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Quantum teleportation is the process of transferring quantum information using classical communication and
pre-shared entanglement. This process can benefit from the use of catalysts, which are ancillary entangled
states that can enhance teleportation without being consumed. While chemical catalysts undergoing deactiva-
tion invariably exhibit inferior performance compared to those unaffected by deactivation, quantum catalysts,
termed embezzling catalysts, that are subject to deactivation, may surprisingly outperform their non-deactivating
counterparts. In this work, we present teleportation protocols with embezzling catalyst that can achieve arbi-
trarily high fidelity, namely the teleported state can be made arbitrarily close to the original state, with finite-
dimensional embezzling catalysts. We show that some embezzling catalysts are universal, meaning that they
can improve the teleportation fidelity for any pre-shared entanglement. We also explore methods to reduce the
dimension of catalysts without increasing catalyst consumption, an essential step towards realizing quantum
catalysis in practice.

I. INTRODUCTION

Information transmission is essential for advancing tech-
nologies and scientific explorations. Entanglement, a distinc-
tive phenomenon of quantum mechanics, revolutionizes com-
munication by providing unparalleled security and efficiency,
surpassing classical analogs. A typical example is quan-
tum teleportation [1–3], where sender and receiver use maxi-
mally entangled states and classical communication to simu-
late a noise-free quantum channel. As technology advances,
the communication distance of quantum teleportation has in-
creased from about 100 kilometres using optical fibers [4] to
1, 400 kilometres using a low-Earth-orbit satellite [5], paving
the way for a global quantum internet [6, 7].

In realistic scenarios, noises stemming from imperfections
in quantum devices and decoherence in the environment af-
fects the performance of quantum teleportation. This results
in the sharing of imperfectly entangled states between parties,
lowering the fidelity of the transferred quantum information.
To address the challenge, a concept borrowed from chemistry
known as a catalyst has been employed, akin to enzymes in
biology, leading to catalytic quantum teleportation [8]. In
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this approach, the catalyst comprises another pair of entan-
gled states that become correlated with the entangled resource
shared by the sender and receiver. Importantly, after the com-
munication process, the catalyst remains unchanged.

Catalytic deactivation [9], the loss of catalyst activity due
to various factors, such as poisoning, fouling, carbon depo-
sition, thermal degradation, and sintering, is unavoidable in
most catalytic processes. While typically undesirable, cat-
alytic deactivation, such as poisoning, may sometimes lead
to improved catalyst selectivity, e.g., Lindlar catalyst [10].
This motivates us to ask: What would happen if we inten-
tionally allow catalyst deactivation in quantum information
tasks? More specifically, what if, during the process of cat-
alytic quantum teleportation, we permit the catalytic system
to undergo slight changes after its interaction with the pre-
shared entanglement, known as embezzling catalyst in quan-
tum information theory [11–34]? Could this give us some
benefits? Given that certain benefits of conventional catalytic
teleportation necessitate an infinite-dimensional catalyst, we
may question whether the same performance can be achieved
with a finite-dimensional catalyst by allowing embezzling cat-
alyst?

In this work, we address these questions by developing em-
bezzling quantum teleportation. By relaxing the constraint on
maintaining the catalyst throughout the process, we demon-
strate the feasibility of achieving teleportation with arbitrary
precision. Here, the embezzling catalysts possess universal-
ity, enabling their application across teleportation tasks with-
out prior knowledge of the shared state between sender and
receiver. We conduct a comparative analysis of the dimen-

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

14
38

6v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
0 

Ju
n 

20
24

mailto:fanzhaobing@hrbeu.edu.cn
mailto:hmamath@hrbeu.edu.cn
mailto:gnep.eux@gmail.com
mailto:kishor.bharti1@gmail.com
mailto:dax_koh@ihpc.a-star.edu.sg
mailto:xiao_yunlong@ihpc.a-star.edu.sg


2

sional requirements of catalytic systems across different pro-
tocols aimed at achieving the same precision. Additionally,
we explore strategies to reduce the dimensionality of embez-
zling catalysts, thereby enhancing the practicality of quantum
catalysis. Our work also investigates the fundamental trade-
off between the dimensional requirements of embezzling cat-
alysts and their consumption during teleportation. These find-
ings open new avenues for exploring the generality and di-
mensional limits of quantum catalysis.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we start with a brief discussion of notations
and terminologies, setting the stage for the forthcoming ex-
ploration.

A. Mathematical Tools

Let HA be a Hilbert space and let D(A) = D(HA) de-
note the set of quantum states (specifically, density operators)
on it. To measure how close two quantum states are, we use
the Uhlmann fidelity FU [35]. For any two states ρ and σ,
FU (ρ, σ) is given by

FU (ρ, σ) :=

[
Tr

(√√
σρ

√
σ

)]2
. (1)

In particular, when one of the states is pure, the fidelity sim-
plifies to

FU (ρ, |ψ⟩⟨ψ|) = Tr[ρ · |ψ⟩⟨ψ|] = ⟨ψ| ρ |ψ⟩ . (2)

The Uhlmann fidelity does not satisfy the properties of a
mathematical distance, since it is equal to one for identical
states. However, it induces a distance called the purified dis-
tance [36] (also called the sine distance [37]):

P (ρ, σ) :=
√

1− FU (ρ, σ), ∀ρ, σ ∈ D(A), (3)

which satisfies the following properties

• Non-negativity: P (ρ, σ) ⩾ 0 with P (ρ, σ) = 0 when
ρ = σ.

• Symmetry: P (ρ, σ) = P (σ, ρ) holds for any quantum
state ρ, σ ∈ D(A).

• Triangle inequality: P (ρ, σ) ⩽ P (ρ, τ)+P (τ, σ) holds
for any quantum state τ ∈ D(A).

• Quantum data processing inequality (DPI): quantum
channels can only reduce the purified distance, namely
P (N (ρ),N (σ)) ⩽ P (ρ, σ) holds for any quantum
channel N [38].

• Tensor invariance: P (ρ ⊗ τ, σ ⊗ τ) = P (ρ, σ) holds
for any quantum state τ ∈ D(A). This property comes
from the multiplicativity of Eq. 1.

We end this subsection by introducing the max-relative en-
tropy, a measure of distinguishability between two quantum
states ρ and σ that satisfy supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ).

Dmax(ρ ∥σ) := inf{λ : ρ ⩽ 2λσ}. (4)

This quantity can be computed via the following semidefinite
program (SDP):

Dmax(ρ ∥σ) = log2 max
M⩾0

{Tr[Mρ] : Tr[Mσ] ⩽ 1}. (5)

Given that SDPs can be efficiently solved using interior
point methods [39–41], the majority of applications involv-
ing SDPs [42–46], such as calculating max-relative entropy,
can generally be addressed with high efficiency in practice.

B. Approximate Catalyst

Some quantum state transformations from ρ to σ are impos-
sible, even approximately, due to the limitations of quantum
operations. Exact catalysts can facilitate some of these trans-
formations, but they have stringent conditions: the final state
and the catalyst must be uncorrelated, and the catalyst must be
preserved. These conditions are often impractical, and they
restrict our power to transform ρ to σ. We can overcome
these restrictions by using an approximate catalyst, which has
weaker conditions. We present a taxonomy of different kinds
of catalysts in quantum information theory in our TABLE I.
An approximate catalyst is formally defined as follows:

Definition 1 (Approximate catalysts). A state transition from
ρA to σA on system A is approximate catalytic with respect to
free operations O if there is a quantum state τC on catalytic
system C and a free operation Λ ∈ O such that

D(Λ(ρA ⊗ τC), σA ⊗ τC) ⩽ ε, (6)

Constraints Exact catalyst
Approximate catalyst

Correlated Embezzling

Error on the target state σA × ✓ ✓

Correlation between
systems A and C

× × ✓

Error on the catalyst τC × × ✓

TABLE I. The classification of catalysts. An exact catalyst [47–
53] is a state that facilitates an otherwise impossible transformation,
without undergoing any change itself or becoming correlated with
other systems. We can relax the conditions for exact catalysts and
define a more general notion of approximate catalysts, as given in
Def. 1. Approximate catalysts can be further classified into two
types: correlated catalysts [54–64] and embezzling catalysts [11–
34]. A correlated catalyst is one in which no errors occur during its
use, while an embezzling catalyst is characterized by small errors oc-
curring during its utilization.
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FIG. 1. Quantum teleportation protocols. (a) Standard teleportation, where the message encoded by ψR is transmitted from the sender
Alice to receiver Bob. The protocol is enabled by implementing Θ0, which involves a Bell measurement on ψR ⊗ ρAB followed by unitary
operations on Bob’s system B; (b) Teleportation with embezzling catalyst, where Alice and Bob have an additional catalyst τCC

′ undergoing
a transformation Λ ∈ LOCC(RAC : BC

′
) and coming back slightly changed. The state τCC

′ assists in improving the performance of
teleportation protocol. Alice holds the part above the dashed line and Bob holds the part below it.

and

D(TrA[Λ(ρA ⊗ τC)], τC) ⩽ δ. (7)

Here ε > 0 and δ ⩾ 0 are the smoothing parameters, with D
being a distance measure between states. We call the state τC
an approximate catalyst.

Specially, if we set ε = 0 and δ = 0, these catalysts are
referred to as exact catalysts. For example, suppose we have
two states ρA and σA, and a set of free operations O. If we
cannot transform ρA into σA using only free operations, we
write

ρA
O↛ σA. (8)

However, if there exists a state τC such that we can
transformρA ⊗ τC into σA ⊗ τC using free operations, we
write

ρA ⊗ τC
O−→ σA ⊗ τC . (9)

In this case, τC is an exact catalyst for the transformation from
ρA to σA.

By allowing errors for catalysts, we can enhance our abil-
ity to transform states and achieve some otherwise impossible
transformations. Depending on the value of δ, we use differ-
ent terms. If δ > 0, we call it an embezzling catalyst, which
means that the system gains some advantages at the expense
of the τC . If δ = 0, we call it a correlated catalyst, which
means it can help the transformation while being correlated
with the system. For more details, we refer interested readers
to some comprehensive reviews on the topic [65, 66].

C. Quantum Teleportation

Quantum teleportation is a communication protocol for
sending quantum information from Alice to Bob using three
ingredients (see Fig. 1(a)): (i) An unknown message state ψ
of system R that Alice wants to transmit. (ii) An entangled
state ρAB of systems A and B shared by Alice and Bob. (iii)

A local operation and classical communication (LOCC) pro-
tocol Θ0 ∈ LOCC(RA : B) that involves Alice performing
a Bell measurement on systems R and A, and Bob applying a
unitary transformation on systemB depending on Alice’s out-
come. After applying the LOCC operation Θ0 : RAB → B,
Bob’s system B will be in the state

σB := Θ0(ψR ⊗ ρAB). (10)

A measure for quantifying the performance of teleportation is
the average fidelity [67],

f(ρAB) :=

∫
dψ ⟨ψ|Θ0(ψR ⊗ ρAB) |ψ⟩ . (11)

Here ψ is taken over all pure states with respect to the Haar
measure, such that

∫
dψ = 1. Let d denote the dimension

of the message system R. For any bipartite state ρAB , its av-
erage fidelity is in [1/(d + 1), 1]. It is 1 only for maximally
entangled states between Alice and Bob. Errors, like device
imperfection or environmental decoherence, make teleporta-
tion performance less than 1.

Given a bipartite state ρAB , its entanglement can be quan-
tified through the entanglement fraction [67],

F (ρAB) := FU (ρAB , ϕ
+
AB) = Tr[ρAB · ϕ+AB ], (12)

where ϕ+AB := |ϕ+⟩⟨ϕ+|AB stands for the maximally entan-
gled state acting on systems AB with

∣∣ϕ+〉
AB

:=
1√
d

d∑
i=1

|ii⟩AB . (13)

Using state ρAB as the shared resource in quantum telepor-
tation, its average fidelity and entanglement fraction are con-
nected by the following formula

f(ρAB) =
F (ρAB)d+ 1

d+ 1
, (14)

which shows that the capability of ρAB in quantum commu-
nication is completely determined by its entanglement [68].
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III. TELEPORTATION WITH EMBEZZLING CATALYSTS

Catalysts are essential for many quantum information tasks,
such as resource distillation and communication (see TA-
BLE II), enabling performance that would otherwise be
unattainable in their absence. However, embezzling catalysts
for quantum teleportation are less explored than correlated
ones. We fill this gap by showing that embezzling catalysts
can achieve teleportation with any desired accuracy, even with
noisy initial states. We also address the practical issue of high-
dimensional catalysts and propose ways to lower their dimen-
sion without compromising their performance.

A. Main Results

Teleportation with embezzling catalysts, like the protocol
with correlated catalysts introduced in Ref. [8], has two steps.
First, a LOCC operation Λ acts on ρAB and τCC′ , and corre-
lates them, where Alice has systems AC and Bob has systems
BC

′
. Second, the standard teleportation procedure Θ0 (see

Fig. 1(a)) is applied to systems RAB. The overall operation
is Θ (see Fig. 1(b)), and is given by

Θ := Θ0 ◦ Λ. (15)

This is a map from the systems RACBC
′

to the system B.
Here we do not require the catalyst to be returned exactly as
its original form, that is, we allow

P (TrAB [Λ(ρAB ⊗ τCC′ )], τCC′ ) > 0, (16)

where P is the purified distance, defined in Eq. 3. After the
teleportation with embezzling catalysts, the resultant state on
Bob’s system is

σB := Θ(ψR ⊗ ρAB ⊗ τCC′ ). (17)

In this scenario, the efficacy of teleportation with embezzling
catalyst is measured through the average fidelity fc which is
defined as

fc(ρAB) =

∫
dψ ⟨ψ|Θ(ψR ⊗ ρAB ⊗ τCC′ ) |ψ⟩ , (18)

and our primary findings indicate that

Theorem 1. Given any bipartite state ρAB and any positive
number ϵ > 0, we can find a finite dimensional embezzling
catalyst τCC′ and a LOCC operation Θ ∈ LOCC(RAC :

BC
′
) (see Fig. 1(b)) such that

fc(ρAB) ⩾ 1− ϵ. (19)

Our theorem shows that with the help of an embezzling cat-
alyst, we can simulate the noiseless channel idA→B with arbi-
trary precision. The key idea behind the embezzling catalytic
protocol is that we can use the catalyst to increase the entan-
glement of any initial state ρAB until it is arbitrarily close to

Quantum tasks Correlated Catalyst

Embezzling catalyst

Convex-split
lemma

Embezzling
states

Coherence distillation [60] [23] [23]

Entanglement distillation [55] ? [11]

Quantum teleportation [8] ? ?

Quantum communication [64] ? ?

Superdense coding ? × ?

TABLE II. Application scope of catalysts. The red question marks
indicate the tasks that will be explored and addressed in this work,
while the blue question marks represent tasks slated for investigation
and resolution in our upcoming work [69]. The cross indicates that
the convex-split-lemma-assisted protocol does not work for super-
dense coding, while the black question mark signifies that it is still
unknown whether correlated catalysts exist for superdense coding.

a maximally entangled state ϕ+AB . We will prove this state-
ment in two different ways: one based on the convex-split
lemma introduced in Ref. [70], and another based on the en-
tanglement embezzling states constructed in Ref. [11]. In ad-
dition, we will explore the possibility of reducing the dimen-
sion of the catalysts.

B. Convex-Split-Lemma-Assisted Teleportation

Originally proposed in Ref. [70] to study communication
cost, the convex-split lemma has become a powerful tool with
many applications. It is useful in various domains, such as
catalytic decoupling [21], quantum resource theories [23, 24],
and one-shot quantum communication [26]. Before we review
its statement, we introduce some notations. We write t for
the system AtBt, and omit the subscripts of ρAB and σAB ,
denoting them as ρ and σ. The context will make it clear
which systems they refer to. Now we are ready to state the
convex-split lemma.

Lemma 1 (Convex-Split Lemma [70]). Given quantum
states ρ, τ ∈ D(AB) with k := Dmax(ρ ∥ τ), then there
exists a LOCC operation ΛCS (see Fig. 2) such that

P (ΛCS(ρ1 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τn), τ
⊗n) ⩽

√
2k

n
. (20)

Here P is the purified distance (see Eq. 3). The operation
ΛCS proceeds in two steps: (i) Alice randomly generates an
integer t from {1, . . . , n} with uniform probability 1/n, and
communicates this number to Bob; (ii) Using this classical
information, Alice and Bob perform a SWAP operation E1t
between 1 := A1B1 and t := AtBt. Mathematically, ΛCS is
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FIG. 2. The LOCC operation ΛCS defined in Eq. 21. We use
a visual example with n = 4 to illustrate the convex-split lemma.
Each color represents a different state: red for ρ, white for τ , and
blue for the maximally entangled state ϕ+. The circle portrays a
uniform mixture of 4 concentric circles. Each concentric circle, from
the innermost to the outermost, is designated as the t-th layer, with
t ranging from 1 to 4, and represents a quantum state. For instance,
every concentric circle in (a) stands for a tensor product state of the
form ρ1 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ4, where i ∈ 1, . . . , 4 denotes systems AiBi.
In (b), we take layer 2 as an illustration, depicting τ1 ⊗ ρ2 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ4.
Finally, (c) showcases the state ϕ+

1 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ4. The symbol
≈ indicates that the purified distance between the quantum states
depicted in (b) and (c) is at most η =

√
2k/4 + P (τ, ϕ+).

defined as follows

ΛCS(ρ⊗ τ⊗n−1) :=
1

n

n∑
t=1

E1t(ρ1 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τn) (21)

=
1

n

n∑
t=1

τ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρt ⊗ · · · ⊗ τn. (22)

By applying the convex-split lemma, we derive the follow-
ing result for teleportation with embezzling catalysts, which
constitutes the first proof of Thm. 1.

Theorem 2 (Convex-Split-Lemma-Assisted Teleportation).
Consider a bipartite quantum state ρ on systemsAB. Let τ be
another bipartite state on the same space such that the support
of ρ is contained in the support of τ , i.e., supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(τ).
Define k as the max-relative entropy of ρ with respect to τ ,
that is, k := Dmax(ρ ∥ τ). Then, for any positive number
ϵ > 0, there exists a catalyst

τCS := τ⊗n−1 (23)

with integer n defined as

n =

⌈
2k+2d

ϵ(d+ 1)

⌉
. (24)

Here d stands for the dimension of message system R (see
Fig. 1), namely d := dimHR. Suppose that the entanglement
fraction of τ is lower-bounded by

F (τ) ⩾ 1− ϵ(d+ 1)

4d
. (25)

Then, by using the catalyst state τCS defined in Eq. 23 and the
teleportation protocol Θ0 ◦ ΛCS described in Eq. 21, we can
achieve the following performance of catalytic teleportation

fc(ρ) ⩾ 1− ϵ. (26)

Remark that the embezzling catalyst τCS is a quantum state
on the systems CC

′
, where C := A2, . . . , An and C

′
:=

B2, . . . , Bn.

Proof. Let us first construct a set S that will be useful for
choosing catalysts. Its rigorous construction is defined below,
and we also provide an illustration that describes our main
idea of the construction in Fig. 3(a).

S := {pϕ+ + (1− p)ζ | ζ ∈ D(AB)>0, p ∈ [0, 1)}, (27)

where D(AB)>0 represents the set of positive states. It is
worth highlighting that for any τ ∈ S, we will have supp(τ) =
HAB , and hence satisfies supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(τ). By further
choosing p in Eq. 27 such that

p ⩾ 1− ϵ(d+ 1)

4d(1− F (ζ))
, (28)

the entanglement fraction F of τ will meet Eq. 25. Defining
τCS = τ⊗n−1 = τ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τn with n := ⌈2k+2d/ϵ(d+ 1)⌉,
Lem. 1 then implies that

P (ΛCS(ρ⊗ τCS), τ ⊗ τCS) ⩽

√
2k

n
. (29)

With the help of the triangle inequality, we obtain that the
purified distance between ΛCS(ρ ⊗ τCS) and ϕ+ ⊗ τCS is
bounded by

P (ΛCS(ρ⊗ τCS), ϕ+ ⊗ τCS) ⩽

√
ϵ(d+ 1)

d
. (30)

Now, let us come back to the result state on the systems AB,
which is denoted by ρ(n) and formally expressed as

ρ(n) := TrCC′
[
ΛCS(ρ⊗ τCS)

]
=

1

n
ρ+

n− 1

n
τ. (31)

Consequently, the entanglement fraction F (·) (see Eq. 12) of
ρ(n) is lower-bounded by

F (ρ(n)) = 1− P 2(ρ(n), ϕ+) ⩾ 1− ϵ(d+ 1)

d
. (32)

Thanks to Eq. 18, we can guarantee that a lower bound of the
average fidelity is 1− ϵ; that is

fc(ρ) =
F (ρ(n))d+ 1

d+ 1
⩾ 1− ϵ, (33)

which completes the proof.

In addition to achieving high performance in quantum tele-
portation with the help of τCS , we are also interested in mini-
mizing the consumption of τCS during the process, as signif-
icant changes are undesirable. Specifically, in terms of puri-
fied distance, the change in the embezzling catalyst is upper
bounded by

P
(
TrAB [Λ

CS(ρ⊗ τCS)], τCS
)
⩽

√
2k

n
. (34)
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FIG. 3. The comparison of nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ) and nmin(Sζi , ϵ). In (a), we sketch our idea and visualize the relation between the maximally
mixed state I/d2 and the four random full-ranked states ζi with i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Each point of the line represents a possible τ considered in
Eq. (23). In (b) to (e), the red and blue bar graphs respectively represent the number of copies of τ , with the red dotted line indicating the
percentage of copy reduction, i.e., ϑ(ϵ), defined in Eq. (43).

This inequality follows directly from Eq. 29 and the quantum
data processing inequality. Consequently, this inequality indi-
cates that when more copies of τ are used in the construction
of τCS (see Eq. 23), the overall consumption decreases, mak-
ing the catalytic systems closer to their original form.

The performance of quantum teleportation systems varies,
necessitating different error tolerances for different plat-
forms [71, 72] . Our focus is on determining the minimal
dimensional requirements to ensure that the variation in the
embezzling catalyst remains within an error δ. Specifically,
for protocols assisted by the convex-split lemma, this issue
can be framed in terms of the number of copies of the state τ
required to construct τCS (see Eq. 23). According to Eq. 34,
the minimum number of copies, in terms of n, is determined
by

n ⩾
2k

δ2
. (35)

By using the insights from the convex-split lemma, it be-
comes evident that in the quest to fabricate a catalyst facilitat-
ing quantum teleportation, the key lies in identifying quantum
states whose support encompasses that of the initial state ρAB .
We denote the collection of all such states as

Ssupp := {τ ∈ D(AB) | supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(τ)}, (36)

and it is clear that S ⊂ Ssupp. The demonstration of Thm. 2
establishes the existence of n (see Eq. 24), enabling telepor-
tation with embezzling catalysts. However, from a practical
standpoint, our emphasis should be on optimizing the proto-
col to achieve equivalent performance in quantum teleporta-
tion with reduced dimensionality in the catalytic system.

C. Dimensionality Reduction for Catalysts

In the previous section, we discussed how embezzling cata-
lysts can be used to simulate noiseless channels with arbitrary
precision. Here, we further investigate whether the same per-
formance can be achieved with lower-dimensional catalysts.
Specifically, given an initial state ρ and an error ϵ, we ask
whether we can satisfy Eq. 26 with a smaller n. To formulate
this optimization problem more clearly, we ask the following
question for a given quantum state ρ and error ϵ,

nmin(Ssupp, ϵ) := min
τ

n

s.t. ϵ
′
=

√
ϵ(d+ 1)

d
,√

2Dmax(ρ ∥ τ)

n
+

√
1− F (τ) ⩽ ϵ

′
,

τ ∈ Ssupp, (37)

where Ssupp is defined in Eq. 36. Variable ϵ in Eq. 26 rep-
resents the allowable error of average fidelity, which guaran-
tees the performance of quantum teleportation. The optimiza-
tion problem of Eq. 37 is challenging, as it involves the set
of Ssupp with a complex structure, and non-linear constraints.
Solving this problem directly and finding an analytical solu-
tion are both very difficult, but we can attempt to bound its
performance and investigate how to lower the dimension of
catalytic systems.

A computable upper bound for nmin(Ssupp, ϵ) (see Eq. 37)
can be obtained by replacing the original Ssupp with the fol-
lowing subset, which avoids this difficulty.

Sζ := {pϕ+ + (1− p)ζ | p ∈ [0, 1)}. (38)
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FIG. 4. The comparison of nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ) and nmin(N, ϵ). Here we
choose the initial state as the one considered in Eq. 41 and take N
full-ranked states randomly, to construct τ (see Eq. 23) and compare
the number of copies that are needed to achieve higher fidelity in (a).
Investigation of descent ratio ϑ(N, ϵ) (see Eq. 45) with respect to
different N is shown in (b).

Unlike Eq. 27, this set, i.e., Sζ , has a fixed full-ranked state ζ
inside its definition. Its relation with S and Ssupp is given by
the inclusion chain below.

Sζ ⊂ S ⊂ Ssupp. (39)

By replacing the set Ssupp inside nmin(Ssupp, ϵ), we can define
nmin(S, ϵ) and nmin(Sζ , ϵ) respectively. Fix ϵ, then they satisfy
the following inequality chain.

nmin(Ssupp, ϵ) ⩽ nmin(S, ϵ) ⩽ nmin(Sζ , ϵ). (40)

It is worth mentioning that, in lots of applications of the
convex-split lemma, especially in the study of quantum re-
source theories, people will conventionally take ζ as the
maximally mixed state I/d2 and obtain computable bounds.
But we will show that, by choosing other full-ranked states,
we may obtain an advantage in saving the dimension of
the catalytic system. To show the statement, let us take
nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ) as a benchmark, and compare the performance
of our protocol with nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ).

Let’s begin our exploration with a random scenario: con-
sider the initial state ρ that is shared between the sender, Alice,
and the receiver, Bob, and is randomly chosen as 0.28 0.04+0.08i −0.03−0.03i 0.33+0.01i

0.04−0.08i 0.14 −0.11+0.01i 0.08−0.07i

−0.03+0.03i −0.11−0.01i 0.13 −0.05−0.01i

0.33−0.01i 0.08+0.07i −0.05+0.01i 0.45

 . (41)

In this case, we select four random full-ranked states, de-
noted as ζ1 to ζ4. Our numerical examples show that with
these states, fewer copies of τ (see Eq. 23) are needed, and
hence, they require less dimensions for catalytic systems, as
illustrated in Fig. 3. Beyond the fact that

nmin(Sζi , ϵ) ⩽ nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ), ∀ i ∈ {1, . . . , 4}. (42)

we have also defined the descent ratio,

ϑ(ϵ) :=
nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)− nmin(Sζ , ϵ)

nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)
(43)

portraying the conservation of catalyst dimensions. This is il-
lustrated in Fig. 3 for ζ1 to ζ4. Through this exemplification, it
becomes evident that the randomly selected full-ranked states
exhibit superior performance compared to I/d2.

On the other hand, we have also learned that different full-
ranked states will have different performance in the teleporta-
tion with embezzling catalysts. In Fig. 3, ζ4 requires the least
dimension for catalyst with different values of ϵ. In practice,
we can pick up a finite N full-ranked states ζi (i = 1, . . . , N )
randomly, choose the best one, and denote the minimal copies
for the catalytic system as nmin(N, ϵ), which satisfies

nmin(Ssupp, ϵ) ⩽ nmin(S, ϵ) ⩽ nmin(N, ϵ). (44)

Here we have three remarks: (i) The upper bound nmin(N, ϵ)
is constructed by exclusively selecting full-ranked states. This
design choice allows our protocol to operate effectively with
any bipartite state ρAB shared between Alice and Bob. How-
ever, opting for states containing only the support of the initial
state ρAB may yield superior performance, facilitating embez-
zling with fewer catalytic systems. (ii) The bound nmin(N, ϵ)
can be computed efficiently as Dmax(ρ ∥ τ) forms a SDP. (iii)
In principle, increasing the number of randomly chosen states
by us can result in a tighter bound and the discovery of cata-
lysts with lower dimensions. Surprisingly, the increase from
100 to 1000 samples does not yield a substantial enhancement
in uncovering a catalyst with significantly reduced dimension,
as depicted in Fig. 4. This modest gain, unfortunately, is ac-
companied by a considerable escalation in computational re-
source costs. Similar trends are observed in the descent ratio,
which is defined as

ϑ(N, ϵ) :=
nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)− nmin(N, ϵ)

nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)
. (45)

No matter whether the initial state shared between the
sender and the receiver is entangled or separable, our results
tell us that embezzling can always enhance the performance of
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FIG. 5. The comparison of nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ) and nmin(100, ϵ). (a) illustrates the required copies for enhancing average fidelity in entangled
initial states. Left for 0.75, right for 0.80. The red and blue bar graphs illustrate the copies of τ (see Eq. 23) corresponding to nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)
and nmin(100, ϵ), respectively. (b) shows the case of separable initial states, improved to 0.7. Here, the red and blue bar graphs represent the
average fidelity before and after embezzling. In both (a) and (b), the red dashed line indicates the percentage reduction in copies of nmin(100, ϵ)
compared to nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ). The random states selected by us are provided in TABLE III and TABLE IV of Appendix A.

teleportation; but definitely with different precision, they will
require different copies of τ (see Eq. 23) and hence, different
catalytic system dimensions. More numerical experiments are
demonstrated in Fig. 5.

Finally, to ensure that our method of reducing the di-
mension of embezzling catalysts by randomly choosing full-
ranked states is statistically robust and unbiased with respect
to the initial state shared between the sender and receiver, we
select the initial state ρ using the Monte Carlo method. We
vary the number of randomly chosen full-ranked states for
constructing τ from 10 to 100. As depicted in Fig. 6, the ef-
ficacy of our optimization method improves with increasing
N . Notably, when N = 100, approximately 99.93% of the
samples demonstrate an improvement.

D. Embezzling-State-Assisted Teleportation

The concept of embezzling states was originally proposed
by van Dam and Hayden in the context of entanglement the-
ory [11]. Since then, it has found applications in various fields
of quantum information, such as thermodynamics [15, 17],
coherence [13, 23], and the quantum reverse Shannon theo-
rem [73, 74], among others [18, 19]. Using the idea of embez-
zling states, we can prove the following lemma. For the sake
of brevity, we will omit the subscripts AB and CC

′
where

their exclusion does not cause confusion.

Lemma 2 (Entanglement Embezzling [11]). Let τE be an
embezzling state on systems CC

′
, defined as

∣∣τE〉 = 1
√
cM

M∑
j=1

1√
j
|jj⟩ , (46)

with cM :=
∑M

j=1
1
j . Then for any bipartite state ρ on systems

AB with d := dimHA = dimHB , there always exists an
LOCC operation ΛE ∈ LOCC(AC : BC

′
), such that

FU (Λ
E(ρ⊗ τE), ϕ+ ⊗ τE) ⩾

(
logM − log d

logM

)2

. (47)

Proof. Let’s begin our proof by introducing the state ω on sys-
tems ABCC

′
.

|ω⟩ =
d∑

i=1

M∑
j=1

ωij |ii⟩ |jj⟩ , (48)

where the coefficient of |ω⟩, i.e.,

ωij :=
1√

⌈(i− 1)M + j/d⌉dcM
, (49)
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FIG. 6. The performance of ϑ(N, ϵ) with initial state ρ chosen according to Monte Carlo method. We prepare a total of S initial state
samples ρ (see Fig. 1) using the Monte Carlo method, with a random error threshold ϵ ∈ (0, 1 − f(ρ)). Here, N represents the number of
randomly generated full-rank quantum states used for constructing τ (see Eq. 23). The dashed red line represents the case where ϑ(N, ϵ) = 0,
above which indicates a strict improvement compared to using the maximally mixed state I/d2 in constructing convex-split-lemma-assisted
teleportation.

follows the dictionary order, namely

ω11 ⩾ ω12 ⩾ · · · ⩾ ω1M ⩾ · · · ⩾ ωdM . (50)

In particular, it is straightforward to check that the first M
coefficients of |ω⟩ are equal to

ω1j =
1√

⌈j/d⌉dcM
⩽

1√
jcM

, ∀ 1 ⩽ j ⩽M. (51)

In this case, the inner product between |11⟩ ⊗
∣∣τE〉 and |ω⟩ is

bounded from below by∣∣∣∣〈 |11⟩ ⊗
∣∣τE〉 , |ω⟩〉∣∣∣∣ = M∑

j=1

ω1j√
jcM

⩾
M∑
j=1

ω2
1j

⩾
⌊M/d⌋∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

1

idcM
=

∑⌊M/d⌋
i=1

1
i∑M

i=1
1
i

⩾
logM − log d

logM
. (52)

The first inequality is derived from Eq. 51, the second stems
from a direct calculation involving the initial d⌊M/d⌋ terms
of the sum, and the third is obtained by employing the definite
integral.

Next, let’s continue our proof by considering the rearrange-
ment of the systems AC as follows

UAC : HA ⊗HC → HA ⊗HC

|i⟩A ⊗ |j⟩C 7→ |k⟩A ⊗ |l⟩C , (53)

where k := (i−1)M+j−(l−1)d and l :=
⌈
(i−1)M+j

d

⌉
. Such

a mapping UAC constitutes a unitary transformation on sys-
tems AC. Similarly, we can define unitary operations UBC′

on systems BC
′
. By applying UABCC′ := UAC ⊗ UBC′ to

|ω⟩ (see Eq. 48), we obtain

UABCC′ |ω⟩ =
∣∣ϕ+〉⊗ ∣∣τE〉 . (54)

Setting

ΛE(·) := UABCC′ ◦ |11⟩⟨11|AB TrAB [·], (55)

we establish the following chain of inequalities

FU

(
ΛE(ρ⊗ τE), ϕ+ ⊗ τE

)
=FU

(
U(|11⟩⟨11| ⊗ τE)U†, ϕ+ ⊗ τE

)
=

∣∣∣∣〈 |11⟩ ⊗
∣∣τE〉 , |ω⟩〉∣∣∣∣2

⩾

(
logM − log d

logM

)2

. (56)

Here, the first equality arises from the definition of the LOCC
operation ΛE . With this, we complete our proof.

Note that the construction of the unitary transforming |ω⟩
into |ϕ+⟩ ⊗

∣∣τE〉 is not unique; an alternative approach is
illustrated in Fig. 7. Thanks to Lem. 2, we can now present an
alternative proof of Thm. 1, using the concept of embezzling
states.

Theorem 3 (Embezzling-State-Assisted Teleportation).
Given any bipartite state ρ on systems AB and any positive
number ϵ > 0, we can find an embezzling catalyst τE (see
Eq. 46) with Schmidt rank

M =

⌈
d

1

1−
√

1−ϵ(d+1)/d

⌉
, (57)

where d := dimHA = dimHB , and a LOCC operation ΛE

(see Eq. 55 and Fig. 7), such that

fc(ρ) ⩾ 1− ϵ. (58)

Proof. At the beginning of teleportation with embezzling cat-
alysts, we prepare the state ρ ⊗ τE . After applying LOCC
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FIG. 7. The LOCC operation ΛE defined in Eq. 55. In (a), we
present a graphical representation of the embezzlement protocol ΛE .
In (b), we offer two examples of the operations UAC and UBC

′ for
the specific scenario where d = 2 andM = 3, demonstrating that the
construction of local unitaries acting on AC and BC

′
is not unique.

This construction can be extended to arbitrary finite-dimensional sys-
tems.

operation ΛE , we denote the state on systems AB as ρ(M),
whose entanglement fraction satisfies

F
(
ρ(M)

)
⩾FU

(
ΛE(ρ⊗ τE), ϕ+ ⊗ τE

)
⩾1− ϵ(d+ 1)

d
, (59)

where the first inequality relies on the quantum data process-
ing, while the second is based on Lem. 2. Finally, using ρ(M)

for standard teleportation, we obtain

fc(ρ) = f(ρ(M)), (60)

which concludes the proof.

In addition to demonstrating the improved performance of
the embezzling-state-assisted protocol, we examine the con-
sumption of the embezzling catalyst during catalytic telepor-
tation. Specifically, we investigate the change in the embez-
zling catalysts using the purified distance. To begin, let us
consider the state of the catalytic system after teleportation,
which is given by

ξE :=TrAB [Λ
E(ρ⊗ τE)]

=
1

cM

M∑
m=1

(K−1∑
i=1

1√
kim

(|ii⟩⟨KK|+ |KK⟩⟨ii|)

+
1

m
|KK⟩⟨KK|

)
, (61)

where K := ⌈m/d⌉ and ki := m − ⌊(m − 1)/d⌋d + (i −
1)d. The consumption of the embezzling state during catalytic
teleportation can be quantified by its change, which is given
by

FU (ξ
E , τE) =

1

c2M

M∑
m=1

(K−1∑
i=1

2√
ikimK

+
1

mK

)
, (62)

resulting in the exact form of the purified distance between ξE

and τE , namely

P
(
ξE , τE

)
=

√√√√1− 1

c2M

M∑
m=1

(K−1∑
i=1

2√
ikimK

+
1

mK

)
.

(63)

Using Eq. 56 and the quantum data processing inequality, we
can derive a much simpler upper bound

P
(
ξE , τE

)
⩽

√
2 logM d. (64)

In embezzling-state-assisted teleportation, if the acceptable
error is δ, the minimal dimension of the embezzling state –
equivalently, the minimum Schmidt rank M of the embez-
zling state – necessary to ensure that the embezzling catalyst’s
variation after catalytic teleportation remains within δ is deter-
mined by

M ⩾ d
2
δ2 . (65)

Up to this point, we’ve explored two primary methods of
embezzling quantum teleportation: one based on the convex-
split lemma, and the other on embezzling states. The for-
mer can be further categorized based on the selection of full-
ranked states, either through conventional means employing
maximally mixed states or by randomly selecting finite full-
ranked states. In our numerical experiments, we compare the
performance of these protocols in terms of the dimensions
required for catalytic systems, and the changes in these em-
bezzling catalysts during catalytic teleportation, as measured
by purified distance. For convex-split-lemma-assisted proto-
cols, the approach using randomly chosen full-ranked states
to construct τ outperforms the one using maximally mixed
states I/d2. However, compared to the embezzling-state-
assisted protocol, the latter achieves better performance with
the same catalytic system dimension. This improved perfor-
mance, however, comes at the cost of greater variation in the
catalysts during the catalytic teleportation process, as demon-
strated in Fig. 8.

IV. COMPARISON WITH CORRELATED CATALYSTS

Catalytic quantum teleportation based on correlated cata-
lysts was investigated in Ref. [8], where Duan states [49] were
used to exceed the performance of standard teleportation (see
also Ref. [54] for its application in quantum thermodynamics).
However, the protocol based on Duan states cannot guarantee
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FIG. 8. Comparisons across different catalytic teleportation protocols. Figures (a) and (c) illustrate the minimum dimension of embezzling
catalysts needed to achieve a given performance of teleportation with random initial states ρ (see Fig. 1), with fidelities of 0.75 and 0.8, as
presented in TABLE III. Here, τE indicates the catalyst dimension based on embezzling states (see Eq. 46), while τCS(nmin(100 , ϵ)) and
τCS(nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)) denote the catalyst dimensions constructed using the convex-split lemma (see Lem. 1). The former employs a selection
of 100 randomly chosen full-ranked states for constructing τ (see Eq. 23), whereas the latter utilizes maximally mixed states I/d2. To enhance
readability, we adjusted the proportions according to the varying average fidelity values across these figures. Figures (b) and (d) demonstrate
the consumption of embezzling catalysts during the teleportation process in terms of purified distance. Specifically, the blue line denotes the
upper bound of the consumption for the embezzling catalyst τCS (see Eq. 34), while the pink line represents the exact consumption of the
catalyst τE in catalytic teleportation (see Eq. 63). These comparisons indicate that the superior performance of the embezzling-state-assisted
protocol, with the same dimension as the convex-split-lemma-assisted protocol, comes at the cost of a greater change from its original form
before catalytic teleportation.

that teleportation can be done with arbitrary precision, even
though an infinite-dimensional Duan state has been consid-
ered. In Thms. 2 and 3, we showed that by allowing a small
amount of catalyst consumption, we can overcome this limi-
tation and succeed at the same task with a finite-dimensional
catalyst. This demonstrates the power and versatility of em-
bezzling quantum teleportation. Here, we present more nu-
merical experiments and comparisons between catalytic tele-
portation with correlated catalysts and embezzling catalysts.

Let’s begin with the construction of the Duan state utilized
in catalytic quantum teleportation, where the catalyst τD

CC′ ,
namely the Duan state, is defined as

τD
CC′ :=

1

n

n∑
t=1

ρ⊗t−1 ⊗ Tr1...t[E(ρ⊗n)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
A2B2...AnBn

⊗ |t⟩⟨t|T . (66)

In Eq. 66, ρ stands for bipartite state shared between the
sender Alice and the receiver Bob, and E is a LOCC opera-
tion. Systems C := A2A3 . . . AnT and C

′
:= B2B3 . . . BnT

are held by Alice and Bob respectively. Tr1···t denotes par-
tial the trace over the first t copies of E(ρ⊗n). Let ΛD rep-
resents the process of establishing quantum correlations be-
tween the initial bipartite state ρAB and the catalyst τD

CC′ , as

outlined in Fig. 9. An alternate visualization of this procedure
is presented in Fig. 1 of Ref. [8]. The performance of catalytic
teleportation is characterized by the enhanced average fidelity,
denoted as fD(ρAB), which is given by

fD(ρ) := max
E∈LOCC
n∈Z+

∫
dψ ⟨ψ|Θ0 ◦ ΛD(ψ ⊗ ρ⊗ τD) |ψ⟩ .

(67)

The maximization is conducted over all LOCC operations E ∈
LOCC(A1 . . .An : A1 . . .An) and positive integers. Fur-
ther assurance regarding the enhancement of catalytic quan-
tum teleportation with the aid of the Duan state is provided by
the lemma from Ref. [8].

Lemma 3 [8]. For any pure bipartite state φAB shared be-
tween the sender, Alice, and the receiver, Bob, its performance
with the Duan state is lower-bounded by

fD(φAB) ⩾ max
ϕAB

f(ϕAB)

s.t. S(ρA) ⩾ S(σA), (68)

where ρA and σA represent the reduced systems of φAB and



12

FIG. 9. The LOCC operation ΛD defined in Eq. 67. Here we pro-
vide a visualization of the LOCC operation ΛD for the case where
n = 4. Let’s begin with (a), where we employ concentric circles to
depict quantum states that are uniform mixtures of four tensor prod-
uct states. Each layer, labeled by a basis state |t⟩ of the auxiliary sys-
tem T ranging from the innermost to the outermost for t = 1, . . . , 4,
symbolizes a component of the state. Specifically, the innermost
concentric circle represents ρ1 ⊗ Tr1[E(ρ⊗4)] ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|T /4, where
i ∈ {1, . . . , 4} abbreviates systemsAiBi. The red quarter stands for
state ρ, while the white part in the t-th layer denotes Tr1···t[E(ρ⊗4)].
Next, let’s discuss the construction of ΛD , which comprises three
steps: First, applying E to the state with classical register |4⟩⟨4|T
yields the state depicted in (b). Second, after implementing a permu-
tation to the classical register system T : |t⟩T → |t+ 1⟩T for t < 4
and |4⟩T → |1⟩T , we obtain (c). Third, a SWAP on systems 1 and t
for in t-th layer leads to (d).

ϕAB on subsystem A, respectively, while S denotes the Shan-
non entropy.

The aforementioned lemma guarantees the efficacy of cat-
alytic quantum teleportation when employing the Duan state.
A comparison with embezzling catalysts is illustrated in
Fig. 10(a), focusing on qutrit scenarios. In the left portion
of Fig. 10(a), we depict the performance of catalytic quantum
teleportation: the pink region denotes bipartite states with an
original average fidelity already greater than or equal to 0.9,
while the deep blue region represents states where, aided by
the infinite-dimensional Duan state, i.e., n → ∞ in Eq. 66,
the final performance can surpass 0.9. The light blue area sig-
nifies states for which we cannot ensure that their communi-
cation capability in teleportation can be elevated beyond 0.9,
even with the assistance of an infinite-dimensional Duan state.
Conversely, as shown in the right portion of Fig. 10(a), all
states with an original average fidelity less than 0.9 can be en-
hanced to exceed 0.9 through the use of embezzling catalysts.

This example shows two benefits of using embezzling cata-
lysts. Firstly, if we restrict ourselves to strict catalysts—those
that remain unchanged after the communication process—
we may not observe significant enhancements in teleportation
performance, even with an infinite-dimensional catalyst. In

practice, preparing an infinite-dimensional catalyst and ma-
nipulating all systems is nearly impossible. Therefore, in
such cases, embezzling catalysts with lower dimensions offer
a more feasible solution. Secondly, the construction of τD

CC′

defined in Eq. 66 relies on the initial state shared between
the sender, Alice, and the receiver, Bob, rendering it non-
universal. Conversely, embezzling catalysts, such as τE

CC′

considered in Eq. 46, are universal, meaning they can be uti-
lized without prior knowledge of the initial state shared be-
tween Alice and Bob.

Addressing the practicality of protocols often hinges on
overcoming dimensional constraints. To further explore
this, let’s explore another example regarding dimension re-
quirements in catalytic teleportation and the the teleporta-
tion with embezzling catalysts. Consider a state |φ⟩AB :=
sinα |00⟩AB + cosα |11⟩AB with a varying parameter α.
Its average fidelity with an infinite-dimensional Duan state
is guaranteed to surpass a certain threshold, as depicted in
Fig. 10(b). However, achieving the same task is feasible us-
ing finite-dimensional embezzling catalysts. A comparison
of dimension requirements for catalytic systems between the
convex-split lemma (see Lem. 1) and embezzling states (see
Eq. 46) is presented in Fig. 10(b). The result highlights how
embezzling techniques offer advantages in dimensionality re-
duction, thereby bringing them closer to practical implemen-
tation. However, it is important to note that these benefits
come at the cost of increased catalyst consumption in terms
of purified distance, as depicted in Fig. 10(c). Both Figs. 8
and 10 indicate a fundamental trade-off between the dimen-
sion requirements for embezzling catalysts and the variation
in the catalytic system necessary to achieve a fixed amount
of improvement. Systematic investigation and formulation of
this trade-off into a quantitative framework will require fur-
ther research and is left for future exploration.

V. ENTANGLEMENT DISTILLATION WITH
EMBEZZLING CATALYSTS

The essence of teleportation with embezzling catalysts lies
in enhancing single-shot entanglement distillation using these
catalysts. In the single-shot setting, if Alice and Bob share
a noisy bipartite entangled state ρ, and they are limited to
LOCC operations, the optimal performance they can achieve
in single-shot entanglement distillation is given by

max
E∈LOCC

FU (E(ρ), ϕ+d ). (69)

If Alice and Bob employ additional embezzling catalyst τCC′ ,
the optimal performance of single-shot entanglement distilla-
tion can be increased to

max
E∈LOCC

FU (TrCC′ [E(ρ⊗ τ)], ϕ+d ). (70)

The performance of catalytic single-shot entanglement distil-
lation is clearly determined by the selection and design of the
embezzling catalysts. In the embezzling-state-assisted proto-
col, as a direct consequence of Lem. 2, if an error tolerance
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FIG. 10. Comparison of correlated catalysts and embezzling catalysts in teleportation: Figure (a) shows the triangle of all bipartite pure
states of qutrits. Each point λ = (λ1, λ2, λ3) in the triangle represents a unique state (up to local unitaries) with Schmidt coefficients {λi}
for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ 3. The left part of (a) illustrates the performance of quantum teleportation with correlated catalysts. The pink region indicates
states that already have an average fidelity of at least 0.9 without any catalyst. The deep blue region indicates states that can achieve a fidelity
higher than 0.9 with the help of Duan states. The light blue area indicates states for which we cannot guarantee that their communication
capability in teleportation can be elevated beyond 0.9, even with the assistance of an infinite-dimensional Duan state. Similarly, the right part
of (a) shows the performance of quantum teleportation with embezzling catalysts. The pink and deep blue regions have the same meaning
as before, while the light blue region is absent, indicating that embezzling catalysts can boost the fidelity of any state above 0.9. Figure (b)
shows the lower bound on the catalytic fidelity achieved by infinite-dimensional correlated catalysts, as indicated by the red line. The red and
blue bars compare the required dimensions of the catalytic systems, when using two different types of embezzling catalysts: τE

CC
′ (see Eq. 46)

and τCS
CC

′ (see Eq. 23). The bars show the minimum dimension needed to reach the same lower bound as the correlated catalysts. Figure (c)
illustrates the variation in different types of embezzling catalysts after the catalytic teleportation, measured in terms of purified distance.

of ϵ is permissible, employing an embezzling state τE (see
Eq. 46) with a dimension of at least ⌈d1/(1−

√
1−ϵ)⌉ allows us

to achieve a fidelity FU of at least 1− ϵ. Alternatively, by re-
placing the embezzling state τE in catalytic single-shot entan-
glement distillation (see Eq. 70) with τCS (see Eq. 23), we can
implement the convex-split-lemma-assisted single-shot entan-
glement distillation. The corresponding performance is de-
tailed in the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Convex-Split-Lemma-Assisted Single-Shot
Entanglement Distillation). Given a bipartite quantum state
ρ on systems AB with dimension d and an error threshold
ϵ > 0, we can construct a bipartite state τ := pϕ+m+(1−p)ζ
such that P (τ, ϕ+m) ⩽

√
ϵ/2. Here, ζ is a full-ranked quantum

state. Define k := Dmax(ρ ∥ τ) as the max-relative entropy
of ρ with respect to τ . Under these conditions, there exists a
catalyst τCS := τ⊗n−1 with n :=

⌈
2k+2/ϵ

⌉
that facilitates

FU

(
TrCC′ [ΛCS(ρ⊗ τCS)], ϕ+d

)
⩾ 1− ϵ. (71)

The LOCC operation ΛCS is defined in Eq. 21, and the cat-
alyst state τCS acts on systems CC

′
, where C := A2 . . . An

and C
′
:= B2 . . . Bn, with Ai = A and Bi = B for all i.

Proof. Building on Lem. 1 and the triangle inequality of puri-
fied distance, we obtain

P (ΛCS(ρ⊗ τCS), ϕ+d ⊗ τCS) ⩽
√
ϵ. (72)

By further applying the quantum data processing inequality,
we derive the desired result and complete the proof.

We would like to highlight that the dimension-reduction
method for catalytic systems discussed in Subsec. III C, which
utilizes randomly generated full-ranked quantum states over
the maximal mixed state, remains applicable to single-shot en-
tanglement distillation. Similar to catalytic teleportation, the

embezzling-assisted protocol generally achieves better perfor-
mance compared to the convex-split-lemma-assisted single-
shot entanglement distillation when the dimensions of the cat-
alytic systems are identical. However, this advantage comes
with increased variation in the catalysts. Numerical experi-
ments illustrating these results are presented in Fig. 11.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have introduced teleportation with em-
bezzling catalysts, which uses an extra entangled resource,
called an embezzling catalyst, to boost the fidelity of telepor-
tation. Unlike exact catalysts, embezzling catalysts are only
slightly changed after the teleportation, but can still be recy-
cled for other purposes. By relaxing the constraint of pre-
serving the catalysts throughout the information processing,
we can achieve universal catalysts, and teleport quantum in-
formation with arbitrary accuracy. To implement our scheme,
we constructed embezzling catalysts based on two different
methods: the convex-split lemma [70] and the embezzling
state [11]. Both methods can achieve arbitrary precision tele-
portation using finite-dimensional embezzling catalysts. As
a by-product, we have also investigated single-shot entangle-
ment distillation using the convex-split lemma.

Embezzling phenomena in quantum information theory is
the surprising ability to extract resources, such as entangle-
ment, from a reference state without significantly altering it.
This is analogous to taking a cup of water from the sea and
leaving the sea almost unchanged. However, the dimensional-
ity of the reference state, or the catalyst, is crucial for this
task. It is hard to manipulate entangled states precisely in
high-dimensional systems. Therefore, we need to use low-
dimensional catalysts for high-precision tasks. Here, we ex-
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FIG. 11. Comparisons across different catalytic single-shot entanglement distillation protocols: Figures (a) and (c) depict the required
catalyst dimensions for achieving the specified fidelity in catalytic single-shot entanglement distillation from random initial states, with fideli-
ties of 0.70 and 0.75, as shown in TABLE V. In these figures, τE represents the catalyst dimension based on embezzling states (see Eq. 46),
while τCS(nmin(100 , ϵ)) and τCS(nmin(SI/d2 , ϵ)) indicate the catalyst dimensions constructed using the convex-split lemma (see Lem. 1).
The former method involves selecting 100 randomly chosen full-rank states for constructing τ (see Eq. 23), whereas the latter employs max-
imally mixed states I/d2. Figures (b) and (d) illustrate the consumption of embezzling catalysts during entanglement distillation, measured
in terms of purified distance. The blue line represents the upper bound of the consumption for the embezzling catalyst τCS (see Eq. 34),
while the pink line indicates the exact consumption of the embezzling state τE in catalytic entanglement distillation (see Eq. 63). These
comparisons demonstrate that while the embezzling-state-assisted protocol exhibits superior performance at the same catalyst dimension as
the convex-split-lemma-assisted protocol, it incurs a greater deviation from its original form during the catalytic entanglement distillation.

plore how to reduce the dimensionality of embezzling cata-
lysts based on the convex-split lemma. We also perform nu-
merical experiments to show that our method outperforms ex-
isting ones [8] in dimensionality.

Quantum teleportation is one of many quantum communi-
cation protocols. It is natural to wonder if similar ideas can
improve other quantum information-theoretic tasks [75–77].
For instance, can catalysts such as correlated catalysts or em-
bezzling catalysts increase the capacities of communication
channels? This question is fundamental in quantum infor-
mation theory and has practical implications. However, it is
beyond the scope of this work and we leave it for future re-
search [69].
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f(ρ) Density Matrix of ρ

0.75



0.27 0.03 − 0.03i 0.04 − 0.12i 0.28 − 0.07i

0.03 + 0.03i 0.13 0.06 − 0.01i 0.01 + 0.08i

0.04 + 0.12i 0.06 + 0.01i 0.19 0.07 + 0.21i

0.28 + 0.07i 0.01 − 0.08i 0.07 − 0.21i 0.41



0.80



0.26 −0.04 − 0.02i −0.02 + 0.05i 0.30 + 0.06i

−0.04 + 0.02i 0.06 0.06 + 0.01i 0.01 + 0.00i

−0.02 − 0.05i 0.06 − 0.01i 0.14 0.01 − 0.11i

0.30 − 0.06i 0.01 − 0.00i 0.01 + 0.11i 0.54


TABLE III. The entangled initial states considered in Fig. 5(a)
and Fig. 8.
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Density Matrix of ρ

ρ1



0.33 −0.06 + 0.02i −0.06 + 0.02i 0.13 − 0.09i

−0.06 − 0.02i 0.20 0.09 + 0.00i −0.03 − 0.07i

−0.06 − 0.02i 0.09 + 0.00i 0.30 −0.03 − 0.01i

0.13 + 0.09i −0.03 + 0.07i −0.03 + 0.01i 0.17


ρ2



0.15 0.07 + 0.02i −0.13 + 0.12i 0.03 − 0.02i

0.07 − 0.02i 0.16 −0.07 − 0.06i −0.04 − 0.05i

−0.13 − 0.12i −0.07 + 0.06i 0.55 −0.12 − 0.04i

0.03 + 0.02i −0.04 + 0.05i −0.12 + 0.04i 0.13



ρ3



0.17 0.08 + 0.01i 0.09 + 0.01i −0.01 + 0.08i

0.08 − 0.01i 0.11 0.01 − 0.03i −0.04 + 0.08i

0.09 − 0.01i 0.01 + 0.03i 0.24 0.06 − 0.01i

−0.01 − 0.08i −0.04 − 0.08i 0.06 + 0.01i 0.48


ρ4



0.19 0.05 − 0.12i 0.02 + 0.01i 0.04 − 0.10i

0.05 + 0.12i 0.26 −0.02 + 0.09i 0.21 − 0.07i

0.02 − 0.01i −0.02 − 0.09i 0.19 0.08 − 0.11i

0.04 + 0.10i 0.21 + 0.07i 0.08 + 0.11i 0.36



ρ5



0.32 −0.04 + 0.08i 0.07 − 0.22i 0.07 + 0.04i

−0.04 − 0.08i 0.21 −0.05 − 0.02i 0.09 − 0.16i

0.07 + 0.22i −0.05 + 0.02i 0.23 −0.02 + 0.04i

0.07 − 0.04i 0.09 + 0.16i −0.02 − 0.04i 0.24


ρ6



0.16 −0.03 + 0.05i −0.03 − 0.08i −0.06 + 0.05i

−0.03 − 0.05i 0.11 −0.09 + 0.04i 0.04 − 0.01i

−0.03 + 0.08i −0.09 − 0.04i 0.30 −0.20 + 0.13i

−0.06 − 0.05i 0.04 + 0.01i −0.20 − 0.13i 0.43



ρ7



0.42 −0.05 − 0.1i 0.03 + 0.01i −0.08 + 0.03i

−0.05 + 0.10i 0.13 0.15 + 0.04i −0.03 − 0.08i

0.03 − 0.01i 0.15 − 0.04i 0.27 −0.07 − 0.06i

−0.08 − 0.03i −0.03 + 0.08i −0.07 + 0.06i 0.18


ρ8



0.28 −0.08 − 0.12i 0.23 + 0.13i 0.02 − 0.16i

−0.08 + 0.12i 0.14 −0.15 + 0.05i 0.08 + 0.08i

0.23 − 0.13i −0.15 − 0.05i 0.34 −0.13 − 0.13i

0.02 + 0.16i 0.08 − 0.08i −0.13 + 0.13i 0.24



ρ9



0.10 −0.04 − 0.01i −0.05 − 0.04i 0.05 + 0.05i

−0.04 + 0.01i 0.29 0.04 − 0.01i −0.17 − 0.01i

−0.05 + 0.04i 0.04 + 0.01i 0.47 −0.00 − 0.02i

0.05 − 0.05i −0.17 + 0.01i −0.00 + 0.02i 0.13


ρ10



0.13 0.04 − 0.05i −0.04 + 0.00i −0.03 − 0.09i

0.04 + 0.05i 0.28 −0.00 + 0.03i 0.11 − 0.09i

−0.04 + 0.00i −0.00 − 0.03i 0.37 0.10 − 0.13i

−0.03 + 0.09i 0.11 + 0.09i 0.10 + 0.13i 0.22



ρ11



0.33 −0.05 − 0.04i 0.09 − 0.05i 0.03 + 0.01i

−0.05 + 0.04i 0.17 −0.11 − 0.06i −0.10 − 0.01i

0.09 + 0.05i −0.11 + 0.06i 0.26 0.04 + 0.06i

0.03 − 0.01i −0.1 + 0.01i 0.04 − 0.06i 0.24


ρ12



0.28 −0.03 + 0.04i −0.07 − 0.06i −0.10 − 0.01i

−0.03 − 0.04i 0.31 0.02 − 0.10i −0.02 − 0.04i

−0.07 + 0.06i 0.02 + 0.10i 0.23 0.06 + 0.07i

−0.10 + 0.01i −0.02 + 0.04i 0.06 − 0.07i 0.18



ρ13



0.31 −0.04 + 0.02i −0.05 + 0.03i −0.06 − 0.02i

−0.04 − 0.02i 0.21 −0.09 + 0.06i 0.18 + 0.05i

−0.05 − 0.03i −0.09 − 0.06i 0.15 −0.07 − 0.06i

−0.06 + 0.02i 0.18 − 0.05i −0.07 + 0.06i 0.33


ρ14



0.33 −0.10 − 0.02i −0.07 + 0.01i 0.03 − 0.06i

−0.10 + 0.02i 0.22 −0.01 − 0.09i −0.15 + 0.01i

−0.07 − 0.01i −0.01 + 0.09i 0.23 0.02 + 0.04i

0.03 + 0.06i −0.15 − 0.01i 0.02 − 0.04i 0.23



ρ15



0.23 0.05 − 0.05i 0.06 − 0.06i −0.11 − 0.10i

0.05 + 0.05i 0.28 0.09 − 0.08i −0.08 + 0.09i

0.06 + 0.06i 0.09 + 0.08i 0.16 −0.03 + 0.00i

−0.11 + 0.10i −0.08 − 0.09i −0.03 + 0.00i 0.33


TABLE IV. The separable initial states considered in Fig. 5(b).
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F (ρ) Density Matrix of ρ

0.70



0.28 0.04 − 0.08i −0.03 − 0.03i 0.33 + 0.01i

0.04 + 0.08i 0.14 −0.11 + 0.01i 0.08 − 0.07i

−0.03 + 0.03i −0.11 − 0.01i 0.12 −0.05 − 0.01i

0.33 − 0.01i 0.08 + 0.07i −0.05 + 0.01i 0.46



0.75



0.41 −0.02 + 0.12i 0.01 + 0.06i 0.29 + 0.23i

−0.02 − 0.12i 0.06 0.01 − 0.01i 0.07 − 0.12i

0.01 − 0.06i 0.01 + 0.01i 0.03 0.05 + 0.01i

0.29 − 0.23i 0.07 + 0.12i 0.05 − 0.01i 0.50


TABLE V. The entangled initial states considered in Fig. 11.
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