p - ||pall and we conclude

Inax(A B)p =log A > logu = —log | palloc +logr = Hmin(A)p - Hmin(A|B)p\& > Hmin(A)p - Hmin(A|B)p .

ol = —logv, i.e. v is minimal such that v-14®d6p >

O
The max-information can be upper bounded in terms of a difference between two entropic quantities.
Lemma B.11. Let pap € S<(Hap). Then
Imax(A : B), < Hr(A), — Hnin(A|B), . (B18)

Proof. Let 65 € S—(Hp) such that Huin(A|B), = Humin(A|B)ys = —logpu. That is, p is minimal such that
p-1lya®6p > pap. Since multiplication by p% ® 15 does not affect pap (note that the support of pap is contained
in the support of p4 ® pg), we also have p- pY ® 65 > pap.

Furthermore pa > Amin(pa) - p% where Apmin(p) denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of p. Therefore ﬁ pAR

o5 > pap. Now let Dyax(paplpa®6p) =log A, i.e. A is minimal such that A\-pa ®65 > pap. Hence A < ,u-)\;liln(pA)

and thus
Imax(A : B)p S Dmax(pAB|pA ® 6—B) S HR(A)p - Hmin(A|B)p .
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This can be generalized to a version for the smooth max-information.

Lemma B.12. Let ¢ > 0 and pap € S—(Hap). Then

2
A:B), < HE/3(A), — HS/B(AIB), — 2 log = . (B19)

max ( max min 24

Proof. By the entropy measure upper bound for the max-information (Lemma [B.11]) we obtain

[(A:B)y < min  [Hr(A)y— Hun(AB);]
T pABEB(paB)
S min {min [HR(A)HAwHA _Hmin(A|B)HAwHA]} s
wap€B?/18(pap) | la

where the minimum ranges over all 0 < IT4 < 14 such that ITqywaplla ~./; wap. Now we choose 65 € S—(H ) such
that Huyin(A|B)w|s = Hmin(A|B), and use Lemma to obtain

max(A B) min {mll’l [HR(A)HAWHA - Hmin(A|B)HAwHA§]}

" wapeB/18(pap) | Ta

< min {min [Hr(A)n ywria] — Hmm(AIB)w|a}

wap€B?/18(pyp) | 1la

— min {min[HRm)nAwnA}—Hmm(AlB)w}7

wap€B/48(pap) | Ha
where the minimum ranges over all 0 < II4 < 14 such that [Tawaplla ~./2 wap. As a next step we choose
WAB = WAR € B* /48(pAB) such that HS /48(A|B)p = Hunin(A|B)g. Hence we get

min

LA B), < min[Hr(A)n,an,] — H HE/S(AlB),

where the minimum ranges over all 0 < II4 < 14 such that I 404114 NE/Q @ap. Using Lemma@ we can choose

0 < Iy < 14 with ITa0aplla =./2 @ap such that Hr(A)m,emn, < HIEM/XM(A)W —2-log$ ﬂ. From this we finally
obtain
g2

2
LA B), < Hy[2(A)s — H [ (AB), = 2-log = < HE[B(A4), — Hyy (4B, — 2 log — .
O
4. Monotonicity
The max-relative entropy is monotone under CPTP maps.
Lemma B.13. [I8 Lemma 7] Let p,o € P(H) and € be a CPTP map on H. Then
Dinax(pllo) = Dumax(E(p)[|E(0)) - (B20)
It follows that the max-information is monotone under local CPTP maps.
Lemma B.14. Let pap € S<(Hagp) and T be a CPTP map on Hp of the form € = €4 ® €. Then
Inax (A : B)p > Imax (A : B)g(y) - (B21)

Proof. Let 65 € S—(Hp). Using the monotonicity of the max-information under local CPTP maps (Lemma we
obtain
Dinax(E(pan)l|€a(pa) ® E(0B))

>
z i Dmax E E ®
o wBergir(lHB) (E(pap)||€alpa) ® wp)

= ImaX(A . B)g(p) .

Imax(A : B)p = Dmax(pAB”pA & &B)
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5. Miscellaneous Properties

The max-information of classical-quantum states can be estimated as follows.

Lemma B.15. Let papr € S<(Hapr) with papr = > ,c;pipp @ i) (i1, plap € S<(Hap) and p; > 0 for i € I as
well as the |¢) mutually orthogonal (i.e. the state is classical on I). Then

Imax(AI - B), > maIXImax(A 1 B),i . (B22)
1€

Proof. Let 65 € S=(Hp) such that Inax (Al : B), = Dmax(papr1llpar ® ) =log A. That is, A is minimal such that
NS pioh @55 @ il = S pipas @ i)l -
Since the i) are mutually orthogonal and p; > 0 for ¢ € I, this is equivalent to Vi € I : X - pf4 ®op > pQB.
Set Diax(plygllpY ® 55) = log Ay, i.e. \; is minimal such that \; - p4 ® 65 > pY 5. Hence A > max;es A; and therefore
Imax(AI : B), = log A > max N\ = max Dax (pipllply @ 65) > I?eaIXImaX(A :B),i .
O

From this we obtain the following corollary about the behavior of the max-information under projective measurements.

Corollary B.16. Let pap € S<(Hap) and let P = {PA}Z,E[ be a collection of projectors that describe a projective
measurement on system A. For tr [Pipap]| # 0, let p; = tr [P4pap]| and piy 5 = ]%Pj"pABPj. Then

Inax(A: B), > max Inmay (A : B) i, (B23)

where the maximum ranges over all i for which p,  is defined.
Proof. Define a CPTP map & : S<(Hagp) — S<(Hapr) with £(.) = 3, [P4(.)P}] ®1i) (|1, where the |i) are mutually

orthogonal. Then the monotonicity of the max-information under local CPTP maps (Lemma [B.14]) combined with
the preceding lemma about the max-information of classical-quantum states (Lemma |B.15)) show that

Imax(A: B)y > Imax(A : B)g(py) > max Iinayx(A: B),i .

The max-relative entropy is quasi-convex in the following sense.

Lemma B.17. [I8, Lemma 9] Let p = >, pipi € S<(H) and 0 = >, pios € S<(H) with p;,0; € S<(H) fori € I.
Then

DmaX(l)HU) < r?ealx Dinax(pillos) - (B24)

From this we find the following quasi-convexity type lemma for the smooth max-information.
Lemma B.18. Let ¢ > 0 and pap = Zielpipr‘B € S<(Hap) with ply 5 € S<(Hap) for i € I . Then

€ . < €
Imax(A B)P — I?ea“IXI

max

(A:B),i +log|I| . (B25)
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Proof. Let pYp € B(p4p) and 6% € S_(Hp) for i € I. Using the quasi-convexity of the max-relative entropy

(Lemma [B.17)) we obtain

max [5,0 (A : B) s +1og || = max Dyvax (54574 © &) + 108 |1] > Din (;piﬁfABII ;piﬁf; ® 65'9) +log ||

= logmin{/\ ER:Y pipap <A Y pipa @&g} +log |1
i€l i€l
Q)

>logmin{ p€R: > piphp <p- Y pipa @ > 5% ¢ +log|l]
el el jel

. » » 1
=logmin§ p €R: D pifhp Sp- D pida®D 7 Th ¢
1eIl el jel

where step (i) holds because Y, ; piply ® djer &l > > i1 Pify ® 0. Now set op = Zjel% -5l and pap =

Dier pipYy - By the convexity of the purified distance in its arguments (Lemma ) we obtain

maIXI;aX(A : B),i +log|I| > logmin{p € R: pap < p-pa @B}

1€
> min min  logmin{v e R: pap <v-pa®op} =1 ,.(A:B),.
T pap€EB(pap) oBES—(Hp) & { PAB = pa B} ( )p
O
6. Asymptotic Behavior
The following is the Asymptotic Equipartition Property (AEP) for smooth min- and max-entropy.
Lemma B.19. [38, Theorem 9] Let ¢ > 0, n > 2- (1 —&?) and pap € S—(Hag). Then
lH‘S. (A|B),en > H(A|B), — n(e) (B26)
min P = P \/ﬁ
1 n(e)
EHIilax(A)p‘@" S H(A)/J + \/ﬁ ’ (BZ?)
where 7(e) = 4\/T—2-loge - (2+ 5 - log |A]).
Remark B.20. [38, Theorem 1] Let pap € S—(Hap). Then
T R,
lim lim = HE,, (A]B) o = H(AIB), (B25)
U R
glg% nll)rrgo EHmax<A)p®n =H(A), . (B29)
The Asymptotic Equipartition Property for the smooth max-information is as follows.
Lemma B.21. Let ¢ >0,n >2-(1—¢2) and pap € S—(Hap). Then
1 Ee) 2 g2
-t (A:B)en <I(A:B == — —.log — B
n max( )p® — ( )P+ n n Og 24 9 ( 30)

where {(¢) = 8y/13 —4-Toge - (2 + 3 - log|Al).
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Proof. Using the entropy measure upper bound for the smooth max-information (Lemma [B.12)) together with the
Asymptotic Equipartition Property for the smooth min- and max-entropies (Lemma [B.19)) we obtain

1 1 =
(A B)pon < Hri;fS(A)p@n — —HL [ (AB)jon — = log
p i 24
< H(4), — HAIB), — 2 tog &+ 2. L1 —10g (2 i (24 £ log|A])
= , P %0 Jn Bl\ag) BT g8
Ee) 2 g2
<I(A:B),+>2— = log— .
SIA: B+ o = rloe gy
0
Corollary B.22. Let pap € S—(Hap). Then
1
lim lim —7° . (A: B),on =I1(A:B), . (B31)

e—»>0n—ocon

Proof. By the Asymptotic Equipartition Property for the max-information (Lemma [B.21)) we have

lim lim *Imax(

e—»>0n—oon e—>0n—o0

9 2
A:B)yen <I(A: B),+ lim lim (5(\/%)—71 ;4> )

where {(¢) = 813 — 4 -Toge - (2 + 5 - log |A|). Thus we obtain

lim lim —
e—>0n—oo N

A:B)en <I(A:B),.

l’l‘laX(

To show the converse we need a Fannes-type inequality for the von Neumann entropy. We use Theorem 1 of [48]: Let
p, 0 € S_(H) with p~. 0. Then |H(p) — H(o)| <elog(d — 1) + H((e,1 — €)), where d denotes the dimension of H.

Because the max-relative entropy is always lower bounded by the relative von Neumann entropy (Lemma|B.4) we get

(At B)yon = min min D (Phl7%5 ®0%) > min min __ D(plipll%h © o) -
75 €B° (05 1) o ES—(HE") 75 €B° (05 1) €S (HE™)

Noting that D(pag|lpa ® o05) = D(pasllpa ® p) + D(ppllop) and using the Fannes type inequality we then obtain

. . 1 -n -n -n
glg%) nhﬁn;o - I (A B)yen > 25% nlgrréoﬁpABgsl?p®,L D(phgllph ® ph)
M 3 1 n n n n
> lim lim = {D(p535[p5" ® p3") —3- H((e,1—¢)) — e - log[|A]"|B|" — 1] — & - log [|A|" — 1] — e - log [| B|" — 1]}

e—»>0n—oon

3
> D(panllpa @ ps)  lim, lim { (o1 = £)) - g JAIIB] + log 4] + log B} | = 1(4 3),

On—oo | n
O
7. Technical Lemmas
Lemma B.23. [49, Lemma A.7] Let p € S<(H) and II € P(H) such that II < 1. Then
P(p, TpIl) < tr[p] /2 - /tr[p]? — te[2p]2 . (B32)

Lemma B.24. Let pap € S<(Hag), 0p,wp € S—(Hp)and 0 < Il4p < 1ap with 1y@wp—Tl4p(la®op)lIap > 0.
Then

Hmin(A|B)HpH\w > Hmin(A‘B)ph . (B33)
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Proof. Set Huin(A|B),, = —log A, i.e. A is minimal such that A\- 14 ®op —pap > 0. Hence A-Tlap(1la®op)llap —
Mappapllap > 0. Using 1a Qwp —ap(la ®op)llap > 0 we obtain

A1y @wp —Happapllap =2 (laQ@wp —Hap(la®@op)ap) + A Map(la®op)llap —Mappapllap > 0.
The claim then follows by the definition of the min-entropy. O

Lemma B.25. Let ¢ > 0 and p4 € S<(H4). Then there exists 0 <II4 < 14 such that ps ~. II4pall4 and

2 52
HE/S(A), > Hr(A)mpm + 2 - log 5 (B34)

max

Proof. By [49, Lemma A.15] we have that for 6 > 0 and ps € S<(H4), there exists 0 < II4 < 14 such that
tr[(14 —12) pa] <36 and HY,,, (A), > Hr(A)pn — 2 - log .

max

Furthermore Lemma shows that tr [(]1,4 - Hi) pA] < 36 implies pa ~ /g5 Lapalla. Fore = v 69 this concludes
the proof. O

Appendix C: Proof of the Decoupling Theorem

Let A’ be of the same dimension as A. Denote by Fa 4+ the the swap operator of A ® A’. Let HX be the projector
on the symmetric subspace of A ® A, and 11, the projector on the anti-symmetric subspace of A ® A. We need the
following facts (see also [31]).

® Faarr = Faa ® Frp

o rank(IT) = |A[(|A| £ 1)/2

e F2=1

o I = J(Laa £ Fan)

o tr[Faar] = |A]

o tr[(Ya ® par)Faar] =tr[ada]

o tr[(Yar @ Yarr) - (Laar ® Free)] = tr V3]

Lemma C.1. Let A = A;A5. Then

1
Taa+——Faa

1
< — 1

/ (URU) (Laya, ® Fa,a)({U®U)dU
U(A)

where dU is the Haar measure over the unitaries on system A.

Proof. For any X that is Hermitian, it follows from Schur’s lemma that
/ (UT@UNX(U e U)dU = ayr (X)) +a_(X)IT, ,
U(A)
where a4 (X) - rank(IT%) = tr[XTI%]. Choosing X = G = La,a, @ Fa,a; we get

1
tr [ (Lagay ® Fa,ap)] = Str [(Taa & Faar)(Lagay © Fa, ;)]

1 1

i (La,ay @ Fa,ar] £ Str [Faar(Laya, ® Fa,a1)]
1
2

1
|Agf? - |Ar] £ < |Ag| - [Ag]? .
2
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Since rank(IT}) = 2A|(JA] £1) we get
[A2|*|Ar| £ [As|| A1 |Ao| £ | A4

O == Aarzy .~ A =1
From
0 (G)+a (G) _1 <A2|+|A1| e |A1> Al - A 1 AP AP _ 1
2 2\ AT A AP=1 A4l AP-1 4
and

a4 (G) —a(G) _ 1 <A2|+|A1| A - |A1> _ A=A 1 JAP - AP T
2 AP -1 [Aof AP =1 7 [Ay

2 |A] +1 |A| -1 ' |4s]
follows that

a+(G) —;a,(G) Loer + a+(G) ; a—(G)

1 1
<—1 + ——F4a
JA 4T 14,

/ (Ut @ UNGWU @ U)dU = a, (G)ITY, + a_(G)IT; Feer
U(A)

Lemma C.2. Let par € P(Har), A= A1As and 04, g(U) = tra, (U ® 1g)par(U @ 1g)']. Then

/ tr o4, r(U)?] dU < Ltlr (%] + Ltlf [Par] (C2)
U(A) | Ay | Az

where dU is the Haar measure over the unitaries on system A.

Proof. Using Lemma we have
/ tr [0, 2 (U)?] dU = / tr [(oar(U) © 00 0 (U)) Fayar ] dU
U(A) U4a)

= / tr [(U®U @ Lgr )(par @ parr)(U @U@ ]IRR’)T(ILAQA’Z ® Fa,arrrr)] dU
U(A)

= tr [(pAR®pA’R’) (/( )(U@U)T(]].AZA'2 ®FA1A/1)(U®U)CZU®FRR/>
U(A

1 1
<tr [(pAR@PA’R’) <<|A |1AA + A2|FAA’> ®FRR’>:| \A1| r [pR] + mtf [Pr] -

Lemma C.3. [12] Lemma 5.1.3] Let S be a Hermitian operator on H and & € P(H Then|E|
1Sl < V(@) ¢ 4se7|

Proof of Theorem [III_1]. We show

log|A| + Ho(A|R 1

Og‘ |+ C( | )p—logf, (CS)
2 €

which is sufficient because the conditional min-entropy is upper bounded by the quantum conditional collision entropy
(Lemma [B.3). Using Lemma [C.3| with £ = 14, ® wg for wr € S—(Hg), it suffices to show that

log A <

62

/U(A) H (1’41 ®w;€1/4> (04,r(U) = 7a, @ pR) (11,41 ®wR1/4> H U < Pk

14 The Hilbert-Schmidt norm is defined as ||T'||2 = {/tr [['TT].
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We have

(]lA1 ®w};1/4> oa,r(U) (]lA1 ®w§1/4> =tra, [(U ®1R) (]].A ®UJE1/4) PAR (]lA ®w;31/4) U ® ]lR)T} .

Let par = (]lA ® w;lM) PAR (ILA ® w§1/4> and 64, g(U) = tra, [(U® 1g)par(U @ 1g)T]. Our inequality can then
be rewritten as
2

~ ~ 9
| an(@) =7, @ prlav < 5
U(A) | A1l

Using 74, ® pr = fU(A) 4, r(U)dU we get

[ Voan@) = @prlidv = [ w[@an@) -4 @ om)°| a0
U(A)

U(A)

— /U(A) {tr [64,r(U)?] = tr[64,r(U) (T4, ® pr)] — tr (T4, ® pr)GA,R(U)] + tr [(Ta, ® pr)*]} dU

- / tr [54,r(U)?] dU — tr [(14, ® pr)?] =
U(A)

91 apma 2E
—_— I‘ 77
>~ |A2‘ PAR] = |A1‘

tr [Gayr(U)2] dU — —— - tx [72]
U(A) | Ay

where (i) follows from Lemma and (ii) follows from (C3) and the definition of Ho(A|R),. O

Appendix D: The Post-Selection Technique

We use a norm on the set of CPTP maps which essentially measures the probability by which two such mappings
can be distinguished. The norm is known as diamond norm in quantum information theory [35]. Here, we present it
in a formulation which highlights that it is dual to the well-known completely bounded (cb) norm [50].

Definition D.1 (Diamond norm). Let €4 : L(Ha) — L(Hp) be a linear map. The diamond norm of €4 is defined
as

[€allo = sup [[€4 @ Tyl , (D1)
keN

where [|F|l1 = sup,es. () [F(0)[l1 and Zy denotes the identity map on states of a k-dimensional quantum system.

Proposition D.2. [35 [50] The supremum in Definition is reached for k = |A|. Furthermore the diamond norm
defines a norm on the set of CPTP maps.

Two CPTP maps £ and F are called e-close if they are e-close in the metric induced by the diamond norm.

Definition D.3 (De Finetti states). Let o € S—(H) and u(.) be a probability measure on S—(H). Then

¢ = / " (o) € S—(HE™) (D2)

is called de Finetti state.

The following proposition lies at the heart of the Post-Selection Technique.

Proposition D.4. [34] Let ¢ > 0 and €% and F7% be CPTP maps from L£(H3") to L(Hp). If there exists a CPTP
map K, for any permutation 7 such that (€% — F%)onm = K, o (€% — F%), then £} and F are e-close whenever

(€3 = F2) © Trp ) (Chrp)lly < e(n+ 1)~ (AF=D | (D3)

where (" pp/ is a purification of the de Finetti state (%, = fa%’%d(aAR) with o4 = |0)(0|ar € S=(Ha ® HRr),
Ha = Hp and d(.) the measure on the normalized pure states on H4 ® Hp induced by the Haar measure on the
unitary group acting on H4 ® Hg, normalized to [d(.) = 1. Furthermore we can assume without loss of generality

that |R'| < (n+ 1)I4°-1,
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Theorem D.5. [51, Carathéodory] Let d € N and z be a point that lies in the convex hull of a set P of points in R9.
Then there exists a subset P’ of P consisting of d + 1 or fewer point such that x lies in the convex hull of P’.

Corollary D.6. Let (%, = [o%%d(car) as in Proposition Then (%p = >, pi (wng)@n with w'yp =
lw W war € S—(Har), i € {1,2,...,(n+ 1)2A4I1EI=2) and p; a probability distribution.

Proof. We can think of (% as a normalized state on the symmetric subspace Sym™(Hag) C HGp. The dimension
of Sym™(Hag) is bounded by k = (n + 1)I4I1%1=1 Furthermore the normalized states on Sym”(Hag) can be seen
as living in an m-dimensional real vector space where m =k — 14 2 - @ = k? — 1. Now define S as the set of
all €%, = w9y, where war = |w){w|ar € S—(Hagr). Then (% lies in the convex hull of the set S C R+ ~1. Using
Carathéodory’s theorem (Theorem , we have that (% ; lies in the convex hull of a set S” C .S where S’ consists of
at most p = k? — 1+ 1 = k? points. Hence we can write (i ; as a convex combination of p = (n 4 1)24I1FI=2 extremal
points in S’, i.e. (%p = >, pi(Whyr)®", where W'p = W) (W' |ar € S—(Har), i € {1,2,...,(n+ 1)2AIEI=2} and p, a
probability distribution. O
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