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Fully smooth one shot multipartite soft covering of
quantum states without pairwise independence
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Abstract

We provide a powerful machinery to prove fully smooth one shot multipartite covering, aka
convex split, type results for quantum states. In the important case of smooth multipartite
convex split for classical quantum states, aka smooth multipartite soft covering, our machinery
works even when certain marginals of these states do not satisfy pairwise independence. The
paper [Sen24] gave the first proof of fully smooth multipartite convex split by simplifying and
extending a technique called telescoping, developed originally for convex split by [CGB23].
However, that work as well as all earlier works on convex split assumed pairwise or even more
independence amongst suitable marginals of the quantum states.

We develop our machinery by leveraging known results from [Sen21b] involving tilting and
augmentation smoothing of quantum states, combined with a novel observation that a natural
quantum operation ‘flattening’ quantum states actually preserves the fidelity. This machinery
is powerful enough to lead to non pairwise independent results as mentioned above.

As an application of our soft covering lemma without pairwise independence, we prove the
‘natural’ one shot inner bounds for sending private classical information over a quantum wiretap
interference channel, even when the classical encoders at the input lose pairwise independence
in their encoding strategies to a certain extent. This result was unknown earlier even in the
classical setting.

1 Introduction

The simultaneous smoothing bottleneck is a famous open problem in network quantum information
theory [DF13]. A positive result for this problem would imply that many union and intersection
type arguments carried out, sometimes implicitly, in network classical information theory extend
similarly to the quantum setting. Most tasks in information theory can be decomposed into simpler
tasks of one of two types: packing and covering. The earlier work of [Sen21b] gave a machinery for
implementing union and intersection for packing tasks in one shot network quantum information
theory, bypassing simulaneous smoothing. However it left open the question of implementing union
and intersection for covering tasks, a lacuna which was explicitly pointed out in [DGHW20].
Recent exciting works of Cheng, Gao and Berta [CGB23], and Colomer and Winter [CW23],
have introduced a telescoping cum mean-zero decomposition technique that bypasses the simulta-
neous smoothing bottleneck for intersection arguments for two fundamental problems in quantum
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information theory viz. multipartite covering aka multipartite convex split, and multipartite de-
coupling respectively. However Cheng et al. did not state their multipartite convex split results in
terms of smooth one shot quantities, leaving several basic one shot and finite blocklength achiev-
ability questions in network quantum information theory, e.g. inner bounds for the generalised one
shot quantum Slepian Wolf [AJW18| problem, unanswered. Very recently, [Sen24] showed that the
telescoping technique can in fact be simplified and further extended in order to prove fully smooth
multipartite convex split and decoupling results for the first time. That work also provided several
applications of the fully smooth convex split and decoupling theorems to important problems in
network quantum information theory.

All the works referenced above as well as all earlier works on convex split, whether smooth or non
smooth, assumed at least pairwise, often full independence or tensor product structure of certain
marginals of quantum states. However, all the earlier proof techniques including telescoping fail
when the pairwise independence requirement is dropped. Dropping pairwise independence becomes
important for classical quantum soft covering lemmas. In multipartite soft covering, there are k
classical parties, k& > 1. Each party independently samples a set of classical symbols from a
probability distribution. A k-tuple of symbols from the samples of the k parties is fed to a box
whose output is a quantum state depending on the input k-tuple. The uniform average of the
resulting input dependent quantum state is taken over all k tuples that can be constructed from
the k sets sampled by the k parties. The aim is to ensure that the resulting sample averaged input
dependent quantum state is close in trace distance to an ‘ideal’ fixed quantum state, in expectation
over the random choices of the k parties. Dropping pairwise independence for soft covering means
that a classical party chooses its set of symbols in a pairwise dependent fashion.

Soft covering lemmas are used e.g. to prove the privacy requirement for classical messages for
various types of wiretap channels [RSW17, [Will17]. Relaxing pairwise independence in such settings
can make computational sense as it will require senders to use less true random bits, an expensive
resource, in their codebook construction step.

In this paper, we provide a new proof for fully smooth multipartite convex split of quantum
states. Our proof does not use telescoping; instead it uses a completely different machinery. The
advantage of using this more sophisticated machinery is that in the soft covering setting, we can
show for the first time that our fully smooth inner bounds continue to hold even when the classical
covering parties lose pairwise independence in a restricted way while choosing their set of samples.
We believe this is a major conceptual contribution of our work.

In order to prove such powerful and general multipartite fully quantum convex split and soft
classical quantum covering cresults, we develop new machinery by leveraging known results from
[Sen21b] involving tilting and augmentation smoothing of quantum states, combined with a novel
observation that a natural quantum operation ‘flattening’ quantum states actually preserves the
fidelity. As an application of the power of this machinery, we prove the achievability of a natural
rate region for sending private classical information over a wiretap quantum interference channel
extending Chong, Motani, Garg and ElGamal inner bound [CMGEQS] for the non-wiretap classical
interference channel. Our scheme continues to work even when the classical encodings at the inputs
to the channel lose pairwise independence to a certain extent. This was not known before, not even
in the classical setting.



1.1 Organisation of the paper

Section [2] serves as a warmup, where we first recall the CMG covering problem introduced in
[Sen24]. That work provided a smooth inner bound for CMG covering using telescoping. In
Section 2, we will see how the telescoping proof of smooth CMG covering fails if the pairwise
independence assumption between certain marginals of classical quantum states involved in the
telescoping proof is removed. Some novel results about flattening quantum states, Schatten-£,
norm and inner product of matrices, and tilting and augmentation smoothing of quantum states
are stated and proved in Section Bl They will be required to prove fully smooth multipartite
convex split in Section @l The style of proof of convex split in Section [4] serves as a warmup to the
proof of the smooth multipartite soft covering lemma without pairwise independence in Section [5l
Section [Al also proves a smooth inner bound for the CMG covering problem that works even when
certain pairwise independence assumptions are relaxed, addressing the drawback of telescoping
pointed out earlier in Section 2l We use this inner bound for CMG covering in Section [6] where
we finally obtain smooth inner bounds for sending private classical information over a quantum
wiretap interference channel, even when certain pairwise independence requirements at the classical
encoders are relaxed. Section [7] contains an alternate simpler proof of fully smooth multipartite
convex split using our flattening technique. It serves as a warmup to Section [, where we prove a
fully smooth multipartite decoupling theorem using similar methods. The fully smooth multipartite
decoupling theorem of Section [§] uses one extra ancilla qubit per sender unlike the fully smooth
multipartite decoupling theorem in [Sen24]; however this extra qubit per sender does not affect any
application of decoupling to the best of our knowledge. We finally make some concluding remarks
and list directions for further research in Section [

2 Warmup: Telescoping fails without pairwise independence

The CMG covering problem defined in [Sen24] lies at the heart of obtaining inner bounds for
private classical communication over a quantum wiretap interference channel. The name CMG is an
acronym for Chong, Motani and Garg, the discoverers of one of the most well known inner bounds
for the classical non-wiretap interference channel in the asympotic independent and identically
distributed (asymptotic iid) setting [CMGEOS|]. The paper [Senl2| first showed the achievability
of the same inner bound for sending classical information over a quantum non-wiretap interference
channel in the asymptotic iid setting. Subsequently, the achievability in the non-wiretap quantum
case in the general one shot setting was proved in [Sen2la]. That paper used the machinery
of [Sen21b] to bypass simultaneous smoothing for intersection problems arising in packing tasks.
Later on in this paper, we will be able to extend the result of [Sen2la] to the one shot wiretap
quantum case by combining the packing arguments with our fully smooth CMG covering lemma
without pairwise independence (Lemma [I9] below.

Let A be a quantum channel with two inputs called Alice and Bob, and one output called Eve.
The intuition here is that Eve is an eavesdropper trying to get information on the classical messages
that Alice and Bob are sending to some other outputs of A/, not described here explicitly as they
are not relevant for CMG covering. Though A has quantum inputs and quantum outputs, we will
assume without loss of generality that the inputs are classical, because in the inner bound below,
there is a standard optimisation step over a choice of all ensembles of input states to Alice and
Bob. Thus, we will henceforth think of N as a classical-quantum (cq) channel with its two classical
input alphabets being denoted by X', ), and the quantum output alphabet by &£.



Let 0 < e <1. On input (z,y) € X x Y, the channel outputs a quantum state
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on E, where {p3},, {pl'}, are the ensembles of the so-called encoding quantum states at the
quantum inputs A, B of the channel which is modelled by a completely positive trace non-increasing
superoperator N : AB — E. To define the CMG covering problem, we need to define new alphabets
X', V', following the scheme of the original paper [CMGEQOS|. We then pick a ‘control’ probability

distribution
p(a’,z,y y) = pa’, z)p(y,y)

on the classical alphabet X’ x X x )’ x ). The ‘control’ cq state for the CMG covering problem
is now defined as

X'XY'YE X'XY'Y E
o = Z p(x/,x,y/,y)|x/,x,y/,y>(:17/,x,y/,y| ®0my‘
"L.,7‘,E7yl7y
Though the state o , depends only on z and y, for later convenience we will write it as af oy = afy.

Though this notatlon seems heavier now, it will be extremely useful when we take various marginals
of X' XY'YE in the entropic quantities and the proofs later on. Thus,

X' XY'YE . _ Z p(@, 2)p(y )2z, g y) @l y y Y ®Uxxyy
z' 'y

Let us say Alice and Bob are trying to send a pair of classical messages a and b respectively
to Charlie. To obfuscate them from Eve, Alice and Bob independently do the following strategy.
Alice chooses iid samples z/,...,2, from the marginal distribution pX'. Conditioned on each
sample z;, € X’, Alice chooses iid samples xp 1, ..., zp 1 from the conditioned marginal distribution
pX |(X’ = a},. Thus, a total of L'L samples are chosen by Alice. Similarly, Bob chooses iid samples
Yis- - Yy from the marginal distribution pY'. Conditioned on each sample y,. €Y', Bob chooses
iid samples ¥y 1, - . ., Yms,m from the conditioned marginal distribution pY](Y’ =y ,. Thus, a total
of M'M samples are chosen by Bob. Alice inputs a uniformly random sample from her chosen set
into the channel AV. Similarly, Bob inputs a uniformly random sample from his chosen set into
the channel N. The hope is that this strategy obfuscates Eve’s received state so much that she is
unable to figure out the actual input message pair (a,b).

Let o denote the marginal on E of the control state oX' XYY Define

l L M/

af,j’y g = (L'(L+1)M'(M + 1)) Z Z Z Z f/xa/ayb/yb/b (1)

a’=1a=1¥b=10b=1

We would like to show that the so-called CMG convex split quantity defined below is small, when
L', L, M', M are suitably large.

. E E
MG = E_ (I8 ;=" @
the expectation being over the choice of the samples 7/ = (@h,...,2%), & = (z11,...,27, 1),

Yy = (Y15 ¥ur)s ¥ = (Y115, Ypyr py) according to the procedure described above. Recall that



for p > 0, the Schatten-£, norm of a matrix M is defined as || M|, := Tr [(ATA)?/2]. The Schatten-
loo norm, aka operator norm induced from the Hilbert space norm, is defined by taking p — 400
in the above expression, resulting in ||M o, being the largest singular value of M. For normal
matrices M, it equals the largest absolute value of an eigenvalue of M.

The paper [Sen24] gave a fully smooth inner bound for the CMG covering problem using tele-
scoping. The telescoping based proof in that paper uses expressions like

x’,x%,y’,y [TI' [( Oy zy’ y(8) ~:}Eﬂy y(s) - 5-5323/(8) + 55@/’(8)) (3)
(65 (8) = 55, (8) = 55, (8) + 55, (8))| |

in order to bound the CMG quantity in Equation @ above. Above, a matrix like 6%
perturbed version of the matrix

iy y(8) is a

&Emy’y = (U ) 12 0 U:E’my y - (U ) 1/20-£ny y(UE)_1/27
where 0! is the so-called Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of ¢ i.e. the inverse on the support of o
and the zero operator orthogonal to the support. Eight different perturbed versions of & O'x - called
g 2yy(1); © € [8], are used at different places of the telescoping proof [Sen24] in order to prove fully
smooth inner bounds for CMG covering.

The telescoping technique crucially requires that a telescoping term satisfy the so-called mean
zero property [Sen24]. For a term like in Equation Bl above, various conditions need to be met in
order for the mean zero requirement to be satisfied. One of those conditions is as follows:

E [TI“ [(U / (8) - &gy’y(B) - &xE’xy’(B) + &E; ’(8))

(55 2y (8) = 651, (8) = 555,,(8) + 55 (8))
= Euyy |Tr |(Eawlo fxyy<8>—~fyy<8>—&fw<> f
(B 1075y () = 52,y (8) = 555, (8) + 55, (3)]) | @)

= By [T [(55,,(8) = 5,,(3) - 55,,(8) + 55,(8)

)
(65, (8) = 55,,(8) &53,<8> +55,0)|
= 0.

The equalities in the above equation only hold when in the obfuscating strategy of Alice described
earlier, the distribution of x4, conditioned on /, is pairwise independent from the distribution of
T4, conditioned on z!, for any pair a # a.

We can now appreciate the minimum requirement of pairwise independence in the proofs of both
non-smooth as well as smooth covering lemmas. Supppose the pairwise independence condition in
Alice’s obfuscating strategy is ‘slightly broken’. The mean zero property in Equation [ fails. By
slightly broken we mean that conditioned on a particular choice of z/,, Za/q, Yy, Yoo,

E _.E E - E -1_E

L0 ’ 7é ag.r . (W ’ < ag.r . .
fE x ] xr ,T x ’ xr , T — x
wa/a|(w;,xa/ayl’),yb,b) al ’aybyb’b o/ TalaYpYp'b o' YbYb’b I Zal aYpYnlb L Yb bl

We require that the expectation above depend only on the actual symbols «/,, Z4q, Y}/, ypp and
not on their locations d’, a, a, b’ or b.



This creates immense problems for telescoping. Suppose for simplicity that only the pairwise
independence condition involving X’ and X is slightly broken as described above i.e. conditioned
on z,, the distribution of x, is not independent from the distribution of x4, for a # a. Other
pairs like (2}, z4q) and (2, 2,,,) for o' # a, or yyp and Yy, conditioned on y;, for b # b ete.
continue to be independent. Now writing a term like

~F ~F ~F
(Om;/ma’ay;/yb’b(s) B O-m;/y;)/yb’b(S) B O-:E;,:Ba/ay;), (8) + O- ! ’yb’ (8))

in the telescoping inequalities, requires for example the following condition (and several other
conditions also) to be met in order to satisfy the mean zero property. The following condition
occurs in the telescopmg proof of [Sen24] when that proof considers the mean zero requirement for
the case a/ = a’, a #a, b =V, b=b,

E [Tr [(65

oz Y T xy’y(S) - 5-xE’y’y(8) - 55:{:3} (8) + 55@/(8))(55’&@/@/(8) - 5-xE’y’y(8) Uga:y (8) + 553}’(8))]]

= E [Tr [( Oy zy’ y(8) - 5-§y’y(8) - 5-5951/(8) + 553/’(8))

' xy vy
(i‘(x}g‘y’y) [5-5'%?/?;(8) mEy 9(8) O-:EE;my (8) + 5-5?/ (8)]) :|:|
= B[00 (05, (8) — 55, (8) — 05y (8) + 058Gy (8) — 35, (8) — 55, (8) + 55, (8)]]

which destroys the mean zero property. On the other hand, writing a term like
(8))

in the telescoping inequalities gives an expression like the followmg to meet the mean zero require-
ment in the proof of [Sen2d], when o’ = a’, a # a, ¥’ =V, b= b,

o iy [TI‘ [(Ux zy’ y(8) - fy y(8) O-:E;my (8) + &Ey’(B))(&f;iy’y(S) — 3 fy y(8) O-:E;my (8) + OL’mE;y’ (8))”

= E [TI‘ [(Ux zy’ y(8) - &gy’y(B) - &f;xy’(g) + OL’mE;y’ (8))

' xy vy
<f(r1%y’y)[&f%y/y(8) B 55?/'9(8) - &f’xy (8) + ‘L’f'y’(g)])H

= o iEy’ y [TI' [( fxy’y(S) fy y(s) - 55wy’(8) + OL-:E;y’ (8))(5-£/;xy’y(8) - a:-f/"y’y(g) - 55wy’(8) + OL-:E;y’ (8))]]

# 0,

which again destroys the mean zero property. In fact, there is no choice of term one could write
down for a successful telescoping strategy when pairwise independence is slightly broken.

The proof of the non-smooth inner bound for CMG covering in [Sen24] handles the loss of
pairwise independence without much trouble giving rise to an inequality like

~F ~FE ~F
(O-x;/xa’ay;/yb’b(s) B O-x;/y;)/yb’b(s) B O-x;/xa’ay;)/ (8) + O- l/yb/

log L' +log M’ +1log M > Do (65 XY VE||gX' XYY & 5F) 4 loge2, (5)

in the inner bound. Above, we have used the non-smooth Rényi-oo divergence, aka non-smooth
max divergence. This and the non-smooth Rényi-2 divergence are defined below.



Definition 1

L(X': E)y := Dy(0X'F||0X @ oF),

Io(X': E)g := Doo (60X E 0¥ @ o),
Da(allB) := 2log||F~*aB V4|5, if supp(a) < supp(B), +oo otherwise,
Doo(a||B) :=log||B~'2aB71/?||s, if supp(a) < supp(B3), +oo otherwise.

where « is a subnormalised density matriz and [ is a positive semidefinite matrix acting on the same
Hilbert space. The quantity I.(X’ : E), is known as non-smooth Rényi-oo mutual information,
aka non-smooth max mutual information under the joint state X ¥. The quantity I(X' : E), is
known as the non-smooth Rényi-2 mutual information under the joint state o= Z. In this paper,
a subnormalised density matrix means a positive semidefinite matrix with trace at most one; a
normalised density matriz means the trace is exactly one. Note that Da(a||3) < Doo(e|3), and
that for a cq state o',

L(X': B)y = logE Tr [((0F) "oy (o) 71)?) = 10g E Tr [(5,7)°),

the expecation over 2’ being taken according to the classical probability distribution ¢ . For later

/
use, we remark that for a cq state X £,

Io(X": E)y = max Do (05 ||0F).
:B/
The rate inequality in Equation Bl above arises from a term like the one below, when the proof

of the non-smooth inner bound for CMG covering in [Sen24] considers a situation where a’ = a,
b =V,b=">band a# a:

ﬁ’,gg]’,g* [Tr [&sza/ayl',/yb/b6%,:0(;%3/;,1/5,5
= m,mlgy,y[Tr [55%@55@,@/]] = m,gy/y[ﬁ [af’;my,y(OE)—1/2O.5:%y,y(O_E)—1/2H
= BT (080 () 7265, (07)7H2]]
< PRETITRON) L B (T (ol (0") e (7))
_ 2Doo(C}X’XY’YE||UXIXY’Y®UE) ‘x,i%,y[Tr [O-gxy’y]] _ 2Doo((-TX’XY’YEHUX’XY’Y@UE)7
where the cq state X XY YE i defined in the natural fashion as
gXYVE = N () )l xy )l gl @ 65,
z'zy'y

Observe that if
0 E
O-{E’(Ey’y = Um’y’y?
which is what we have in the pairwise independent case, then, Dy (67X XY VE||gX' XYY @ 5B =
Do (aXY'YE| oXY'Y 2 5E)  Our non-smooth rate region then becomes exactly like the non-smooth



rate region for CMG covering in [Sen24] in the pairwise independent case, except for Da(-]]-) in
[Sen24]’s rate region being replaced by Dy (:||-). Now suppose

-1 _FE

V:o <€ Oy,

E
z'xy'y
i.e. the ‘consequences’ of pairwise independence hold up to a ‘scale factor’ of e~!. Then,

Doo(d,X’XY’YE”O_X’XY’Y ® O’E) < DOO(O,X’Y’YEHO,X’Y’Y ® O’E) 1

+loge .
Under an appropriate simultaneous smoothing conjecture, such a term should give rise to an in-
equality like

log L' +log M’ +1log M > DS (o™X Y VEoXY"Y @ o) 4 log e + polylog(e ™),

where 0 < € < 1 is the so-called smoothing parameter. Above we used the smooth Rényi-co
divergence DS (+||-). The e-smooth Rényi divergences are defined as follows:

Di(all) == min Dy(e’[18), Dig(allf) = min Doo(e’]13),

where the minimisation is over all subnormalised density matrices o satisfying ||/ —all; < e(Tr «).
The smooth mutual informations are defined accordingly.

IS(X": B)y := D5(0cX PlloX @ o), I (X" : E)y := D (60X P|0X @ o).

We remark that several alternate definitions of non-smooth and smooth Rényi divergences have
been provided in the literature. However the work of [ABJT19] shows that all the smooth Rényi-p
divergences for p > 1 are essentially equivalent to DS, up to tweaks in the smoothing parameter
¢ and dimension independent additive corrections that are polynomial in loge~!. So henceforth,
our fully smooth convex split and soft covering results shall be stated in terms of DS, or quantities
derived from D¢ like IS .

Another important entropic quantity derived from Rényi divergence is conditional entropy. The
smooth conditional Rényi entropy is defined by

H(AIR), = —D5(p"F|14 @ o), Hiyo(AIR), = Dby (0" P14 @ ™).

min
Various alternate definitions of the smooth conditional Rényi-2 and Rényi min entropy have been
given in the literature, but there all equivalent up to minor tweaks in the smoothing parameter € and
small dimension independent additive terms polynomial in loge™!. Also, HS(A|R), ~ HS;, (A|R),
[ABJT19].
Now contrast the above expression with the following viz.

logL' +log M’ +logM > IS(X'Y'Y :E)y+loge 2 = D5(cX Y'YE|6XYY @ o) + log e 2
~ D (oMo @ 0”) 4+ O(loge?)

obtained by telescoping in the pairwise independent case [Sen24]. Thus, simultaenous smoothing
is still potentially much more powerful than telescoping when pairwise independence is slightly
broken in the sense of df, o'y being bounded by Jf,y,y by at most a scale factor of poly(e~!).

As we will see in Section [l our machinery allows us to handle the slight breaking of pairwise
independence in the sense described above, achieving the bound in terms of DS that one would
expect from simultaneous smoothing. We remark that sacrificing pairwise independence may be
computationally beneficial for Alice’s obfuscation strategy, as it will require her to use a lesser

number of pure random bits.



3 Preliminaries

We now state some basic definitions and facts for completeness. First is the well known gentle
measurement lemma.

Fact 1 Let p be a normalised density matriz on a Hilbert space. Let I1 be a POVM element the
same space (i.e. 0 <TI < 1) satisfying Tr [Ilp] > 1 —e. Then,

lp— VI p VT < 2Ve.

If p is not normalised, we can still obtain a good gentle measurement upper bound by rescaling by
Tr p.

The Lowner partial order on Hermitian matrices A, B on the same Hilbert space is defined as
A < B iff B— A is positive semidefinite. With this notation, we sometimes write A > 0 to indicate
that A is positive semidefinite.

Every Hermitian positive semidefinite matrix p# on a Hilbert space A, with complex entries,
has a length preserving purification pf on an extended Hilbert space A ® R, where R is another
Hilbert space, often called the reference, of sufficiently large dimension. By a length preserving
purification, we mean that p¥ is a rank one orthogonal projection, i.e. a pure state, whose of same
Schatten-¢; norm as that of p4. Note that that the Schatten-¢; norm of a pure state p = |p) (p|AF
is the Euclidean fo-length of the vector [p?).

A

Definition 2 The fidelity between two positive semidefinite matrices p?, o on the same Hilbert

space A is defined as
A
F(p*, o) = Vo' Vo' = e [{plo)],

p)AR o) AR
where the maximisation is over all length preserving purifications \p>AR, ]0>AR of pA, 0.

Given the above definition of fidelity, a straightforward analogue of Uhlmann’s theorem holds for
pairs of positive semidefinite matrices. Also, we have the standard inequalities relating fidelity and
trace distance for normalised density matrices.

Fact 2 Let p, o be normalised density matrices in the same Hilbert space. Then,

1
1= F(p,0) < 5lp =0l < V1= F(p,0)*

In this paper, all superoperators will be Hermitian preserving i.e. they are linear operators on
vector spaces of matrices that send Hermitian matrices to Hermitian matrices. We will only apply
superoperators to Hermitian matrices inside our proofs.

We will need the notion of ‘intersection’ of two probability subdistributions p*, ¢ on the same
alphabet X from [Sen21b].

(pNg)™* (z) := min{p(x), q(x)}. (6)
It is easy to see that
Ieng)* =p* I < llp* =¥l Iena)™ = < ™ = ¢¥h.

We state the following two folklore facts for completeness, which have been commonly used in
earlier literature on decoupling.



Fact 3 Let pAB be a positive semidefinite matriz. Then pAB < |A|(14 @ pP).
Fact 4 Let pAP be a subnormalised density matriz. Then HE; (A|B), < log|A|.

We now recall the so-called matriz weighted Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. This inequality has
been extensively used in earlier literature on decoupling.

Fact 5 Let M be Hermitian matrix on a Hilbert space. Let o be a normalised density matrix on
the same space such that supp(M) C supp(o). Then,

1My < flo™ Mo 45,

where o' is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of o as defined earlier. If Tr o # 1, still an appro-
priate inequality can be easily obtained by rescaling by Tr o.

3.1 Shaved Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for matrix norms

Though the matrix weighted Cauchy Schwarz inequality is very useful, it does have a notable
drawback in certain applications. Suppose we want to show an upper bound for |[M; — Ma||,
where M7, My are Hermitian matrices. In several applications, including during the proof of the
smooth multipartite convex split lemma in the next section, M7, Ms have incomparable supports,
and it is not clear what normalised density matrix ¢ should be used as the weighting matrix in
Fact [Bso as to get a good upper bound on || M; — M,||;. For several of those applications, including
for our proof in the next section, it turns out that one can apply the following shaved Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality of Proposition [Il in order to get very good upper bounds on ||[M; — Mz|;. The
term ‘shaved’ refers to the use of the POVM element II in Proposition [[] which shaves off the ‘bad
parts’ of py, pz and applies Cauchy Schwarz only on the good part vII(p; — po)VIL.

Proposition 1 Suppose p1, p2 are two positive semidefinite matrices on the same Hilbert space.
Let IT be a POVM element on the same space. Suppose Tr [TIp;] > (1 — €;)(Tr p;). Then,

[p1 — p2lli < VTr IL-[[p1 — pall2 + (2Tr p1)v/er + (2Tr pa2)/ea.

Proof: We just apply Fact [l and the standard Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, together with the
triangle inequality.

lor = p2lli < (IVTL(p1 = po)VIT1 + [lp1 = VILp1 V|| + [|p2 — VITp2 VII|y
< VTr - [VIL(p1r — p2)VIT|l2 + (2 Tr p1)ver + (2Tr p2)y/ez
< VTr I flpr = poll2 + (2Tr p1)ver + 2Tr p2)y/eo.
]
3.2 Projector smoothing of matrix | - ||, norm

As we will see below, our novel flattening lemmas reduce considerations about D (c||3) to con-
siderations about |||, where o/ is a matrix related to «, 8. Accordingly, considerations about
D¢ (a]|3) reduce to considerations about a smoothed version of ||o/||. Naively speaking, the
smoothed version of ||o/||« that arises from this reduction replaces positive semidefinite matrix o’

10



by a smoothed positive semidefinite matrix o close to it leading to the state smoothed Schatten-f
norm. )
lo/[|5 := min [lo”]|oc,
(6%

where the minimisation is over all positive semidefinite matrices o satisfying ||/ — /|1 < e(Tr p).
However for our purposes, as will become clear later, it is better to smooth o’ by applying a
suitable orthogonal projector to it. We call this approach projector smoothing as opposed to state
smoothing. The following proposition relates the two types of smoothing in the context of the
Schatten-/, norm.

Proposition 2 Let 0 < € < 1/4. Let p be a positive semidefinite matriz on a Hilbert space. Let
P be a positive semidefinite matriz in the same space achieving the optimum in the definition of
llpllse- Then there exists an orthogonal projector in the same space such that

Ip=pll, Tr[Mp] > (1-Ve)(Tr p), [Hpflec < (14 2ve)[p'loo- = (1+ 2ve)l|pll5-

Proof: Consider the matrices p, p’ expressed in the eigenbasis {|i)}; of p. Define the subset

Bad := {i : p(i,i) > (1 4+ 2v€)p'(i,1)}.
Then,

1

«(Trp) > lo=/ln = > (plii) = p(0,8) = > p(i’i)(l_m)

i€Bad i€Bad

2\/e
1+ 24/e Z

i€Bad

— 3 i) < ROV G ) o ),

. 2
i€Bad

N

Let II be the projector in the eigenbasis of p that exactly skips ¢ € Bad. Then, IIp = pll,
Tr [Ip] > (1 = V/€)(Tr p), and

oMo = max p(i, &) < max (1 + 2Ve)p'(i,7) < (14 2v)[[0||oo-
(3 a

1ZBad
This completes the proof of the proposition. O
3.3 From matrix | - || norm to inner product

A crucial technique required in the proof of our smooth multipartite convex split lemma is a
technique to convert the Schatten-¢5 norm of a positive semidefinite matrix into a Hilbert-Schmidt
inner product of two related positive semidefinite matrices.

Lemma 1 Let0 < € < 1/4. Suppoose p1, p2 are positive semidefinite operators on the same Hilbert
space. Let ||p1 — p2|l1 < €. Then there exists a positive semidefinite matriz py on the same space
such that

ph < p1, lIeh — el < Ve 1113 < (1 +2V/€) Tr [p1pa).

11



Proof: We follow the lines of the proof of Proposition 2 and work in the eigenbasis {|i)}; of p;.
Define the subset

Bad = {i : p1(4,8) > (1 +2Ve)pa(i,8)} = D puli,i) < /e(Tr p).

i€Bad
Define
p= > p )i = o <p1, llpr = phll < VE(Tr p).
1ZBad
Now,
il = Tri(eh)’] = > pi(ii)?
1ZBad
< (420 Y pilii)pe(iyi) < (1+2V€) Y pa(i,i)pa(i, i)
1ZBad i

= (14 2Ve) Tr [p1po].

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

3.4 Tilting and augmentation smoothing

In this subsection, we state some results about tilting and augmentation smoothing of quantum
states from [Sen21b], adapted to the specific requirements of this paper.

Consider a normalised density matrix pX¥M. Introduce new Hilbert spaces Lx, Ly of suffi-
ciently large (how large will be clarified below) and equal dimension L. The augmented state is
defined as . .

pEx Xy Y v
L L
As will become clear in Lemma M below, the aim of augmentation is to reduce the Schatten-£..
norm of p“xX pIvY which will play a crucial role in a smoothing property to be stated below.

Introduce orthogonal copies of the Hilbert space M which we will label as {M(l;)};,e[z) and
{M(ly)}1,eL)- The orthogonal direct sum of M together with all its copies is denoted by M ie.

M=Mo| @ Mi)|o| P Ml)|=2Me(MeLx)® (Mo Ly).
lz€[L] ly€[L]

We interchangeably think of the augmented state as residing in Lx X LyY M when we will write

pLx X)Ly Y)M Lx X)(LyY)M

, or as residing in LxXLyY M when we will write p( .
Let 0 < ¢ < 1. Let |m)™ denote a computational basis state of M. For any fixed I, € [L],
ly € [L], the corresponding tilting isometry embedding M into M is defined as

T (Im)™) = VT =2efm)™ + Velm (1)) + VVelm(1,))M ),

with the extension to the entire vector space M by linearity. Intuitively, tilting a vector means that
we rotate it towards an orthogonal direction by a small precise amount.

12



We next define some other tilting maps which are subnormally scaled isometric embeddings of
M into M. For example,

E%:M(|m>M) = \/1——2€|m>M + \/E|m(lx)>M(lz)_

Similarly, we define ley: M The last two of them are isometric embeddings of M into M with

scale factor v/1 — e.

Define another tilting map in the analogous fashion:

T I MM () B EX M) 2= (1) ¥ [1,) 5 @ TR (jm) ).

z,ly7€

LxM—LxM mLyM—sLyM
TEX X 7TEY Y

The tilting maps are defined similarly.

Finally, we define the tilting map:

TLXXLyYM—>LXXLyYM =Kol TLXLyM—>LXLyM
€ * € *

The tilting maps TExXM=LxXM - pLyYM=LyYM are then defined similarly. We remark that all
the above tilting maps are isometric embeddings with scale factors v/1 — € or 1. Also, all the tilting
maps defined above can be extended from spaces of vectors to spaces of Hermitian matrices in the
natural fashion, becoming superoperators if need be.

We remark that the definition of tilting given above is slightly simpler than the definition in
[Sen21b]. This simplification makes the proofs of subsequent statements much shorter; nevertheless
it is still strong enough for all known applications.

Let IIXYM (1), ITXYM(2), TIXYM(3) be certain orthogonal projectors in XY M satisfying

Tr M ()M 21— Ve, Vie 3] (7)

In the context of smooth multipartite convex split, these projectors will be related to optimising
states in the definitions of certain smooth entropic quantities. We note that, in general, there is no
relation amongst them.

Define the e-tilted approzimate intersection of the projectors ITXYM (1), XYM (2), TIXY M (3) as
follows:

ﬂLXXLyYM . ]lLXXLyYM_

span {(Tiii;XM—}LXXM ® HLYY)(]ILXLY ® (]lXYM _ HXYM(I))),
(T[{},z;YM_)LYYM ® ]ILXX)(]lLXLY ® (]lXYM _ HXYM(2)))’ (8)
€ ~
TjﬁXLYYM_)LXXLYYM(]lLXLY ® (]lXYM o HXYM(3)))}’
where the notation ‘span’ above means that we take the orthogonal projection onto the vector space
span of the supports of the operators in the expression. Intuitively, we are just defining intersection
via de Morgan’s rule i.e. intersection is the complement of the union of complements. Complement
of a subspace, or rather of the orthogonal projection onto that subspace, has a precise meaning
in terms of matrices. However, there is a problem defining the union of subspaces as explained in
more detail in [Sen21b]; naively taking the span of subspaces often results in a catastrophe as it
can easily be the entire Hilbert space! So, we need the more sophisticated approach of [Sen21b] viz.
tilt the subspaces into orthogonal directions, then take their span, and then take the complement.

13



Following [Sen21b] again, we now define a normalised followed by a subnormalised density
matrix. Both of them are close to the augmented normalised density matrix plxXEvY M,

~LxXLyYM ._ TLXXLyYMeLXXLyYM(
P R T el/4 R hp (9)
pALXXLyYM — IExXLyYM g pLXXLyYM'

LXxLyYM)
’

These two states satisfy the following properties.
Lemma 2 HpLXXLyYM pLXXLyYMul — 232 l/8
Proof: Easily follows from the definition of the tilting isometry. O

Lemma 3 Tr [pLxXIyYM] > 1 _ 121¢l/4,

Proof:(Sketch) Easily follows from Equation[7land Proposition 3 of [Sen21b] regarding the ‘union’

properties of the so-called matriz tilted span. O
Corollary 1 HpLxXLYYM - pLxXLYYMHl <22 €8,
Proof: Follows by applying Fact [ to Lemma [3l O

Corollary 2 HpLxXLYYM - ALxXLYYMHl < 25 €8,

Proof: Triangle inequality and Lemma 2l and Corollary [l O
We now state an important lemma that follows from the smoothing properties of a tilted aug-
mented state shown in [Sen21b]. It essentially states that tracing out Ly removes the tilt in M

along [, in terms of the Schatten || - ||o, norm, and similarly for tracing out Ly.
Lemma 4 For any l;,l, € [L] and positive semidefinite matriz oM,

I Z Tle La@™) = T (M) < 4eSLTVA(TY o),

I Z ﬂf‘”lj L)~ TV (0M) oo < 4€SSLTVA(T o),
HL‘Q > TN — oM < 8LV o).
.1,€lL]

xly

As a consequence, for any augmented normalised density matriz ptxXIyY M

HALXxM TLxXM—)LxXM(pLxXM)HOO < 461/8[/_3/2,

(174
A A NI A
16% = oM loe < 8EM/ELTI2,

Proof: Follows from Proposition 4 of [Sen21b]. O
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3.5 Flattening quantum states

In this subsection, we shall show that a natural quantum operation called flattening, aka the ‘brother
construction’, actually preserves the fidelity between quantum states. The brother construction is
a well known argument in classical probability theory that is sometimes used to flatten a specific
probability distribution by enlarging its support. It works as follows: Suppose p~ is a probability
distribution on the alphabet X. Assume for simplicity that probability of each symbol in X is a
rational number with denominator F},. We note that taking F}, to be large enough approximates
pX quite well; this point will be made more precise (and also quantum!) when we actually state
our technical lemmas below. So for now we assume that p(x) = %—z for all z € X. We take a new

alphabet L large enough, and define a probability distribution pX on XL as follows:

1
XTI E l S afE)
p(x,l) =
0 I>a,.

It is now easy to see that if pX©(x,1) # 0 for some (z,1), then pX*(z,1) = FL,, In other words, pX*

is flat on its support. For a fixed x, the set of pairs {(z,l) : | < a,} are called the ‘brothers’ of x.

Note that the above brothers construction was tailored for a specific probability distribution
pX. It will flatten only pX. A lesser known fact about the construction is that flattening according
to p~ nevertheless preserves the £;-distance between any two probability distributions ¢, g3 .
Flattening sometimes leads to cleaner proofs in classical probability theory. As we will see later in
our proof of our smooth multipartite convex split lemma, the quantum analogue of flattening plays
a crucial role in overcoming bottleneck due to non-commutativity of certain operators involved in
the proof.

Flattening ideas have been used in quantum information theory before. Anshu and Jain [AJ22]
take inspiration from the classical brothers construction and defines a unitary quantum flattening
operation. However in order to define their unitary, they need to add a small ancilla in addition to
the ‘brother’ Hilbert space. That ancilla is initialised with a suitable embezzling pure state, which
is almost unchanged at the end of the unitary operation. Anshu and Jain use this unitary in the
context of one of their more economical convex split lemmas. The extra ancilla containing the
embezzling state does not hurt their application. However, such an ancilla creates serious problems
in our attempt to flatten a quantumn state in order overcome the non-commutativity bottleneck
amongst certain operators in our smooth multipartite convex split proof. Hence, we cannot use the
unitary flattening operation of [AJ22| in this paper.

It turns out that our final solution for this problem is even simpler than the unitary flattening
operation of [AJ22]. We take the vanilla brothers construction outlined above and convert it in
the most naive fashion into a CPTP superoperator acting on quantum states. Our flattening
superoperator is not a unitary operation. It does not use embezzling states. As expected it is
tailored to flatten a specific density matrix o on the Hilbert space A. Serendipitously, it preserves
the fidelity between any two quantum states pf, ,0‘24, though not the trace distance. Nevertheless,
this novel observation suffices to meet all our requirements. We consider this simple but powerful
operation to be a major conceptual contribution of this work.

We now describe our quantum flattening operation. Let o be a positive semidefinite operator
on the Hilbert space A. Let its eigenvalues and eigenvectors be {(c(a,a), |a)?)}q. Let 0 < & < 1.
Let F, be the smallest positive integer such that there exist integers {f(a)}, with the property
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that

Va: o(a,a) < flgj) < o(a,a)(l+9).

Then the flattening superoperator with respect to o is defined as

L
ph) =Y AT (AN,
=1

ff—)AL(

where p is any Hermitian matrix on A, L := max, f(a) and for each [ € [L], 4; is a linear map
from the Hilbert space A to the Hilbert space AL := A ® CF defined as:

—L o)L 1 a),
gy | T 10

0 > f(a),

with the extension to the full vector space A by linearity.

To get a better geometric picture of ff"AL, it helps to order the eigenvectors of o as
{la1),|a2),...,} in non-decreasing order of f(a). Introduce new notation A(1) = A. Consider
fresh copies A(l), 2 <1 < L of the Hilbert space A. We can then write

L
AL=AeCh =P A

Define f(ag) = 0. For i € [|A[], define A(;) := span {[a;),|aiy1),---,|aj4))}. Fori € [A] and [ € [L],
define T;; to be the identity isometric embedding of A(;) into A(l). Depending on the context, T;;

can also be thought of as the identity superoperator mapping matrices on A(; to matrices on A(l).
Then,
Al flas)

FA=AL _ EB EB Tf‘;<z->—>A(l)
o 1, ’

=1 l=f(a;—1)+1

ie., FA7AL is an orthogonal direct sum of projection superoperators.

We now prove the following lemma.
Lemma 5 The superoperator FA7AL s completely positive and trace preserving.
Proof: The Kraus representation of ]-"f—”“ given above immediately implies it is completely
positive. To check the trace preserving property, we work in the basis of A given by the eigenvectors
of o4 and obtain,

min{f(a’),f(a)}

L L
ATA a,a) = {a ATA)|d) = _ a,llld,1
; 1 (I(Z 1Au)la’) > f(a’)f(a)< lla’, 1)

=1
fa
1
= zz:f——éaa’a

L
= ZAITAZ(a,a') = 14
=1
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This completes the proof of the lemma. O
Define the subspace F), of AL by

F! :=span {|a)}D)L : 1 < f(a)}.

In other words, the image of ]-"A_ML is contained in the span of Hermitian operators with support
in F/. The next lemma shows that the dimension of F. is approximately F,(Tr o).

Lemma 6 (Tr o)F, < |F.| < (1+46)(Tr o)F,.

Proof:
Bl = S i = F Zf
F,» o(a,a) < F, Zf FJZa(a,a)(l—Fé)
— ;TU(Tr o) < |F)| < (1+5) (Tr o).
This completes the proof of the lemma. O

We are now finally in a position to prove that ]-"f_”“ flattens 4.

Proposition 3 Let 0 be a positive semidefinite operator on A. Then,

(1 _1_5)—11_1:10 < ]_~A—>AL(O_) ﬂFa.
FE, —°° - F,

Proof:
f(a)

L
f&A%AL(U) — Zg(a7 a)f?—)AL(‘aMa’) — ZO’(CL,G) ZAI‘CLMCL’A;[ — Z O-J((-C(L;L a‘A Z ’l l‘L
a =1 a

But,
otea) < L0 < 1 +9)0laa)
(1+9)” o(a,a) < 1
FO' n f(a) B FU

This implies

1+5 Z\a ayLZu UL < FASAL( Zya a\LZu .

But, >, |a)(alt f(a |1)(1|% = 1F>. This completes the proof of the proposition. O
We now show the important property that flattening does not change the length preserving
fidelity.
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Proposition 4 Let o4, pf‘B , pé“B be positive semidefinite operators on their respective Hilbert
spaces. Then,

F((F M @ 1P)(pP), (F 7 @ 19)(05)) = F(pi'?, p3'").

Proof: Consider the following unitary Stinespring dilation UAALL" of ]:(jf‘*AL , where ALL' :=
A®CteCE.

U |a)? — |a)?

e
l
"

Define for i = 1, 2, O'L LAB . = (U A-ALL @ 1B o Jop AB . Since unitary superoperators preserve fidelity,

we have
F(pf‘B,p?B) F(O’L LAB O,L LAB).

Let |op )L LABE || gy) ' EABE 1o length preserving purifications of o2/ LAB | oL FAB achieving their
fidelity i.e.
P(o/ M8 o5 1AD) — p(g FAPR, GF/EADR) _ (5|0
Then,
‘ L’LABR Z ’l r ’l ”U >ABR7 ’ L’LABR Z‘l L ‘l ‘U >ABR

where {|vi(1))AB%};, {|v2(l ))ABR}l are in general unnormalised, non-orthgonal pure states.
By the definition of the flattening operator F,, o748 = (F? A-AL @ 18)(p£P), i = 1,2 have an
orthogonal direct sum structure indexed by [ € L i.e.

L
o 4P =PI © ()P,

for some positive semidefinite operators o;(1)4Z. In other words, o748, 248 are classical on L. As

a result, [|[v;(1))ABE|2 = Tr [0;(1)AP], and |v;(1))APF is a length preserving purification of o;(1)45.
Moreover,

F(a1(D?,02(DF) = (o1 (Dv2(1)).

Otherwise, the maximum overlap of length preserving purifications required by the fidelity of pos-

itive semidefinite operators of48, 248 will not be achieved.

We now investigate the fidelity of positive operators O'LAB and ULAB Take |01>L/LABR as the
purification of O'LAB Let |0, >L LABR 156 3 fidelity achieving length preservmg purification of O'LAB
Since the flattening operation is trace preserving, we have Tr [cF48] = Tr [pAP], i = 1,2. Let

| L LABR _ Z |l L |l |’U l/ )>ABR’
=1
Then the unnormalised pure state
|O'2 L’ABR Z |l |U l/ ABR
=1
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is a length preserving purification o/f o2(1)AB ie. Hlaé(l»L/ABRH% = Tr [02(1)AP]. One way to

maximise the overlap between |oq)XFABE and |o))L'IABE s to set |[vh(I',1)) = 0 if I’ # [ and

[uh(1,1)) = |va(1)). In other words, we can take |oh)L' LABR = |gy) L/ LABR,
Thus,

F(of"%,0548) = (o1]oa) = F(o 18, a3 H4P) = F (o', 9 "),

completing the proof of the proposition. O

4 Fully smooth multipartite convex split via flattening

In this section we prove a smooth multipartite convex split lemma, Lemmal7l using flattening, tilting
and augmentation smoothing. At first glance, Lemma [7] looks like another version of the smooth
multipartite convex split lemma proved in [Sen24], with the main difference being that Lemma [7]
states its inner bounds stated in terms of DS instead of D§ in [Sen24]. One may wonder about the
need of giving another proof of smooth multipartite convex split, and that too a much longer and
more complicated proof. There seems to be no advantage in doing so; the DS formulation is not
any stronger. In fact it is likely slightly worse than the D§ formulation. However, this exercise paves
the way to prove a non pairwise independent smooth multipartite soft covering lemma for classical
quantum states in the next section. This is where our more sophisticated machinery wins out as
proving such a result is beyond the reach of telescoping. We will assume in this section, without
loss of generality, that the density matrix pX¥™ in the statement of convex split is normalised, by
dividing by Tr p.

We first state the version of the smooth multipartite convex split lemma proved via flattening,
tilting and augmentation smoothing.

Lemma 7 Let p*YM be a subnormalised density matriz. Let o, B be normalised density matri-
ces such that supp(p™) < supp(aX) and supp(p*) < supp(B8Y). Define the A-fold tensor product
states oX" == (aX)®4, BgY? .= (BY)®B, and the (A — 1)-fold tensor product states o ", 5Yﬁb for
any a € [A], b € [B]. Define the convex split state

A

Suppose

log A > DS (p ™M™ @ pM) + loge V20,
logB > D (p"M|BY @ pM) +loge !/,
logA+logB > D (pXYM|jaX @Y @ pM) 4 loge 1/,

Then, HUXAYBM - TXAYBM||1 < 10e/%4(Tr p).

We now proceed with the proof of Lemma [7l From the definitions of smooth DS_(+||-), we have
subnormalised density matrices pX ¥ M (3), pXM (1) and p¥M(2) satisfying

1M XYM <6 Y - XM <6 M - M @) <6 (10)

19



such that
XYM (3)

XM(l)

25 (X M|aX ©8Y @pM) (o X 5 gY@ pM),
2D (P Mlla¥@p™) (o X @ pM)), (11)
2D§o(pYM||BY®pM)(ﬁY ® pM).

P
p
P M (2)

Apply the flattening CPTP superoperator to get the normalised density matrix

XYMy,

INIA A

pLxXLyYLMM = (]:é{—)Lx,X ®]:é/—>LyY ®]_—é\/f—)LMM)(p

Observe that
pLXXLIVIM — (f&X—>LXX ®féM—)LA4M)(pXM)7 pLyYL]wM — (fg/—)LyY ®fp]\4—>L1wM)(pYM)

Define pfxXEyYEnM(3) " pLx XLuM (1) plyYLmM (2) via flattening in the natural fashion. Then
we use Equation [I0] and conclude,

| plx XEvYEMM _ pLx XLy Y LM (33|} < ¢, (12)
PR EA _ pEaXEM (1) <, VI YV EM ()] < ¢,

since a CPTP superoperator cannot increase the trace distance.
By Lemma [0l and Proposition B we have

(1+06)2 ]\1}2’] < FX=LxX(oX) < (1 +06) 1%

F! Pl

(14 5)-2 %F; < P (5Y) < (14 6) }F;, (13)
F! F

(14 6)2 }Fﬁ FM=LaM (oMY < (1 4 6) ]‘1F;|.

Because a CPTP superoperator respects the Lowner partial order on Hermitian matrices, combining
Equations [I1] and [I3] gives us

LxXLyYLyM 3oD% (PXY M [aX@8Y gpM) 1o el Bl ™
P ®) = (14972 Jairadirm
e (XM X o M ]1F¢'1 ]lF'
pExXEuM (1) < (1 4 §)22P% (7 Flla”@p™) \Fﬁp,;—\pv (14)
LyYLyM 20 D5 (¥ M||5Y @pM) 1 80177
pIyYLuM(9) < (1 4 §)22P% (" V18" @p )W'

In particular,
supp(p" > MV IN(3) < FL@ P F), supp(pt M (1) < Fu@Fy, supp(p™ M (2) < FpeF,.

Applying Proposition Bl to Equations 121 [I4] tells us that there exists orthogonal projectors
ITEx XLy YLy M (3) rlocXEard (1) TrEvYLarM (9) such that

’I\r [HLXxLYyLMM(3)pLxXLyYLMM] 2 1— \/E,
Tr [HLXXL]WM(l)pLXXLIVIM] 2 1 _ \/E7
Tr [HLyYijM(2)pLyYL1wM] 2 1 _ \/E7
HLxXLyYLMM(3)pLXxLYyLMM — pLxXLyYLMMHLXxLYyLMM(3)
)
HLXXLIVIM(l)pLXXLJWM — pLXXL]wMHLXXLIWM(].),
HLyYLMM(Q)pLyYLMM — pLYYLMMHLYYLMM(Z), (15)
146)3 (142/)2P5% (0 Y MlaX 05Y @pM)
LB XE Y Eardd (3) o plaX iV Eack) < (AP0 ’
LxXLyM LxXLyM (1+0)? (142y/€)2% (0™ Mlle™ ©p™)
|[TThxAbarM (1) o plxAbarMy - < ‘F';HF’;‘YM . )
146)2(14-2/€)2P% (p* 7 118Y ®@p™)
[TILy YIuM (9) o plyYIuM|| - < (4% \/IEE%IIF,!I
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Propositions Bl and ], and Lemma [6l taken together allow us to prove Lemma 8 below. Lemmal[§]
will be used as the first step in the proof of Lemma[Zl We note that § can be taken as small as we
please at the expense of increasing |F”|. Essentially, § can be treated as a free parameter.

Lemma 8 Let A, B be positive integers. Let o™, ¥, pM, o X YEM po normalised density matrices.
. . . A
Define the normalised density matriz XYM .= (aX)®4 @ (8Y)®B @ pM. Then,

F(((}-§—>LXX)®A ® (]_—gf—)LyY)QpB ® ]_-[1)\4—>LMM)(UXAYBM),

((};X—)LXX)@A ® (}-é/—wyy)@B ® ];;V[—>LMM)(7_XAYBM))

_ F(O,XAYBM TXAYBM)7

)

’ ®RA ’ ®RB ,
1¥a ﬂFB yad)
—(A+B+1
(1+ )~ A+BHD <!F(;\) ®<—\F[3!> © 7]
< ((]:X—>LXX)®A ® (]:é/—wa)@B ® ]:M—>LMM)(TXAYBM)
S P 0
\ A 1\ ®B ,
1Fa ﬂF/@ 1
(1 +5)A+B+1 ® ® ’
|F5| | F] [F)

where Lx, Ly, Ly are the additional Hilbert spaces required for the respective flattening superop-
erators.

IN

In order to prepare for the proof of Lemma [[l we will assume that the states oXYPM and

XY PM have been flattened as in Lemma[8, where the positive integers A, B come from the state-
ment of Lemma [l We will call the flattened states oExX) (EyY)PLuM 5nq p(Ex X)Ly Y)PLarM
We will choose the positive integers Fy,, Fg, F}, large enough, and correspondingly the dimensions
of Ly, Ly, Ly large enough so that § < 2(A+7\/é+1)‘ Also to make the notation lighter, henceforth
we will always work with the flattened states and the Hilbert spaces Lx X, LyY and Ly; M. Hence
from now on we redefine X = Lx X, Y = LyY and M = Lj;M. Under this redefinition, we restate

Equation as Equation below. That is, we can assume that there are projectors IIXY M (3),
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XM (1) and 1Y (2) such that

T [XYM(3), XYM > 1 -/,
Tr [IXM(1)pXM] > 1/
Te I M(2)p" M) > 11— Ve,
XYM (3), XYM XYMXYM (3
HXM(l)pXM — pXMHXM(l)
YM(2)pYM = pYMIYM(9),
XYM 9\ XYM (143y/)2P5% XY Mo @8Y ™)
XM XM (1434/€)2D5 (0™ M lla™ @p™")
Y M (o) Y M (1+3ﬁ)2Doo(p iy gy g )
F’gX,FﬁgYF’<M,
F/
A-vole < of < 0+vafg
175 Yy 178
(1_'V€)|é| < p' < (1+_VF)F}
F’ F’
(1—\/)‘ ”| < pM < (1+\f)|F,”|,
(172946 (175)9E a1 "7) SXAYE N (172)946(175)9Ee 1l 7)
=V e < < (1+ Vo el

In particular,
supp( M) < By @ By o Bl supp(o™ Y M) < ()P & (F)PP @ F) = supp(r¥*Y M),

To finish the proof of Lemma [7, we only need to show

HUXAYBM . TXAYBM”l < 2061/327 (17)

because of Lemma [8 and Fact 21

In order to prove the above inequality, we augment X to LxX, Y to LyY as in Section [3.4]
Note that Ly, Ly are the additional Hilbert spaces required for augmentation and have nothing to
do the Lx, Ly used for flattening earlier. In fact, the current definition of the Hilbert space X is
actually the old X tensored with the old flattening L x; same for the current definition of Y. Recall
that the new spaces Lx, Ly required for augmentation have the same dimension L. The value of L
will be chosen later, and it will be sufficiently large for our later purposes. Keeping augmentation
in mind, we define

1Lx Ly 1Lx 1Ly
OZLXX = ®Oé ’ BLYY ®ﬁY’ pLXXLyYM = ® ®pXYM‘

L L L L

Then, the A-fold tensor product state aLx*)" and the (|A] —1)-fold tensor product state a/(ExX)"*
for any a € [A] can be defined as before in the natural fashion. A similar comment holds for 3y Y)”
and BEYY)™" for any b € [B.

As in Section B4l we enlarge the Hilbert space M into a larger space M. Because of this

LxXLyYM LxXLyYM. which notation we use depends on

ALx XLy YM

is identical to p
~LxXLyYM

containment, the state p

the application. Define the normalised state p and subnormalised state p as in
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Equation [ via the projectors II*Y M (3), TIXYM(2) .= 1% @ TYM(2), XYM (1) := 1Y @ TX¥M(1).
Define

cIxX)MIyY)BM . o(LxX) M (LyY)PM

= (AB)™! Za 12 p(LXX a(Ly Y M g ((LxX)™* g /B(LyY
GELxX)A(LyY)BM . (AB)~! 2:14 . Zb 1p(LXX) a(LyY),M ® aLxX)™" & ﬁ(LyY (18)
é(LXX)A(LyY)BM — (AB)—l Za ) E p(LXX a(Ly Y )y M ® allxX)~¢ ﬁ(LyY
FLxX)MLyY)EM . (LxX)M(LyY)PM _ (LxX)A ® B (LyY)B ® plmM,

Observe that

(LXX)A(LYY)BM_7_(LXX)A(LYY)BMH1 = o

”UXAYBM . TXAYBM”L

o (Lx XMLy Y)PM _ (Lx X)Ly Y)PM))

Note that J(LXx)A(LYY)BM, T(LXx)A(LYY)BM, GLx X)Ly Y)PM a6 normalised states and 6(ExX)* (LyY)PM

is subnormalised. So to prove Lemma [7], we just need to show that

HO_(LXX)A(LyY)BM . T(LXX)A(LyY)BMHl < 1761/327 (19)

because of Equations [T, I8l
Define the tensor product spaces

Lx ® F,, = LxF, < LxX, Ly ® F=: LyF < LyY.

Observe that

(LX) oLV o) X g gyt
W =VoOTmmy=amr < o ©F

]1 X a)7a®(ﬂLYF )—b

S (1+\/_) L|F’ A 1(L|F’|)B 1 (20)
LxFi\A Ly Fh\ @B F!
(1-valt (L)lFA\Q)%g](lL\F,é\)EB\Fﬁ(]l D) < ExXNLyY)EM
]lLXFa)®A®(]1 Y ﬁ)@B(]lF)
< U+ VO —mpammEm

for any a € [A], b € [B].
We now prove four lemmas which are crucially required in the following arguments, leading to
the proof of Lemma [7l

Lemma 9
(1 4 3/€)2P% (P Mla¥ @pY @p™)

(LIFR (L) Fp|

Tr [ALxXLyYMﬁLXxLYyM] S

Proof: Using Equations [0 Bl 6] we get

Tr [ALXxLyYMﬁLxXLyYM]

- Ty [ﬁLXXLyYM(HLXXLyYM

o pLXXLyYM)]
LxXLyYM)

LxXLyYM—LxXLyYM
= Tr [TE1/4 (p
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((]ILXXLYYM B Tell,ﬁXLyYM—)LXXLyYM(]lLXLy ® (]IXYM _ HXYM(3))))

o (ﬂLXXLyYM op

T [(TLlﬁXLyYM—wXXLyYM(]ILXXLyYM) OTLlﬁXLyYM—wXXLyYM(p
€ €

((]ILXXLYYM B Tell,ﬁXLyYM—)LXXLyYM(]lLXLy ® (]IXYM _ HXYM(3))))

ALxXLyYM
op )]
Ty [TE[{?ZXLyYMeLXXLyYM(p
(TlljﬁXLyYM—)LXXLYYM(]ILXXLYYM) _
TeLliiLXLyYM—wXXLyYM(lLXLy ® (1XYM _[IXYM(3)))) o 5LXXLYYM)]

LXXLyYM))]

LXXLyYM))

LxXLyYM)

Ty [7Lx XLy Y M—Lx XLy Y M 1hxly XYM

(TELljiXLyYMaLXXLyYM(]lLXLy 2 HXYM(3)) 5 5LXXLYYM)]

. ]1LXLY R N
LxXLyYM—LxXLyYM A
= T [T TR 72 ) @ (I M (3) 0 pXY M) phx Xy Y M)
LxXLyYM—LyxXLyyar,  AExEY XYM XYM ALx XLy Y M
< 73K (—z=) @A EE) o p™ " ))llo - 1P 1
1hxky XYM XYM ALx XLy Y M
= H(iLQ ® (II (3)op™ e~ lIp 1

1 + 3,/€)2D5% (™ Vo™ @pY @p™)
(LIEG ) (LIEGDIEp]
B

_ 2 y (
= L 2, ||HXYM(3) OPXYMHoo . ||pLXXLYYM||1 <

Above, we used the fact that

1 Ex XLy YN _ TLlﬁXLyYM—)LXXLyYM(]lLXLy 2 (lXYM _ HXYM(3))) > [[LxXLyY M
. >

in the second equality,
(]lLXXLyYM _ TLJ;XLyYM—)LXXLyYM(]lLXLY ® (lXYM . HXYM(3))))

LxXLyYM—LxXLyYM/qLxXLyYM
(Teliil Y —LxALy (]1 x XLy ))

TlljﬁXLyYM—wXXLyYM(lLXXLyYM)
€
LxXLyYM—LxXLyYM /yqLxL XYM XYM
=TT A R (Y @ (1 — I (3)))

in the fourth equality, TELljle LyYM=Lx XLyYM o an isometry in the sixth and seventh equalities.

The proof of the lemma is now complete. O

Lemma 10

€ (P XM|AX o M
Tr [pALxXM,éLXXM] 4¢1/8 N (1 + 3\/E)2D00(P laX @pM)
oL VA

Proof: Using Equations [0 Bl [[6] and Lemma [, we get

Ty [ﬁLXXMﬁLXXM]
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IN

IN

’Pr [(ﬁLXXM ® 1Lyy)5LxXLyYM]
LxXM—LxXM 2 y
Tr [((1—161551 —Lx (pLxXM)) ® ]1LyY)pLxXLyYM]

T (PPN — XM LXN (LX) g g Y ) phx X Iy

Tr [((TelllﬁXM—)LXXM(pLXXM)) ® ]lLyY)

(UEX XY (Lo X Mol XM g g LYy (Il g (1XYM 1Y @ TIYM (1))

o (ﬁLXXLyYM o pLXXLyYM))]
Ty [(ﬁLXXM _ TELlﬁXM—wXXM(pLXXM))5LXXM]
LxXM—LxXM
Tr [(((T55 M7 Hx M (phx X))

(]ILXXM B TeLlﬁXM—wXXM(]lLX ® (]lXM _ HXM(l))))) ® ]lLyY) o /;LXXLYYM]

Ty [([)LXXM _ TELlﬁXM—wXXM(p

LxXM—Lx XM
Tr [(T55 xR M (phx X))

LXXM))[';LXXM]

(]ILXXM _ TellxﬁXM—wXXM(]lLX ® (]lXM _ HXM(l))))) o 5LXXM]
A y LxXM—LxXM 2 y
T [(pP XM — XM XN (L XM ) L XA

LxXM—Lx XM
Tr (T 7P M (phx A
(]1LXXM —TjﬁXM_)LXXM(]lLX ® (]1XM —HXM(l))))) Op?LXXM]
+ [|pFe XM — TEX XM ERM (pEX XM pEx XMy

Tr [((TjﬁXM_)LXXM(pLXXM))

(]1LXXM _ TL}(XM—)LXXM(]lLX ® (]1XM —HXM(l))))) oﬁLXXM] —|-4€1/8L_3/2

e1/4
Tr [((TeLlﬁXM—wXXM(]lLXXM) o TELJZXM%LXXM(/)LXXM))

(lLXXM _ TelllﬁXMﬁLXXM(]lLX 2 (1XM _ HXM(l))))) ° 5LXXM] 4 4e/8 3/
Tr [TELlﬁXM—wXXM(pLXXM)

((TeeﬁXMﬁLXXM(ﬂLXXM) _ TELIﬁXMaLXXM(]lLX ® (]lXM _ HXM(l)))) o)

+ 461/8[/_3/2

Ty [pLx XM—Lx X1 1hx XM
I‘[ el/4 ((T) ®,0 )

((TLXXM—>LXX]\7[(]1LX ®HXM(1))) Op?LXXM)] 1 4el/81,3/2

el/4

. qLx . .
Tr [(TLXXMALXXM((]IT) © (TFXM (1) 0 pXMY)GEXXNY] | 418 =302

el/a
i, 1Ex . .
LxXM—LxXM A B
ITEM RN () @ (M (1) 0 pXM)) oo - 155X + 4 BL32
1hx

() @ (1) 0 XM g - 51Xy 4 4t/ L /2

25

AL x XM



= LM (1) 0 oM g P a2
(1 4 3y/€)2P% (™ Mlla™@p™)
- (LI F )| Fp]

+ 4\ /817372

Above, we used the fact that

1 ExXLy YN _ TLlﬁXLyYM—wXXLyYM(]lLXLY 2 (]lXYM _ lYHXM(l))) > [ILxXLyY M
. >

in the third equality,

y LxXM—Lx XM Lx XM—Lx XM
(EXAXM PR AME XA (X @ (XM — T (1)) (T M TR (1 XA

TELlﬁXM—)LXXM(]lLXXM) B TellzﬁXM—)LXXM(]lLX ® (]lXM _ HXM(l)))

in the seventh equality, TELljleM_)LXXM is an isometry in the ninth and tenth equalities. The proof
of the lemma is now complete. O

Lemma 11

€ Y M Y M
Tr [[)LyYM;)LyyM] < 4¢l/8 . (1 _|_3\/E)2Doo(p 18Y @p™M)
L (LIEZDIF)

Proof: Similar to proof of Lemma [I0] above. O
Lemma 12

yanr, L SEVS 14 /e
NI AN
Tr [p7p™] < 112 +W-

Proof: Using Equation [I6] and Lemma [l we get

Tr [p" o]
T AN Ny TN AN 1+ /€ B Ny y 2N
= Tr [p"pM]+ T [(pM - p™)pM] < T (152 oM+ 115 = pMlloo - 119™ 1
p
- 1+ ,\ﬁ Tr [19 5] 4 8/ 112 < Hilxﬁ L RelBL12
£ £
This completes the proof of the lemma. O
By Lemma [2] and Equation [I8] we have
HO_(LXX)A(LyY)BM . a,(LXX)A(LyY)BMHl < HpLXXLyYJ\Zf . ﬁLXXLyYMHI — 22 €l/8, (21)

Hence by triangle inequality and Equation [[9] in order to prove Lemma/[7 it suffices to show that

Ha_(LXX)A(LyY)BM . T(LXX)A(LyY)BMHl < 1464/32, (22)

By Corollary 2l and Equation [I8] we have

H(}(LXX)A(LYY)BM . 3(LXX)A(LyY)B]\7[||1 < HﬁLXXLyYM _p?LXXLyYMHl < 95. /8.
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By Lemmal [T there is a subnormalised state & (£xX) ALyY)PM guch that
& Lx X)Ly Y)PM < 5(Lx X)Ly Y)PM
‘A’(LXX)A(LyY)BM FLxX)M(LyY) BM”l < 561/167 (23)
It "(LxX)A(LyY) BMH2 <(1+ 1061/16) Tr [6 (LxX)4 (LYY)BMg(LXX)A(LyY)BM]_
Hence by triangle inequality and Equation 22] in order to prove Lemma [7 it suffices to show that
”&’(LXX)A(LyY)BM . T(LXX)A(LYY)B’J\ZH1 < 0e1/32. (24)
Note that ¢ (ExX)*(LyY)PM g subnormalised.

Define IIExX)* (LyY)PM ¢4 b the orthogonal projector from the ambient space (Lx X )4 (LyY)B M
onto

supp(T(LXX)A(LYY)BM) =(Lx ® F,;)A ® (Ly ® Fé)B ® F; > supp(a(LXX)A(LYY)BM).

By Equations 23] 2], we get

Tr [IIExX) M Ly V) PN (Lx X)* (Ly Y) M)

= Tr[fEx0MY)EM) = )
Tr [[IExX Ly V)M 5/ (Lx X)Ly Y)P M)
> Tp [Ex X)Ly V)PM G (Lx )ALy Y)EM] _ | g(Lx X)Ly YIPN _ 5(Lx X)Ly Y)PM)| (25)
— |G EXOALYY)EM _ 5 (Lx X)Ly Y)EM |
= Ty [oExOALyEM) _ 5 Lx X)Ly Y) M _ 5(Lx X)Ly V)M
— & LXX YA(LyY)EM _ (LXX)A<LYY>BM”1
> 1-2y2-€/8 —5el/16 > 1 — gel/16,
By Proposition [[l and Equations 241 28] in order to prove Lemma [7] it suffices to show that
\/Tr [I(Lx X)A(LyY)EM] . ||5_’(LXX)A(LYY)BM _ T(LXX)A(LYY)BM”2 < 6el/32.
Observe that Tr [H(LX*X)A(LYY)BM] = LA+B|FA|A|FL§|B|F[’)|. Hence it suffices to show that
. . 1/16
|6/ (EX XA Ly Y)PI (L X)A (L Y) P8 2 35¢!/ (26)

LATBIEL A Fg|PES|
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The left hand side of the above inequality is

6" (Ex XM Iy PN (L X)Ly Y)P AL 12
= |6’ ExX)ATYYIPM 2 g H(Ex X)Ly Y) PN 12
— 2T [6/ L X)Ly V)M 7 (L X)A Ly V)P M)
< (14 10e/16) Ty [6(Ex X)Ly V) PN G (Lx X)A(Ly Y) P AT

+ (14 e6)?
2

L XA Ly )BT ((IEXFay@ag 1 hy 5 eBg 1)
_ 1/16 (Lx X)A(Ly Y)B N A(Lx X)A(Ly Y)B N (Ltye)?
_ (1+106/ ) Tr [U( x X)Ly Y)P M 5 (Lx X)*( Y ) |+ (LIFA\)AA(L‘F[%DB‘F/;‘
— T T [3 (B X0 (V) B ) (L V)
e B P
1/16 S (Lx X)A(Ly Y)B N & (Lx X)A(LyY)E N (L+ve)?
(1 + 106"/ )THU(/X JHIAIM G EX RN + e reTe
2(1-/E) (1-861/19)

(LIFLDALIFG)BIF]

< (14 10€Y/16) Tr [5(LXX)A(LYY)BM(;(LXX)A(LYY)BM] o \1)25&1\;7\1)8\}7'\7
« B P

(AEX T AP o801 ) ||
CIFZD AT PTE)

IA

where the first inequality follows from Equations 23] 20, and the second inequality follows from
Equation
From Equations 26l and 27, in order to prove Lemma [7] it suffices to show the following lemma.

Lemma 13 Suppose

Y L1 AL Lot
3/59D5 (W M5 @)’ ¢3/89 D5 (pX M [aX@p™)’ 378 [
and
log A > DS (p ™M™ @ pM) 4 loge /16,
log B > D5,(0" M8 ® pM) +loge /1,
logA+logB > D (pXYM|jaX @Y @ pM) 4 loge /19,
Then,

Tr [6Ex 0 Ly V)P M G (Lx X)Ly Y)P ) L4110
(LIEGDA(LIFR )P [ F]

Proof: Given the lower bound on v/L, we can write down the following consequences of Lemmas [I2]

[0, 0T, 8

AN AN 1424/€
Tr [pMpM] < |Fé|f :

€ XM X M

~Lx XM ALx XM 144./€)2D5 (0™ Ml ®@p™)

Ti [pha XM ] < Iy ;

Tr [ALyYJ\?I ?LYYM] < (144,/€)2P5 (0" Mi8Y ®p™) (28)
pep = TFIE] :
9 ~ € XY M
Ty [plxXLyYMjLx XLyY M) < (143/€)2P5% (0 MaX @pY @p)

(LIFSD(LEG)IFy ’



We have,
Tr [&(LXX)A(LyY)BM?(LXX)A(LyY)BM]
= (AB)_2 -Tr EA Ebb 1(p(LXX) a(LyY ), M ® allxX)™ ® /B(Lyy )

a,a=1
(p(LXX) a(LyY), M & aLxX)™ g BILyY)~ )]

< (1+ve)? (29)
= (AB)2(LIF,)*A-D(L|Fj[)2(B-D

DY 121)1) LT [(pExX)aly VM g 1 (LxFo) ™ @ 1B ER Y
(PLxX)aLy Yy M @ (LxFo) ™" H(LYF[;H)]

We analyse the above summation by considering several cases. Consider the following term for
a fixed choice of a # a, b # b.

Tr [(I[j(LXX)a(LYY)bM @ 1ExF)™ g 1Ly )™ ) HLxX)a(Ly )M ® LExF) ™ o g (Ly Fp) ™" )]
= Tr [(ﬁ(LXX)a(LYY)bM ® ]l(LXF o 1V ER g 1 (ExFL)~% o g (Ly F)~ bb)
(X XaLy Y )M g (ExFa g 1 (Y Fflh g q(LxFQ) 0 g g (Ly F ™0y,
= Tr [((I[)(LXX)a(LYY)bM ® l(LXFa) (LyF;g)B)
(5(LxX)&(LYy)5]\7[ ® ﬂ(LXF(;)a ® H(LYFé)b)) ® l(LXF(;)fa,& 2 H(Lypé)fb,é]
= (LIFLDA2 (LI

Tr [(ﬁ(LXX)a(LYy)bM ® ]I(LXF,)A (LYF[;)B) (30)
(5(LXX) a(Ly Y M o 1 (LxF&)a ]I(LYF/Ig)b)]
= (LIF))A2(L|Fg))P
Tr [(I[)(LXX)G(LYY)bM ® 1ExX)a @ 1(LyY)g)
(5(LXX)a(LYY)*M @ 1LxX)e & ]l(LyY)b)]
_ / [\VA—2 / \B—2 M M (14+2v/€)(LIF, A2 (L Fp|) P2
— (LIFLARLIFY) P2 T (V5] < ” ,
where we used Equation 28in the inequality above. There are A(A —1)B(B — 1) such terms.
Consider the following term for a fixed choice of a = a, b # b.
Tr [(/'j(LXX)a(LYY)bM @ 1EXF)™ g 1 (Ly )~ )(5 LxX)a(LyY); M ® 1ExF) o ]l(Lng)*E)]
= Tr [(ﬁ(LXX) a(LyY)M g ]I(LYF b @ 1(LxFL)™ 1 By Fg)~° )
(HExX)alLy YN ) 4 (v i)y ]1<LXF R LT )
= Tr [((I[)(LXX)a(LYY)bM @ 1 Fa b)
(5(LXX),1(LyY)5]\7[ ® R(LyFé)b)) ® 1IxF)™ g ]1(LyFé)*b,b] .

= (LIFG)A (LR )P 2 Tr (U Dala it g (B P

(5(LxX)a(LYy)BM ® ﬂ(LYFé)b)]

= (L‘F/ ’)A_l(L‘F/ ’)3—2 Tr [(ﬁ(LxX) (LyY)bM ® H(LYY)E)(ﬁ(LXX) (LyY) ® ]l(LYY) )]
= (LIFL)A (LI P2 Tr [pUix XM Hx X))
(14+4V/E) (LIFL )AL (L] ) 22050 (0™ Ml ™)

= T :

where we used Equation 28 in the inequality above. There are AB(B — 1) such terms.
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Consider the following term for a fixed choice of a # a, b = b. We have similarly,

Tr [(pExXally VM g 1 (LxF)™" g ]1(LYF;;>*”)
(5(LXX)&(LYY)I)M @ 1ExFO)™ g ]l(LYF[g)fb)]

(L+-4y/@) (LIFL DA (L] 7)) B~12P5 (2 MY 9o
= LIF;F)]

There are A(A — 1)B such terms. )
Finally, consider the following term for a fixed choice of a = a, b = b.
Tr [(pEx el VM @  (ExF)™" @ g (Er FR) )
(X X)alLy YN g  (LxFL) ™ g Ly Fp)™"]
T [(pExX)a Ly V)M ALx X)a(Ly YD) g (Lx FL)™* g g (F¥ F) ™)
(L\F’\)A I(L‘Fgf)B 1Tr[ (LxX)a (LyY)bMp?(LXX)a(LyY)bM]

XY]\/I”aX®BY®pI\/I)

(143v/&) (LI F4) A~ (L F4[) B~ 12P5% (¢
(LIFA\)(L\F,Q\)IFAI ’

<

where we used Equation 28]in the inequality above. There are AB such terms.

From Equations B0, B1, B2] B3] we get

Z Z Tr [(pEXX)aLyY)oM g (LxF) ™ g g (Ly Fp) ™"
a,a=1p p=1 )
(HExXallyY M g 1 (LxFa)™ g 1 (I )"y
A(A-1D)B(B—1)(1+2v/€)(L| Fg )42 (L[ F5|) P2

1A
N AB(B-1)(14+4y/¢)(L|FL A~ (L|F4|) B-2205% (™ Mo @)
LlFAHF’;I YMgY o M
A(A=1)B(1+4y/€)(LIF ) A2 (LIFj|) P~ 12P% (7 T II8T @07
LIFgIIF/]

XY MaX 0pY @pM)

AB(1+3/€)(L|F, )AL (L|Fj|)B~12P5 (e
T CIFLD (T TE]

From Equations 29 [34] we get,
Tr [6Ex XM Ly V) EM G (Lx X) 4 (Ly Y) A1)
< (149’
= (AB)(L|F[)*A-D(L| Fg)*B-1
A(A—1)B(B — 1)(1 +2y/e)(L|F ) (L[ Fj|)P

7
AB(B = 1)(1 + 4/e)(L|F, A1 (L| Fy|)P-22P% ™ M lla @)
! LI
A(A = 1) B(1 4+ 4y/&) (LI L) A2 (L| By |) B-12D% (" 87 00™)
! LIF[F]

AB(1 + 3V) (LIF )AL (L|Fp) P 120%™ 03 8t
+
AN
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1 9D5 (XM o @p)
< (14 7ye) + A7t

WENACEEE Y R AR
L 2DSeTMIsY M) _, 2D%( Ml eBY @pM)
B wEyAEEyEE AP R AR )RR
(1 4+ 7\/€)(1 + 3€/16) _ 14 11€/16

= (LIFDAEIEGDPIEL — (LIFADALIFR )P | Fg]

This finishes the proof of the lemma. O

Since the dimension L of the augmenting Hilbert spaces Lx, Ly is a free parameter in our
proof, it can be chosen large enough as in the requirement of Lemma [[31 Thus Lemma [I3] holds,
which completes the proof of Lemma [7

5 Smooth soft covering without pairwise independence

We will now prove a smooth multipartite soft covering classical quantum version of Lemma [1
where pairwise independence amongst the classical random variables can be relaxed slightly. For
simplicity, we will prove the case with two parties only. However, analogous results hold for greater
than two parties also, as the machinery will make amply clear below.

Let X, Y be classical alphabets. Let pXY be a normalised probability distribution on XY,
whose marginals are denoted by pX, p¥. Let ¢, ¢¥ be normalised probability distributions. For
each (z,y) € X x ), let p% be a subnormalised density matrix on M. We define the following
classical quantum control state:

M= S Y @yl y) (XY @ P
(z,y)eXxY

Define the density matrices
Y|X= X|y=
: Zp‘ “(y)ph, pM Zp' Y(x)phi,
and the classical quantum states

p MY =N XY (@ )|, ),y Y @ pl pV MY =N XY (), y) (2 y S @ )
7y 7y

Intuitively, pM is the quantum state induced on M when the X register of the control state p*¥ ™

is measured and found to be equal to x. Similarly, the classical quantum state pXM’Y‘X is what
one gets if one ‘decouples’ the register M from Y, making it depend only on the contents of X,
without affecting the probability distribution on XY . Analogous remarks can be made for pﬁ/l and
Y MXIY

Suppose supp(pX) < supp(¢*) and supp(p¥’) < supp(¢¥). Let A, B be positive integers. Let
z@) = (2(1),...,2(A)) € X4 denote a |A|-tuple of elements from X; (&) has a similar meaning.
For any pair of tuples 2, y(B) define the sample average covering state

A B XY
P x(a),y(b
o2ta ) = (AB)” Z x(a() ©)_u (35)
a=1 p=1
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where the fraction term above represents the ‘change of measure’ from the product probability
distribution g% x ¢ to the joint probability distribution p*Y
Let ¢~* A, (jYB be two probability distributions on X4, Y2 with the following properties:
1. The marginal on any coordinate g~ for any a € [A] equals g%
2. The marginal on any two coordinates g*+Xa’ for any a,a’ € [A], a # o' is independent of a,
a’; hence it can be modelled as a distribution gX¥

3. Similar properties as the two above hold for q_YB

For any (x,y) € X x ), define the positive semidefinite matrices

/ — —
T YvHpY X =T (y)

p(X):L]“ZJJ = Zy’ qY(y/) y p;py’? p(
M ._ 1= y(y a
p()my T Zx’y X(

Definition 3 Let 0 < € < 1. For the two party classical quantum soft covering problem, the
consequences of loss of pairwise independence are said to hold up to scale factors of (e, f(€), g(¢€))
if there exist probability distributions p(X)XY, p(Y)XY, p()XY satisfying

1Y =) <6 Y —p() Y <o Y -p0 L <,

GX | X =2 (XY =y (5!
2 e 3, S
X! ‘X = (af )p(w’,y’)pM
z)q" (v') 'y’

such that
p(X)YM < f(e)p MY p(v ) XYM < f(e)p" MY ()M < (1 + g(e)) (0 @ p™M),

where XYM . XY M
p(X) =2 (a) EXxyp(X) Y (@, y)|z,y) (e, y XY @ p(X)xy,
p(Y )M =50 ) EXxyp(Y) Y (@, )|, y) (@, y Y @ p(YV )iy,
PO M =3 ey PO (@ )|z y) (@, y*Y @ p()2y-
In this paper, we shall take f(€) < gpolylog(e™!) g gle) < 20,
We are now ready to give the statement of our smooth two party classical quantum covering
lemma under slight relaxation of pairwise independence.

Proposition 5 Consider the setting of the two party classical quantum soft covering problem.
Suppose,

logA > D& (0™ ¢X @ pM) +1log f(e) + 3+ log e /2,
logB > D (p"M|¢¥ @ pM) +1log f(e) + 3 +loge /2
log A+logB > DS (pXYM|¢* @¢" @ pM) +1 +loge /2.
Then,

[lloata 4 = M I11] < (2\/1561/64 + \/4061/32 +8e + g(e) + 4¢)(Tr p).

()

E
2(A4) y(B)

where the expectation is taken over independent choices of tuples x B) from the distributions
(jXA, (jYB which satisfy the consequences of loss of pairwise independence up to scale factors of
(e, f(e),g(e)). Note that for the usual setting of e = €, f(e) < 2POW8(™) 4nd g(e) < ®D) the
right hand sides of the inequalities in the above rate region will have additive terms of polylog(e™1)

and the covering error will be bounded by e©1).
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Remarks:

1. In the pairwise independent setting, 5% = ¢¥ x ¢¥, @Y = ¢¥ x ¢, Hence, p(X)X¥M =
pXMYIX ()XY M — JYMXEY and p()XYM = pXY @ pM. Thus, g¥%', @Y satisfy the conse-
quences of loss of pairwise independence up to scale factors of (0,1,0) i.e. perfectly. The rate region
and covering error promised by Proposition [l is essentially the same as that given by the smooth
soft covering lemma of [Sen24]. The main difference is that the rate region of Proposition [Hlis given
in terms of DS (+]|-) versus D5(-||-) in [Sen24].

2. Proposition [f] cannot be proved by the telescoping technique. Consider a simplified setting where
Y =prep”, ¢¥ =pX, ¢ =p¥, pXY = p(X)*Y = p(Y)XY = p()*Y, but ¢ # ¢* @ ¥,
Y £q¢¥® ¢¥". In other words, pXY is a tensor product distribution, the sampling distributions
q%, ¢¥ are the same as the marginals p~, p¥ but there is a loss of pairwise independence in sampling
(z(a))q as well as in sampling (y(b))s; nevertheless p*¥ does not require perturbation in order to
satisfy the operator inequalities involving f(e), g(e). Telescoping starts off by using the mapping
(z,y) — p;cj‘;[ = (p% —pM pﬁ/[ + pM) instead of using the original mapping (x,y) — p%. The
mean zero requirement of telescoping is the fact that

V(z,y) : E  [phea = E_ oy pay) =0

(z,a!)~pX xpX' (y,y")~pY xpY’

However under the ‘slight breaking of pairwise independence’, we have to evaluate the expectation
under (z,2') ~ ¢, and similarly for (y,7/). Since ¢*XX" # pX x pX’, the mean zero requirement

fails. Replacing p;]\;[ with other candidates like (p3} —p(X)2 — p(Y')2 4 p()21) does not help either.

To prove Proposition Bl we generally follow the lines of the proof of Lemma [[l Several steps
are simpler because X, Y are classical. In particular, we do not need to flatten ¢, ¢¥". Only the
flattening superoperator ]-"[])V[ —LuM i5 needed. Again, without loss of generality, we assume that
pXYM is a normalised density matrix.

From the notion of intersection of classical probability distributions defined in Equation [6, we
get

l(p N p(X) Np(Y) Np()* —p*Y [l < 3e.

Arguing along the lines of the initial part of the proof of Proposition2l and defining a set

Bad := {(z,y) : p*¥ (x,y) > 4(p N p(X) N p(Y) Np())* (2,y)},
we see that there is a subnormalised probability distribution pXY such that

XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY ;XY XY
P77 —p 7 |l <de,ptt <ptt <d4ptt pt T <p(X)TTLptT <p(Y)RHpt Yt <p(tt, (36)
where the inequality p*Y < 4p*Y above holds only over supp(p*Y). We can define the sample
average covering state &i/([ ) 4(B) using p~XY instead of pXY as in Equation B5lin the natural fashion.
Similarly, we can define the new classical quantum control state pX¥ ™. Then for any z(4), y(B),
using Equations [35] B6l, we can easily see that ||6’£{A) yB J%A) B |1 < 4e. So in order to prove

Proposition [l it suffices to prove

[16:20a) o — P [11] < 2\/ 15¢1/64 4 J 40€'/32 + 8e + g(e). (37)

2(A4) y(B)
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From the definitions of smooth DS_(:]|-), we have subnormalised classical quantum density
matrices pXYM(3), pXM (1) and p¥ M (2) satisfying

[pXYM — XYME) <6 oM - XMWY <6, 07— VM@ < e,

such that YA X v 1

2Doo(pXM ||z ®J\QJ ®p )(qX(X)qY@pM),

2D (P M a” @) (X @ pM), (38)
9DS (p(Y)Y Mllg¥ @p™M)

B
b
=
e
VASRVASVA

XYM(3)

Note that in general pX* (1), p¥™(2) have nothing to do with the marginals of p . From

Equation [36] and the triangle inequality, we can write

|65YM — pXYM(3) < de ¢, [|[¥M — XM (D)]) < dete, [ — M) <de e (39)

We can extend the classical quantum states p*M (1), p¥M(2) to classical quantum states p* MY1X (1),
pY M. X |Y(2) in the natural fashion. Henceforth we will be working with the control state pX¥™ and
probability distribution $XY only. So to ease the notation below, we rename pXY to pX¥, pX¥M
to pXY M c}i\/([A)’y(B) to U%A)7y(B). Under this simplified notation, in order to prove Proposition [

Equation 37 rewritten says that it suffices to show

[||U£/([A),y<3> - M) < 2\/1561/64 + \/4061/32 + 8e + g(e). (40)

2(A) y(B)
Also, Equation [39] is rewritten as
XM = pXYM@) 1 <det e, oM = p M) S dete [P = M (2)h < dete (41)

Apply the flattening CPTP superoperator to get the normalised density matrix

p

Define p* Y EarM(3), pXEaM (1) pY EMM (2) - p( X)XV EMM - p(y ) XY EMM 1 p() XY LM via flattening
in the natural fashion. Extend pXLmM (1), pYLmM (2) to classical quantum states pX EarMYIX (1),
pY LuMXIY (9) i the natural fashion. Then we use Equation Bl and conclude,

oY B — YL (3)], < de

XYLyM . (]IXY ®]_—M—>LMM)(,0XYM)
: o .

42
M XM (1)) < de e, [|pY BN~ VMM < de e ()
since a CPTP superoperator cannot increase the trace distance.
By Lemma [6] and Proposition [3] we have
17 17
(14 8) 2 < Fp M (pM) < (14-0) (43)

[Epl o ° [F5l

Because a CPTP superoperator respects the Lowner partial order on Hermitian matrices, combining
Equations B8 and 43| gives us

pPXYIMM(3) < (14 §)2P% @0 M e¥ed @) (X g oY (}I;P'))’
, P
PXIM(1) < (14 8)20% 0 M Ie¥er™) (X @ (1)), 4
P
€ (YM||,Y g M Fp
pY LM (9) < (1 4 §)2D% " M  @p )(qY®(]‘1F,’J‘)).

34



Applying Proposition 2 to Equations d2] 44] tells us that there exists classical quantum orthog-
onal projectors

HXYLMM(?)) — Z ’x7 y> <x7 y‘XY ® HLMM(?’)xya
zy
W) Y e @ )
Y rM(2) = N )y @ M (2),,
Yy

such that
Tr [IXYEmuM (3)pXYEMM] > 1 — (/e + ¢,
TI' [HXL]\/[M(l)pXL]\/[M] 2 _ /46‘1‘6,

Tr [ITY EmM(2)pY LM > — /e + e,

HXYLJVIM(3)pXYLMM — pXYLMMHXYLMM(?)),
HXL]WM(].)/)XLA{M — pXijMHXijM(l)7
HYLMM(2)pYLMM _ pYLMMl—[YLMM(2)7 (45)

; 148)(14+-2v/Texe)2P% (0 Y Ma* ©q¥ ©p™)
V(z,y) : LM (3) plyrM o < CHUER/IERI2 :
146} (1+2v/Tere)2P5% (X Mla¥ @pM)
Vo BT (1) ph |, < (TR ,
148) (142 TeTe)2P 5% (WY MY ©pM)
Vy s BT (2) preM [l < (HERMERAEOR,

Define the flattened sample average covering state

B
oLlmM (AB) 122 XY z(a),y(b)) pLMM
7oy S = X (a(a))gY (y(b)) "o (@v®r

Proposition 4l and Fact [2] together with concavity of square root imply that

Ly M
E:E(A)7y(B)H|O-£/{A)7y(B) - Ml < 2Em(A)7y(B)[\/Ho-w(]g)’y(B) — plarM|y]

Ly M
2\/E sy (o5 oy = pPaM 1],

IN

where the expectation is taken over independent choices of tuples z(4), y(&) from the distributions
LjXA, ch . We note that § can be taken as small as we please at the expense of increasing ]Fp’]
Essentially, § can be treated as a free parameter. We will set § := /€/3.

To make the notation lighter, henceforth we will always work with the flattened states and the
Hilbert space LpsM. Hence from now on we redefine M = Lj;M. Under this redefinition, we
restate Equations 45l 43|, and the consequences of Equation B6l as Equation 47 below. That is, we

can assume that there are classical quantum orthogonal projectors ITIXY M (3), TIXM (1) and ITYM (2)
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such that

Tr[HXYM(3)pXYM] > —\/E—Q\/E,
ﬂﬂHXMGNﬂMJ > 1—e—2/,
T [[M(2)p" V] > 1 e —2v/,
HXYM( ),0 XYM — pXYMHXYM(3)
HXM(l)pXM — pXMHXM(l),
HYM(2) Y M — pYMHYM(2),
V(z,y) € supp(p™ ) p(X)M < Af(e)pl,
V(z,y) € supp(p*Y) : p(Y)2, < 4f(e)p)!, i
V(z,y) € supp(pXY) : pOM < (1+ gle))p, (47)
p(z.y) M M (144,/64+2,/€)2P5 XYM X 9qY @p™)
v(‘ray)q(m)éz(/y)”ﬂxy(?’)pxy”oo < |F)| ’
T Doo(PXMHqX®ﬂM)
Vo BOIY (1) pl |l < UEVEERVOR ,
3 € Dgo(pYMlqu®pM)
vy B (2) ) oo < (HR/ERAT ,
F, < M,
1-volr < oM< @+yvelr
7] [F7]

To finish the proof of Proposition B, we only need to show

oMy ) — pM 1) < 1565 4+ 1/40€1/32 + 8¢ + g(e). (48)

2(A) y(B)

because of Equation

In order to prove the above inequality, we augment X to Lx X, Y to LyY as in Section B.4]
Recall that the new spaces Ly, Ly required for augmentation have the same dimension L. The
value of L will be chosen later, and it will be sufficiently large for our later purposes. Keeping
augmentation in mind, we define

1Lx 1Ly 1tx qly
_ ®q%, ¢y = ®qY, ptxXIyYM ._ ® ® pXYM,

LxX . —
) L L L L

q

As in Section B4l we enlarge the Hilbert space M into a larger space M. Because of this

containment, the state plXXIyYM ig jdentical to p“xXLvY M. which notation we use depends on

the application. Define tuples (I,z)), (I,y)®) in the natural fashion. Define the normalised

state plxX LyYM and subnormalised state pLX XLyYM a4 ip Equation [@ via the classical quantum

projectors XYM (3) TIXYM(2) .= MYM(2) @ 1%, TIXYM(1) := I¥M(1) ® 1¥. Observe that

LXXLyYM ALxXLyYM ﬁLXXLyYM of

the states p p

, and the approximate intersection projector

36



Equation B are now classical quantum. Thus we can write

ﬁLxXL%YM = _2 le,x ly,prY(‘Tay)’ll‘axaly7y><lx7x7lyay‘LXXLYY ®ﬁ{‘fxlyy7
~M _ M—M
lexly:y = Tlx ljel/‘* (p:cy) )
ﬁLxXLyYM = 2211@ ly,yp Y(‘Tay)’ll‘axaly7y><lx7x7ly7y‘LXXLYY®ﬁi\fxlyy7

Vi e [3] : TIXY M (4)

S ey 1Ty @,y @ T (0),
ﬂLXXLyYM =97 (49)

. 2ty dyy W @ Ly Y) s @ by y ‘LXXLYY@leer
M, = 1M — span {TMA (@ =1 (1)), TM?/A‘;J((HM —11,1(2))),
MM ((qM _ M
T (1 —ny(3)))}7

lm E1/4

AM _ 7M M
pl,c:clyy - lexlyy o pﬂcy'

Define
M _ oM
z (A)v(lyy)w) = 04(4) y4(B)

(la)
_ XY z(a b
= (AB) ! Za 1 Zb 1gq )gx a( %}Z;&) p]\{ ),y(b)°
A B . (e(@)y®) 51
Gy e = (AB) T s il qx)g%/(a)g Ton” Pllzw)(a).(tyy)(b)
~ L 1 (z(a),y M
= (AB) T il Yol X By At @), () ()"

N
T (loz)(D),(1yy)®)

T 1y2)(), 1)(®)

Observe that

V((l:vx)(A)a (lyy)(B)) : SUPP( %1, x)(A) (lyy)(B)) F/ <M, (51)
X Ml = oMl = XY 1y > 1~ de.

Define the probability distributions

g0t = (L yea g s

( ~(LyY)B ,_ ]I_Y)®B ®qYB
i : .

, 4
Observe that

M M M M
(B)[||0(lxx)(A),(zyy)(B)—P 1] = E (B)[||U(lxx)(A),(zyy)(B)—P 1]

E
(lzx)), (lyy) (lzx)), (lyy)

B x(AEy(B)[HU%A)vy(B) - ,OMH1],

where the expectation is taken over independent choices of tuples (I,x)), (I,y)B) from the distri-
butions (j(LX‘X)A, (j(LYY)B. So to prove Proposition [Bl we just need to show that

M 1/64 1/32
(lzx)(*‘gE(lyy (B)[H (lox) (A (Lyy)(B) p Hl] < 15¢ + \/406 + 8e + g(e)‘ (52)

because of Equations [48]
We now prove four lemmas which are crucially required in the following arguments, leading to

the proof of Proposition [l
Lemma 14
(@) XY (2,y) Ay
2 qX T qY y) Tr K p ) ﬁMm ) < ) pr )}
zx;lyy N X (@)g" (y) "= ) \ X (2)g" (y) "

(14 4y/e + 24/€)2P%
B £

XY]VI”qX@qY@pJW)
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Proof: Using Equations [49] [47] and arguing as in the proof of Lemma [0 we get

- X()g" ()T | (2 E8) i @) an
L lm%yq (z)g" (y) T [(qX( g (y) lxxlyy> <qX( ¥ (y )plx:clyy>:|
XY
= L2 Ty MAMQE (XY(L )ﬂMw ° %)
3w (o pitn) 0 i, o)

— 2 Y T K%ﬂ%ﬁ%(m))

lz 7'T7ly 7y

(™ () (17 = T (@ = T3) o (T, 0 pi))]

lz ,ly7

N Z Tr |:<£T(]7:(y:;)(1}i/{l:g/4(]lﬂ4))o(j}yljé\;[/4(pxy))>

lz 7'T7ly 7y

™ () (O = T (@ =T 3)) © A, ,)]

lxv

XY (4 .
- 3w (S )

lz@,ly,y
(™ (o, ) (T2, (M) = TP (1 = 120(3)))) © ALy, )]
= L_2 Z Tr MTM—U\}[ ( M) ( XY( )((TM—>M (HM(?))))O AN ))
= X Y lg by, et/4 Py p dyel/4\Hay Plyzlyy
Losa,ly,y ¢~ (z)q” (y)
XY
- p (.’L’,y) Vi Ny
= 17 5 T | (St e o)) 0 )il
lzr:v’ly’y q q y
XY
- P~ (@,y) .
< L7 Z WHEJ&? 1/4(HM(3) Op%)Hoo : (pXY(:E,y)Hp{‘fxlyy||1)
lxvxvlyvy q y
XY
P (:17 Y) o
- Z (l‘) ) ”H ( ) Op%)”oo : (pXY(a:,y)Hp{‘fxlyy”l)
lolyy 1 " (y
€ (ZXYM||, X o Y o M
—9 (1+4\/E+2\/E)2Doo(ﬁ llgX ®@q¥ ®p™M) oy
S L Z ’F” (x,y)
lz,w,ly,y p
(1 + 4y/e + 2,/@)2D% X Ve er 8p¥)
- | E| ’

The proof of the lemma is now complete.
Lemma 15
, / XY(x y) S
L ¢ (@) (y,/) Tr Ki@ ) 2Ly ) <7p Pl >]
> @T " vy) (@) () = ) \ X (@)g¥ (y) ety

loyw,ly,y, U,y
XI\/I”qX@p]\/I)

< 461/8L 1/QZpXY ’y) X(‘T)Hp( )y” + (1+4\/_+2\/_) ()2D€

2 (@) EA
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Proof: Using Equations B9 @7 and Lemma [l and arguing as in the proof of Lemma [0l we get

lz,w,ly,yv%vy/
X Y| X=z(, Y'Y=y, . N
- pr(z) p (y')a (v) R A
= L ’ Z X ’ Y (), Tr |:Iol]\z/[ml’y’(pXY(:Evy)pl]\fxlyy)}
L= aX (@) 7" (¥') !
T 7y7y7y7y
X Y| X=x(,N\7Y'|Y=y(, /' R
_ pr(z) p (y')a (¥ i
= L7 Y v Te (Y (@), )]
L=t (@) 7" (¥') !
xy 7y7y7y7y
[ Y| X=z(, \7Y'|Y=y(,/ R .
p (v) _ p (v')a (v M—M [ M XY AN
- L IZ Y (o) jjlx,l’_tgl/‘l(p:cy’) (p (‘Tvy)plzmlyy)
:c) () v
lz,mly,y i
B p (z) [ M—>1\;4/4 ZpYLX::c(y/)q—Y |Y=y(y/)pM
= Lol e Y (o) zy’
LTy w) i , v a" (y)
Y| X=x(, N\NY'|Y=y(,/ .
p (v')q ) M XY M
1/4 Z qy(y/) pmy’ (p (:E?y)plleyy)
Y X=z/,N\7Y'|Y=y(,/' N
p () ™ M p (y')q ) M XY AM
Z 6_1>/4 Z Y (.7 ny/ (p (xyy)plzmlyy)
() q (y)
lz,xly,y
p (v) M M M—M M XY AM
< l‘) Z,Tl l’—>51/4 )xy) CT[ 5_1>/4 (p(X)xy) '(p (xvy)lexxlyy”l)
lx,:cly,y (e’
— p () M- M XY AM
DI [T A O™ @ )P, )]
lx,xly,y
< 4B S Y () P,
- X (@) w
lz,x,ly,y
2 P (z) M—N M XY oM M
DI -e Te [ ()M ™Y () (1, 0 p30)]
lz,mly,y
= 4L Y ) Z D
- € p ':U7y (IE) /0 Ty 1
x7y
_ )
AP ¢X ()
lmvxlyvy

T [TMM (O (Y = TN (@M — 1Y (1)) o (1L, 0 o))

/8 7-1)2 Xy P~ (x)
= 4e/°L ZP :Ey)q ()Hp( )my”l
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IA

IN

IN

X x
+L72 Y pXY(éE,y)'pq—XEx;

lz‘vxvlyvy

T [(TMA (1M)) o (TM 3 (p(X)2))
(@ = M (@M 1M (1)) 0 B, )]

1/8 7 —1/2 XY P~ (z) M
ALY Y ) E (O
x7y

+L72 > p V() zxgg

lz‘vxvlyvy

T (TS (X)) (T ZA (1) = TMSAT (M =1 (1)) 0 piy, )

T
4 B2 p X (@ ,y)q @ X)zylls

p- X(z)
X
_ p*(x y 2 M
£ 3 Y ) S T (O 1) o )
lz,x,ly,y
1/8 7 -1/2 XYy PX(fﬂ) M
4e /"L Zp (‘Tay)qx(x)”p( )myHl
@y
2 XY ,PX(JJ) Tr [(TM—M (1M (1 XMy M
+ Z p (xvy) qX(x) [( le 61/4( T ( )Op( ):cy))plzmlyy)]
Lo @by ,y
1/8 7 —1/2 XYy PX(HJ)
ALY 0 (o) e S IO
Ty
4 -2 XY .PX(x) Tr TM ™ My AM
+ f(e) Z p (m,y) (]X($) [( el/4 ( T ( )Opx ))plxxlyy)]
lz,x,ly,y
1/8 1 -1/2 XYy PX(fﬂ) M
ALY 0 (o) e S IO
@y
Af(e), 2 XY pX (@) M= M (M (1 M CIAM
+ f(e) Z p ( ) qX(a:)” Iz, 61/4( T ( )Opx )HOO ”plzmlyy”l
lz,x,ly,y
1/871—1/2 XY X(l’)
7y
4 -2 XY .PX(x) ™ (1 M C|IAM
+4f(e) > () qX($)|| z (1) 0z )lloo - 191 21,yll1
lz,x,ly,y
461/8L_1/2 ZpXY(x y)pX($) (X)Mul
"X (x) Y
@y
B 1+ 4/€ + 21/€)2P5 (0™ Mlla* @p™)
+4f(e) L™ ) pXY(x,y)'( ve \[’;7,’
lz,x,ly,y 14
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p¥ A(1 + 4y/e + 2/6) f(e)2P5 (P Mlla¥ @p™)
< AL XY (5 )P @) M, |
Zy: ¥ (w) Y F|
The proof of the lemma is now complete. O

Lemma 16

=Y @ (@) T [(%Pw fzyy> (%5&@»]

lm 71’711; 7yvl;/v 750/

p” A(1 + 4y/e + 2,/€) f(e)2P5 (P M lla @p™)
< 4el/8 172 pXY (z,y (y) L+ ‘
2 (o P ™
Proof: Similar to proof of Lemma [I5] above. 0
Lemma 17
/ , XY(x y) pXY(gj y) .
Y Y ead)dY )T [(iipgw » ) (Wﬁyxl )}
Lt by ! 1L X ()" (v') g (x)gY (y) =l
(14 g(e) +2V7)

< 8ELTEN T pXY (2, y) 00yl +
x?y

|F)]
Proof: Using Equations 9] 47 and Lemma [4], and arguing as in the proof of Lemma [I2] we get
XY XY
_ XX/ vy p (2 YY) p(@,y) oy
PY e (2 ) (2
Lol El: ¢X(@)g" (y)" ) \ X (@)g ()=
Ty y7y7£7x7y7y
XY ()  NAX | X=x( N\NGY'|Y=y(,/ .
-4 p (@,y)q (2)q (v) XY AN
= L Z <@g () Tr [Pl/ a'ly, f(p (ﬂf,y)Pleyy)]

lft7m7ly7y7lx7m 7%721/

XY ()  NAX | X=x( N\NGY'|Y=y(,/ N
_ pr (2, y)g (2")q (y) A
D X Te (LM (o, D™ (@ )pin,)|
bt T ¢ (=")g" ()
T 7y7y7x7m7
[ XY / / *X"X:x / 7Y/‘Y:y
2 9 pr (@ y)q (2')q (V') it
= L Z TI‘ L Z X NY (o) 1—}/ ll 1/4(pxy)
Lo " (@)q" ()
T 7y7y L lxx lyy
AM
(pXY(:Evy)plmxlyy)}
[ X'\ X=x( NY'|Y=y/(,/
_9 _2 M p ( " y')q (2)q ') m
S SRR | E Bk el @) () 4
Lo,m,lyy i 11,
5 PV A @V V) v i,
X (2')q" (v) i ety
XY X'\ X=x( NFY'|Y=y(,/ N
-2 p (@ y)g (z)q (Y') wm XY M
+L72 Y T (D X W) Pary | (077 (25 9) iatyy)

lac ﬂfyly Y
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< 12 3 208 | - 0| @ @i, )
Lz, @,ly,y il .
+ L~ 2 Z p .’1’ Y TI“[ ()xy ﬁl]\jmlyy]
ls,z, lyvy
< 8ELT2 N XY @ ) lpOM Il + L+ g(@)L™ Y pY (e y) T [0,
lac@',lyvy 11'7:’0 ly,y
T (1M},
< 8BLTEN XY (@ y)llpOylh + L+ g(e) (1 + VL™ Y p¥ Ty
z,y lx,l' lyvy p
_ Hpm 11
< 8eBLTVEN T pM Y (2, y)pOng i + (14 gle) + 2V L7 Y p¥ ‘;ff
€,y ll‘vr ly,y
_ 1+ g(e) +2/€
< 861/8L 1/2 ZPXY(%Z/)HP()%Hl + ( g( )/ \/7)
[F)
x7y
The proof of the lemma is now complete. O

The reader may have noticed some differences between the statements of Lemma [I7] and
Lemma 12, Lemma [I5] and Lemma [0, Lemma [I6] and Lemma [II. The notable looking differ-
ences arise from corrections due to augmentation smoothing viz. from the application of Lemma @]
Part of the reason for these differences is the presence of terms like p(X)zy, p(Y')zy etc. in the non-
pairwise independent case, which do not exist in the pairwise independent case. The other part
of the reason for the differences is cosmetic: the proof of the fully quantum smooth convex split
lemma Lemma [T uses flattening for aX and Y, whereas in the non pairwise independent classical
quantum covering lemma Propostion [, we do not need to flatten their classical analogues ¢* and

q¥. Nevertheless, an effect similar to flattening X, B¥ persists in the statements of Lemmas [I5],
Terms like X(:v) 1(y) in the statements of Lemmas [I5] [I6] are related to flattening terms like

F, , F, in the statements of Lemmas [I0] 11
o’ Yp
By Lemma [2] and Equation 50, we have

|

_ X (a(a) y(b
= (4B)~! B (1) (1) ®) [HZa 1Zb 1 X(x(a)) (y(b))p(l x)( ><lyy>(>‘

)

< (AB)T Yn Yk . (53)
E a0, 1,9 [W Hpm )(@),(Ly ) (b) P(lm(a) (L) (b) H }

= L‘Qle,x,ly,qu(x)qY(y)#le oy plz,x,ly,y‘

= LY o0 () Hpﬁfﬁ, Pl sty ‘1

”pLXXLyYM _ﬁLXXLyYM”l < 2\/5'61/8'

M ~ M
(lz:v)(AgE(l )(B) [Ha(lzw ) (lyy)(B>] T V() (lyy)“B)‘

1

Hence by triangle inequality and Equation (2] in order to prove Proposition [{, it suffices to show
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that

M 1/64 1/32
(lzw)(A])E(lyy (B)[H (lox) (A (lyy)(B) p ||1] < 12¢ + \/406 + 8e + g(e) (54)

By Corollary 2 and Equation 50 we have

A~
N

2N
T (laz) D, (1yy) B~ 7 (1pz) D) (1yy)B)

|

E ol
(lwx)(A)v(lyy)(B)

= (AB)! E [
(la) @) (Lyy)(B)

A B
ZZ XY (2(a),y(b) nr
X b)) P lz2)(@),(tyy)®)

|

< (AB)_liEBI E P (2(a),y(b) | ANT H
== ) @™ L6 (2(a))g" (y(D)) Pllaa) (@) ) ~ Plla)(@), 1))
XY )
= L2 X (Y () L (% Y) g S ‘
lz%ﬁy‘] (z)q (y)qX(x)q (y) dyyy — Plealyy .
= L2 Z Y (2,y lez,wly,y ,olmly’y‘ - ||ALxXLyYM ﬁLXXLyYMHI < 95. (/8.
L, 2,0y ,y

Define ) B
Bad := {((lmx)(A), (lyy)(B)) : ||5é‘g;x)(A),(lyy)<B> - &gﬁm)(A),(lyy)(B) [l > 2551/16}-

By Markov’s inequality, Pr  ,yca) ¢,y [Bad] < /16, For ((I,x)A, (1,y)P)) € Bad we define

;le)(A) (L) ® = 0. For ((I» a:)(A) (1,y)P)) & Bad, we apply Lemma[Ilto the states 6/

(lxx)("‘),( Y)

g (L)) (1,y)(B)

(3 to get a state & () satisfying the following properties:

o)D) (1)

&M
(lxx)(“‘) (lyy)(B)?

) ||1 < 561/32

132 1/16 132

| /\

V(L) (1,9)P)) - 5(1,6:0)%) (lyy)®)
%

V((lpz)™, (i, y)B)) ¢ Bad : |6 2,1y ® (l 2) A (L,y (55)

M
Ly)® " (i)
V((lmfﬂ)(A) (lyy)( ): ||0-(lx:c)(A),(l y) (B)||2 (1+ 1051/32) [ (lx:(:)(A) (Lyy)(B) (lx:v)(A) (zyy)(B)]

— E(lxx)(A) (lyy )(B) [Ha(lzm () (

Hence by triangle inequality and Equations [54] B3l in order to prove Proposition [ it suffices to
show that

o)A y><B>[H&Ef\fx)“‘),(zyy)@ = pM] < 60+ \/4061/32 +8e+g(e). (56)
zT by

Define 177 to be the orthogonal projector from the ambient space M onto F,. ' Using Equa-
tions [B1], B3] B3l (some of these equations were stated earlier for Tr p = 1 but they continue to hold
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in the natural fashion for general Tr p too), we get

= Tr[p"],
F/ A,M
(lmw%yw Tr (172 02y, 1,0
F! N a i
> E(lzw)(A),(lyy)(B) [Tr (17 O-é\li-'ﬂ)(A),(lyy)(B)] - HO—(lzm)(A),([yy)(B) T T (l2)(A) (1yy)(B) 1

—IIAM — ot |
T (1) A), (y) B~ 7 (L)), (1yy) B 11

= Ego@ gy [T log] T (lpz)), (zyy)(B)H

—E (1)) gy [ Ex XYM _ (LX) Ly V)PM )

- E(lzw)(A),(lyy)(B) [Ha—(LxX)A(LyY)BM - a.’(LXX)A(LyY)BM”l]
= Tr ,OM —E(zzm)(A),(lyy)(B)[HU(

- E (1,2)) (1, ® [||6(LXX)A(LYY)BM 5

> (Tr pM)(l — 22 €l/8 — 661/32) > (Tr p )( 961/32).

Lx X)M(LyY)PM _ 5(LxX)*(LyY) BMH ]

LxX)4(LyY) BM” ]

Using Proposition [Il and concavity of square root, we see that

M
[lo (lzz YA (1,y)B) P 1]

2\/Tr \/Tr — Tr [177 pM]

~ M M
R

Ny _
= 2\/Tr o (u@(ﬁ(zyy)(s)[ﬁ (15 6 ey, e

E
()N, (Iyy)P)

< o E
(Law) (D), (Iyy) )

. ~' M M
£l (lxx)(AgE(lyy)(m[”U(lxx)(A>,(lyy)(B) P
< 6e/ 4\ /|F)| - E [lo lw(A)l @ — P 2]
x y)

(o)A, (1yy)(®)

From Equation b6l and convexity of the square function, in order to prove Proposition [, it suffices
to show that

M||2] 40€'/32 + 8e + g(e)

16 @ay o @y =P ) (58)

E
(L)), (1) (B)
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The left hand side of the above inequality is
E ' M M2
(lgcx)(A)7(lyy)(B)[”U(lwx)(A)v(lyyA)(B) PIR] A
= Ea@ @ 1005w, 0,y o 18]+ 102

= 2E 0y, [Tr [ (1 )(A), (lyy)us) p H

< (14 10eY/32)E (s x)(A) (lyy)(B) [Tr o T (1) (A (1, )(B)a-aix)(A)7(lyy)(B)]:|
2
+(1+/e)? |F’
—2(1 - o E Tr |6M L
(1—Ve) (L)), (Iyy) B | 1|9 gz, (lyy)w) TET (59)
I N ) 1
= (14+1063)E iy 1, | Tr [Jfﬁx)m) (1) (B ( 2, @] T +1 M’
2(1—v/¢) o/ M
o W E(lzr)(A)v(lyy)(B) J:TI" [O-(lwm)(A) (lyy) ]1 ]]
Tr

~M AM 1, (+ve)?
19 2) ), 1) )y, ] | + TR

< (L1063 E (1 oya (1, i
2(1—+/€)(1—4e—9¢!/32)
[F5

1/32 AM
< (14 10e / )E(lxx)(A)7(lyy)(B) Tr [ (lzx)(A) (lyy)(B)O-(lzw)(A)7(lyy)(B)]_
+ 8e4-23¢1/32 1
[£7] ’
where the first inequality follows from Equations 55l 47l and the second inequality follows from
Equations 7, BI1
From Equations and B9 in order to prove Proposition B it suffices to show the following

lemma.

Lemma 18 Suppose

8| F’| X(;p)
\/Z > 63/2 -maX{ZpXY(fan) (l‘)”p( )my”lv
.,y
XY Py(y) y\M XY M
Zp (z,9) Y ”,0( ):cy”lvzp (‘Tay)Hp()xy”l )
7" (y) o
and
log A > D (p"™M|¢¥ @ p™) +log f(e) + 3 + log e /2,
logB > D& (p"™M|¢" @ p™) +log f(e) + 3 +loge /2,
logA+log B > DS (0" ™M|¢* @ ¢" @ p™)+1+1loge V2
Then,

v A 14 662 4 g(e)
~ M AN
G [0<lzw><A>,(1yy><B>”(zzw><A>,(1yy><B>]] = )|

Proof: Given the lower bound on v/L, we can write down the following consequences of Lemmas [T,
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(5] 06, 04

-2 X Y PXY(%?J) N PXY(xvy) AN
- zm,mz,l:y,yq S [(qX(x)qY(y)pl”lyy> <qX(w)qY(y)pl”lyy>]

< (144/e+24/€)2P5 (p ®¢¥ ®p
= [F7] )

/ M,y PV ()

L e (2)d" (y,y) Tr [( bV g, ) ( D >]
lz,xlyz:vyvllyvy’ ) g (x)g¥ (y) " ) \ g (w)gY (y) =
< A044VE+3VE) f(e)2P
. & ’ (60)

= Z ¢ WX (z, ) Tr [(%ﬁfyzyy) <M5%x1yy>:|

XY]VIHqX ]\l)

XM g X o)

lCL‘ #Eyly 7y7lgc 7:5,

A(+4/E+3/) f(c)2P5 (7
< \Fl»\ ;

Y M gY @pM)

XY (.. ) XY
_ _xx! vy p (@) Pt (x,y) aap
L QXX (ﬂfawl)qyy (yay/)Tl“ [(701/ " /) (7/?1 l
Loz ly yzl:x vy g (2)g¥ (") Y ) N gX (2)g (y) Y
Ty by rI st 2ty

(1+9(e)+31/2)
< .

We have,

~M AM
G g L [qu:ow),(zyy)w)“(lw)wh(zyy)wﬂ]
= (AB)2- Tiam Tpi

( Y (z(a),y(b)
E (1,2)) (1, ® {qX(x(a))qY

D
y6) @@’ (u(b)

= (AB) 2 X0 i
E p*Y (z(a), y(b
((Lz)(@),(lz) (), ((Lyy) (B),(Lyy) (b)) ( (

AN
(lzm)(a),(zyy)(é)p(lx:v)(a)v(lyy)(b)]} )

We analyse the above summation by considering several cases. Consider the following term for
a fixed choice of a # a, b # b.

. [ P (x(@), y(b
((la2) (@), (L) (a)), ((Ly ) (0), (Lyy) (b)) (

/ (zz;cxa),(zyy)(a)ﬁ(lm(a»(zyy)(b)ﬂ
= L_4 le,x,ly,y,l;,x’,l’y,y’ q_XX (337 xl)qYY (y7 y,)

XY (@' y) Anr XY (2y) ANT
Tr KqX(x')qY(y’)pl;w'l;y') (QX(x)qY(y)mmyy)}
< (+g(e)+3v0)
>~ \F,;\ )

where we used Equation [60 in the inequality above. There are A(A — 1)B(B — 1) such terms.
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Consider the following term for a fixed choice of a = a, b # b.

E P (x (a),y@) - Y (x(a),y(b)
(L) (@), (L) 6.0 ®) | ¢ (2(a))g” (y(b) ¢ (@(a))g (y(b))
[

AM QM

(lx:v)(a)v(lyy)(B)p(lxi)}ga)v(lyy)( )]} . (63)

= L7 le,m,ly,y,l?;,y/ X (@)@ (y,y) Tr %ﬁ{fﬂ,y) (W@”())ﬁ{‘fﬂyyﬂ
A(14+44/e4+3/E) f(e)205% (X MIia* @p)

- |F/$| >

z(a
Tr

where we used Equation 60l in the inequality above. There are AB (B — 1) such terms.
Consider the following term for a fixed choice of a # a, b = b. We have similarly,

E [pXY(x(d),y(b)) M (a(a), y(b)
((ta)(@), () (@), (Lyy)®) [¢¥ (2(a))q” (y(b)) ¢ (x(a))q” (y(b))

~M M
T* [P 2y (@, 1) (5Pl @ty )

< A(14+4,/e+3/€) f(€)2P5 (07 Mlla¥ ©p™)
- I :

There are A(A — 1)B such terms. )
Finally, consider the following term for a fixed choice of a = a, b = b.

E pXY (x(a),y(b))  pXY(x(a),y(b))
(L) (@), 6) L4 (x(a))g” (y(b)) ™ (x(a))g” (y(b))
~M AM
T P, ay@. o Pa@annl] (65)
I X Y (y) M (xy) AM
= L7 ey @ (@) (y) Tr (qi(x)qyw)pl,mlyy> <q§’<(x)q1“(’)plmyy>}

(1441/e42,/€)2P5% (WX Mia* @a¥ ™)
|ng| ’

IN

where we used Equation [60] in the inequality above. There are AB such terms.

From Equations [61] [62] 63 [64], 65 we get

~M AM
L) [Tr ["<zxx><A>7uyy><B>"(hwﬂ%@y)(mﬂ

= (AB) Yo Y

e [pxw x(@),y(0) Y (x(a),y(b))
(Le)(@), (1) (@), (1) D), () ®) | ¢¥ (2(@))g¥ (y(b)) 4™ (2(a))g" (y(b))
AM
Ir [p(lxx)(@)v(lyy)(g)p(lrx )(@),(lyy)(b) ]]
o [ (A(A- - e G AB(B— e )2D5% (0 MeX @)
< (AB)™2 (( ( l)B(B|;/3)|(1+g( J+3ve) | AAB(B-1)(1+4/ +3\@]|r( )205 (0™ MlaX @p (66)
AA(A—1)B(1+4y/e+3/e) f(e)2P5 (0 MlIa¥ @)
+ 7]
AB(144y/e+2,/€)2P5% (™ MllaX 8a" ®p™)
+ 7]
(I+9(€)+3v€) | 4(1+4Ve+3VO)f (e )2D5 (X Mila* ©p)
= [F7] A[F]]
4(1+4\/_+3\/_)f(e)2D€ P MY @) (14+4y/e+2,/€)2P5 (™ Y Miia* ©a" @p™)
B|F] T AB[F)] .
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From the constraints on log A, log B, we get

Y A 1+ g(e) + 6y/¢€)

E Tr [6M N < ( .

), ) L 91y ,0,0) Tty 1, ] < [F)|

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Note that the entropic quantities in the statement of Lemma [I8 are in terms of the original
normalised probability distribution pXY, and not in terms of pX¥ which was later renamed to pX¥
for notational convenience. Since the dimension L of the augmenting Hilbert spaces Lx, Ly is a
free parameter in our proof, it can be chosen large enough as in the requirement of Lemma [I8]
Thus Lemma [I8 holds, which completes the proof of Proposition bl

Arguing along similar lines, we can now prove a smooth multipartite soft covering lemma without
pairwise independence. This is the main theorem of this paper.

Theorem 1 Let k be a positive integer. Let X1,..., Xy be k classical alphabets. For any subset S C
(K], let Xg := (X,)ses. Let pX¥ be a normalised probability distribution on Xk The notation pXs
denotes the marginal distribution on Xg. Let ¢*',...,q¢%* be normalised probability distributions
on the respective alphabets. For each (x1,...,x) € Xix)s let pfc\/{xk be a subnormalised density
matriz on M. The classical quantum control state is now defined as

PWM = ST KW, a)len o @,aW @ p
(Z‘l,...,xk)eX[k]

Suppose supp(pX?) < supp(¢*). For any subset S C [k|, let ¢*5 := x,c5q™s. Let Ay,..., Ay be
positive integers. For each i € [k|, let :L"Z(.Ai) = (x4(1),...,2;,(A;)) denote a |A;|-tuple of elements
from X;. Denote the A;-fold product alphabet XiA" = XZ.XAi, and the product probability distribution
quAi = (¢%) 4. For any collection of tuples a:l(-Ai) € XZ-AZ', i € [k], we define the sample average
covering state

- X (z1(ar), ..., z1(a
Ui/gjfh g = (A1 AT Y Y p~ M (z1(a1) k(ax)) P

IR

where the fraction term above represents the ‘change of measure’ from the product probability dis-
tribution ¢~ to the joint probability distribution p~IKl.
Let the covering be done using independent choices of tuples x&Al), . ,x,&Ak) from the distribu-

A Ay
tions g1 ' yenn ,(ijk, which satisfy the consequences of loss of pairwise independence, akin to the

situation in Proposition [3, up to scale factors of (e, f(e),g(e)). Suppose for each non-empty subset
{} #S5 C [K],

> log Ay > DS (p*5M|1g*5 @ pM) + log f(e) + 3 + log e /2.

seS
Then,

E

(A0 () [

LA T PMH ] < (2\/10 - 2kl /64 4 \/30 - 22kel/32 4 oktle 4 g(e)+2%e)(Tr p).
1

(AR Ad 3

M
(o
:chl)
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Remarks:

1. The scale factor of f(e) in the consequences of loss of pairwise independence in the statement
of Theorem [Il means that for any sequence of coordinates (aq,...,ax), a; € [4;], for any sequence
of symbols (zg,,...,2q,), for any non-empty subset {} # S C [k], for any sequence of coordinates
(a))ses with ag # af, for all s € S,

E M ] = p(S)z, < f(e)nis

o Dcaliracs  eecs: (s zo oy = Lo )ies
as

where the expectation is taken over independent choices from the distributions g*¢Xs=%as s € |
and pé\gat) is the quantum state of register M when the symbols (zg,),c5 are fixed and the

tesS
symbols in (as)scs are averaged over according to independent choices from the distribution ¢*s.

2. A factor of k comes in the error bound on the right hand side of Theorem [l due to using Lemma[2]
for k orthogonal tilting directions that arise from the k£ covering parties. However it is subsumed
by factors of 2% that are arise from the k party analogue of Lemma Bl The factor of 2¥*le in the
error bound arises from the k party analogue of Equation 36, where we now have to do 2F — 1
intersections of classical probability distributions.

Similarly, we can also show the following smooth version of CMG covering without pairwise
independence.

Lemma 19 Consider the CMG covering problem of Section [3, where there is a loss of pairwise
independence in Alice’s obfuscation strategy when she chooses L symbols xy 1,...,xp 1 € X con-
ditioned on a sample x}, € X', and a similar loss of pairwise independence in Bob’s obfuscation
strategy. Suppose these are the only two places of loss of pairwise independence, with the conse-
quences of the loss holding up to scale factors of (e, f(e),0). Suppose

logL! > IS (X':E)y+3+loge /2,
logM' > I (Y':E)y+3+loge /2,
logL/ +logL > IS (X'X :E)y+3+loge /2
logM' +logM > I (Y'Y :E)y+3+loge /2
log L' +logM' > I (X'Y':E),+3+log f(e)+loge /2,
log L' +log M’ +logM > I (X'Y'Y : E), 4+ 3+ log f(e) + log e /2,
log L' +log M’ +logL > IS (X'XY':E),+3+1logf(e)+loge /2,
log L' +log M’ +1logL +logM > I (X'XY'Y :E),+ 3+ loge /2.

Then, CMG < 2\/160 - €l/64 1 \/750€1/32 4 8e + 4e

6 Inner bound for the wiretap interference channel

In a wiretap quantum interference channel, there are two senders Alice and Bob and their corre-
sponding intended receivers Charlie and Damru. There is a third receiver Eve, corresponding to
an eavesdropper. Alice would like to send a classical message my € [2R1] to Charlie. Similarly, Bob
would like to send mg € [2%2] to Damru. Charlie and Damru should be able to decode correctly
with large probability at their respective channel outputs and recover my, msy. It is okay if Damru
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gets some information about Alice’s message my in addition to the message ms intended for him;
similarly for Charlie. However, Eve should have at most negligible information about any message
tuple (mq,ms).

The parties have at their disposal a quantum channel N' : AB — CDE with input Hilbert
spaces A, B and output Hilbert spaces C, D, £&. Though AN has quantum inputs and quantum
outputs, we will assume without loss of generality that the inputs are classical, because in the inner
bound below, there is a standard optimisation step over a choice of all ensembles of input states to
Alice and Bob. In other words, we fix classical to quantum encodings = + p4, y pf. Thus, we
will henceforth think of A as a classical quantum (cq) channel with its two classical input alphabets
being denoted by X, ), and the quantum output alphabets by C, D, £.

We now describe the strategy of Chong, Motani, Garg, El Gamal [CMGEO0S]|, adapted to the one
shot quantum case by [Sen2Tal, to achieve a rate inner bound for sending (my, my) over N' when
there is no eavesdropper Eve. As shown below, we will suitably modify that strategy to ensure
privacy against Eve. For brevity, we will call the overall coding strategy as the CMG wiretap
strategy. For this, we need to define additional classical alphabets X’, ), another ‘timesharing’
classical alphabet Q, a ‘control probobablity distribution’

pla. 2" z,y',y) = p(Q)p’, x)p(y ), (67)

and a ‘control classical quantum state’

gQXXYYEDE — N p(@)p(a, 2)p(y v)lg, 2 2,0 y) (g, 2,y y |9 Y @ 0GDE L (68)
q,x", Yy
where 0GPE .— GODE gimjilar to the definitions in Section 2

The CMG wiretap strategy uses rate splitting for both Alice and Bob. By this we mean that
Alice ‘splits’ her message m; € [251] into a pair (m},m}) € [2F1] x [2f~F1]. Similarly Bob ‘splits’
his message my € [272] into a pair (m}, m”) € [2f2] x [252~F2]. The intention is that m/, mf should
be decodable by both Charlie and Damru. The message m/, which should of course be decodable
by Charlie, need not satisfy any requirement with respect to Damru; similarly for message mj. Of
course, the state of Eve for any quadruple (m/, m/,m}, m{) should be almost independent of the
quadruple for the privacy requirement to be met. The intuition, though not the actual decoding
strategy, is that the m/, m{ parts of the encoded messages are ‘easy’ to decode at both Charlie
and Damru. So intuitively Charlie can decode m/, and use it as side information in order to decode
mY; similarly for Damru. It is known that this strategy of rate splitting enhances the achievable
inner bound in many important examples of interference channels. The quantities R}, R, can be
optimised in a later step in order to get the largest inner bound possible.

We now describe the codebook, Alice and Bob’s encoding and obfuscation, and Charlie and
Damru’s decoding strategies.

Codebook:

Let 0 < e < 1. Let L', L, M', M be positive integers. As will become clear very soon, these
four integers play the obfuscation role as described for the CMG covering problem in Section [2
First generate a sample ¢ from the distribution p%. For each message m) € [2Rl1] independently
generate samples 2/ (m/, 1), ..., 2’ (m}, L') from the distribution pX'|9=4. Similarly, for each message
ml, € [212] independently generate samples 3/ (m}, 1), ...y (mj, M’) from the distribution p*”19=4,
Now for each codeword z/(mf,l"), I’ € [L'] independently generate samples x(m},l’,m/,l) from
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the distribution pXIX'=2"(m1.1.@=a for all (m 1) € [281=F1] x [L]. Similarly for each codeword
y'(mh,m'), m’ € [M'] , independently generate samples y(mf, m’,m4, m) from the probability
distribution p¥ Y'=¥'(m2m)@=4 for all (m4,m) € [2/2=F2] x [M]. These samples together consititute
the random codebook. We augment the random codebook as in [Sen21al to get a random augmented
codebook. This random augmented codebook is revealed to Alice, Bob, Charlie, Damru and Eve.

Encoding and obfuscation:

To send message my = (m}, mY), Alice picks up a symbol z(m/, ", m/,l) for a uniformly random pair

(I',1) € [L'] x[L] from the codebook and inputs the state p?(m,l g 1) IO the input A of the channel

N. Similarly, to send message mas = (mb, m}), Bob picks up the symbol y(mf, m/’ ,7];1/2’ ,m) for a
. . , , i

uniformly random pair (m’,m) € [M'] x [M] from the codebook and inputs the state Py (mlym! ;i m)

into the input B of N.

Decoding:

Charlie decodes the tuple m; = (m), m!) using simultaneous non-unique decoding as explained in
[Sen21al, obtaining his guess 7y for my. Damru decodes the tuple mgo = (mf, m3) using simultane-
ous non-unique decoding, obtaining his guess Mg for mo. By simultaneous decoding, we mean that
Charlie’s decoded pair (773/ 1, m 1) is obtained by applying a single POVM element to the state at
the channel output C; this POVM element is not composed from ‘simpler’ POVM elements like e.g.
the successive cancellation decoder which first decodes, say m! 1, and then uses it as side information
to decode m’;. By non-unique decoding, we mean that Charlie’s decoding POVM element for a
fixed tuple (m’1,m”;) can be thought of as a ‘union’, ranging over (I, 1,m}) € [L'] x [L] x [2/2], of
projectors for each possible tuple (m/y,1’,m"1,1,m}b). The ‘actual or unique identity’ of (I’,1,m/})
in the ‘union’ is immaterial as long as the correct (m’1,m";) = (m/, m!) is decoded.
Correctness:

We want that Pr [(mq,m2) # (mq, me)] < €, where the probability is over the uniform choice of
the message pair (mg,mg) € [2f1] x [2F2], and actions of the encoder, channel and decoders.

Privacy:

We want that E () [l05, 1, — 0Fll1] < €, where the expectation is over the uniform choice of
E

mi,ma2
pair (m1, mg) is transmitted, and o¥ is the marginal of the control state on E from Equation
Note that Jﬁl7m2 can be defined from the control state ¢@X XY YE given the codebook.

If there exist such coding schemes for a particular channel N, we say that there exists an
(R1, Ro, €)-wiretap quantum interference channel code for sending private classical information
through N.

We are interested in the variant of the codebook construction where pairwise independence is

lost in the following step of constructing Alice’s part of the codebook.

the message pair (m1, mg) € [2F1] x [272], & denotes the quantum state of Eve when message

Now for each codeword z'(m/,1"), I € [L'] independently generate samples x(m/, 1", m{,1)
from the distribution pX1X'=#'(m1.1).0=a for all (m},1) € 281~ F1] x [L].

A similar loss of pairwise independence occurs in the corresponding step of constructing Bob’s part
of the codebook. There is no further loss of pairwise independence. The consequences of the loss
of pairwise independence hold up to scale factors of (e, f(e),0). Loss of pairwise independence in
these parts of codebook construction makes computational sense as these parts require the largest
amount of random bits because they contain most of the codeword samples.
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It turns out that the simultaneous non-unique decoding strategy for Charlie and Damru without
any privacy considerations, already described in [Sen21a], continues to work with a natural slight
degradation of parameters when pairwise independence is lost up to scale factors of (e, f(e),0). This
is because the strategy is based on the same machinery of tilting and augmentation smoothing.
The requirement of privacy against Eve comes from the CMG covering problem. We have already
shown a smooth inner bound for this problem under loss of pairwise independence in Lemma
Combining both simultaneous non-unique decoding for Charlie, Damru together with the CMG
covering obfuscation against Eve, we get the following inner bound for sending private classical
information over a quantum interference channel.

Theorem 2 Consider the quantum interference channel with classical quantum control state g@X'XY'YCDE
defined in Equation[68. Let 0 < e < 1. Consider a rate octuple (R}, L', Ry — R|,L,R,, M’ Ry —
Ly M) satisfying the following inequalities:

Ri—Ri+L < I4(X:C|X'Y'Q)y —log f(e) —2—loge™?
Ri+L+L < I4X:ClY'Q)y—2—loge?
Ri—Ri+L+R,+M < I§(XY':C|X'Q)y—logfle)—2—loge !

Ri+L+L+Ry+M < Iy(XY' :C|Q)y—2—loge!
Ry—Ry+M < I(Y:DIX'Y'Q),—logf(e)—2—loge !
Ry+M +M < I5(Y:DIX'Q)y—2—loge!

Ry—Ry+ M+Ry+L < I5(YX' :DY'Q)y —log f(e) —2—loge?

Ro+ M +M+ Ry +L < I§(YX :D|Q)y—2—loge "

L' > ISX' :E)y+3+loge !,

L'+L > I (X'X :E)y+3+loge !,

M > I (Y':E), +3+loge !,

M +M > IL(Y'Y :E)y+3+loge?,

L'+M > IL(X'Y' :E),+3+log f(e) +loget,
L+M+M > ISX'Y'Y :E),+3+1log f(e) +loge?,
L'+ M+L > I X'XY':E)y+3+1log f(e) + loge !,

'+ M+L+M > ISX'XY'Y:E)y+3+loge !t

Then there exists an (R, R2,a)-wiretap quantum interference channel code for sending private
classical information through N where

o < 221461/6 + 2\/160 . el/64 1 \/750el/32 4 8¢ + 4e.

Standard Fourier-Motzkin elimination of R}, Ry, L', L, M', M can now be used to obtain an inner
bound in terms of only Ry, Rs.

The above one shot theorem automatically gives us the following corollary in the asymptotic iid
limit.
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Corollary 3 Consider the setting of Theorem [ Consider an octuple of rate per channel use
(R|,L',R1 — R|,L,R,,M’, Ry — R,, M) satisfying the following inequalities:

Ri—Ri+L < I(X:0XY'Q),—logf(e)
Ri+L+L < IX:ClY'Q),
Ri—RI+L+Ry,+M < I(XY':0C|X'Q),—logf(e)

Ri+L+L+Ry,+M < I(XY':C|Q),
Ry —Ry+M < I(Y:D|IX'Y'Q), —logf(e)
Ro+ M +M < I(Y:D|IX'Q),
Ro— RO+ M+ R+ L < I(YX':D|Y'Q), —log f(e)
Ro+ M +M+R,+L < I(YX':D|Q),
L' > I(X':E),
LI'+L > I(X'X:E),
M > I(Y':E),
M+M > IY'Y:E),
L'+M > I(X'Y':E),+log f(e)
L'+M+M > I(XY'Y:E),+logf(e)
L'+M+L > I(X'XY':E), +log f(e)
L'+M+L+M > I(X'XY'Y:E),.

Then there exists a per channel use rate (Ry, Ry)-wiretap quantum interference channel code for
sending private classical information through N with asymptotically vanishing decoding and privacy
error. Standard Fourier-Motzkin elimination of Ry, Ry, L', L, M', M can now be used to obtain
an inner bound in terms of only R1, Ro.

We note that the above corollary with loss of pairwise independence was unknown earlier even in
the classical asymptotic iid setting.

7 Simpler proof of smooth multipartite convex split

In this section, we give a simpler proof of Lemma [0 which only tilts and augments the registers X,
Y in the state X" Y"M_ The augmentation only doubles the dimensions of X, Y. The register
M is not affected. The advantage of the simpler style of proof is that it can be extended to prove
our variant of the fully smooth decoupling theorem in the next section. The simpler proof style
is somewhat dual to the more involved proof in Section @ which tilted and augmented register M
but left registers X, Y unchanged. The advantage of the more involved proof was that it could be
extended to prove the smooth multipartite soft covering lemma without pairwise independence in
Section Bl

As in Section @] we assume without loss of generality that the density matrix pX¥M is nor-
malised. We flatten by applying the superoperators FXExX, ]_-g/—wa’ fy_)LMM to pXY M,
followed by renaming X = Lx X, Y = LyY and M = Ly;M as in Section 4l Thus, we get orthog-
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onal projectors IIXYM(3) TIXM (1) and ITYM (2) satisfying Equation [I6 as in Section @l To finish
the proof of Lemma [7] we only need to show the validity of Equation [I7 of Section [l

We will now need to augment and tilt the Hilbert spaces X, Y. We will not touch M. This
is the place from where the present proof starts differing from the proof in Section @l Define new
Hilbert spaces X, Y isomorphic to X, Y. Define the natural isometric bijections |z)* > |z)¥,
Y)Y — |y)Y. Define the augmented Hilbert spaces X := X ® X,V :=Y @Y. Let 0 < € < 1.

Define the tilting map
T)I(/Z’X )X o V1 — /4 2) X 4 e8|y X

Define Tglf/z’? similarly. Define

pXY/M — pXYM
PN = (XY @ TRV @ TM)(pYM),
XYM . XvM
— span {(TX7% @ IM)(@¥M — 1(1)¥M)) @ 17,
((T‘T/Z’Y @I M —11(2)" M) @ 1X,
(T)E/TX ® T‘Y/Z’Y @ IM) (XYM —T1(3)* Y M)},
EXYM — XYM pXYM7 (69)
of = X, BV BY,
TX:YBM = X’:YBM XA ﬁYB ® ,0
% B B b
oXAYEM  —  XAYPM . AB Ea_l Zb 1anYbM ®baX ® By~
A B = ABZa IZb— XaYbM®OéX ®6Yb
ARSI 5> > IS ST
GXAYEM . AB Za:l Eb:l AXaYbM ®ax ®5Y ‘

The following properties can be proved easily as in Section [l

PN = (TR eI, M = (TR @ (M),
”AXYM X}A’]Y[Hl < 4\/_61/8’
Tr [pXYM] > 112164, (70)
— ”pXYM p)fYMHl < 2261/87 ||pXYM ﬁXYM|l1§28€1/8,
— ||l& ~XAYBM XAYBMH1 < 4\/561/87 HO.XAYBM AXAYBMH1§2861/8_

By Lemma [l there exists a subnormalised density matrix o XY EM guch that

HO_’XAYBM - 5XAYBM||1 < mel/m’
o XAYEM < 5XA}7BM’ 1)
HO.’XAYBMH% < (1+ 1161/16)Tr [5XAYBM3.XAYBM],
— |’U’XAYBM _ UXAYBM“l < 9cl/16

From Equation [I7 and the above calculation, it suffices to show

||O_’XAYBM _ TXAYBMH 1/32.

1 < 1le
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Define TIX" V"M 4 be the projector from XAYBM onto supp(TXAY/BM) = F(;®A ® Fé®B ® Ff;.
Then,

Ty [ XAV EMEESATEM) 5y [ XAV M RAY A _ ;HO’XAYBM LG RAYVEM) Sy 516 (79)

as Tr [JXAYBMHXAYBM] = 1 because supp(aXA?BM) < XYM By Proposition [ it thus
suffices to show

Tr [HX'AYBM] ) ||J’XAYBM . TXAYBMH2 < 116132 _ 5el/32 661/32,
which implies that it suffices to show,

s e 1/16
' XAY B\ XAVBM 12 36¢
lo X -7 Iz < s (73)
|FL |4 F 1P| F|
Using Equations [71], [72], [I6] the left hand side of the above equation can be simplified as
'XAYBM XAYBM |2
lo -7 12

o XM — 2 Ty [ XAEMRAVEM] XM

1 YAy B YAy B
< (1411719 Ty [&XAYBMéXA?BM] 21 —e)Tr [ XY MY M) n 14 /e
N |Fal A 51 P |Fal A E5l P
AV B L 2 RAY 2(1 — \/€)(1 — 5€'/16) 1+ /e
< (14 11V18) Ty [pX Y PMGXAY M
|Eal A Fg P E |Eal A Fg P E
s _ 12.1/16
< (141118 Ty (gAY PPy L L

|Fy A Fg1BIF)|
From the above and Equation [73], it thus suffices to show

e 14 l/16
Tr ~XAYBMAXAYBM ‘ 74
o LA BIE) (74)

We now prove four lemmas which are crucially required to prove Equation [[4l They are the
analogues of Lemmas [0 0] {1 12 in Section [l

Lemma 20
(1 + 34/€)2P% (™ Ma¥ @p¥ @p™)

| Ee || 5] |l

Tr [pXV M pEY M <

Proof: Using Equations [I6] [69] [0, we get

Ty [pXVM XV M)
= Tr[(T37X @ T @ IM)(p M) I o pX Y]

= Tr[(TX7Y @ T @ IM)(pX M)

€

(VM — (T @ TR @ P (M —11(@) M) o (VM o pXVM))]
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= T (@Y e T o 1)) o (T3 Y @ T 0 1Y) (M)
(VM — (T @ TR @ (@M —11(3) ¥ M))) 0 55V
= T (T e TR @) (M)
(@R o TIRY e 1))
o (M — (XN e TRV @ )M —11(3) M)

o fXVM)]

= T (TR e TR 2 1) M)
(X% 2 TR @ 1) (1Y)
(@S @ T @I XYM Ti(3)¥YM)) o KM
= T (TR o TR 2 1" M)
(XX @ TR @ H@E)¥Y M) 0 557 M)
= T (XS @ TR @ 1) mE) M)

(TN O TUY o1 ) (™ M) ]

T (X © TR @ 1) IEYM o p¥ )5 ]

1T @ T2 @ M)@3) XYM o oY M) - 1557 M),

(1 —|—3\/E)2Dgo XYM”OCX@BY@pM)
FAAA

IA

TI(3) XYM o pXY M| Ty [pXYM] <

Above, we used the fact that

XYM _ (T)f/?x ® T);/TY ® HM)(]lXYM . H(3)XYM) > XYM

in the third equality,
(XX o TXRY @ P)(*YM))
(]lf(f/M (T)I(/?X ® T‘@Z’Y ® HM)(]lXYM . H(3)XYM))
— (T)l(/TX ® Tﬁl/ZY ® HM)(]lXYM) (T)l(/TX ® Tﬁl/ZY ® HM)(]1XYM _ H(3)XYM)

in the sixth equality, T)f/?X ® T)f/TfY ®IM is an isometry in the tenth equality. The proof of the

lemma, is now complete. O

Lemma 21
2D XM”aX@pM)

[Fa I Fp]

Tr [p XMﬁXM] < (1+3Ve)

Proof: Using Equations [I6] 69, [70, we get

Tr [AXMpXM]
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= T (MM @ 1)) = T (TS @ TV (0K M) @ 17 )([XTM 6 pX V)
= T (T3 o)) @ 1)
(VN — (Y o (M — (1)) @ 17) o (KM 0 g ¥ M))]
= T [(AFF @ P @) o (T7F @ 1) (o) @ 17)
(M — (TX % @ MM —11(1)XM)) @ 17) 0 XYM
= T [(@X¥ o)) @ 1Y)
(((@EAFX @XM o (XM — (XX @ M) @XM — (1)) 2 1)
o pXVM))
= T (T e 1) (M) @ 1Y)
(A * o)) — (T @ I —T(1)¥M)) & 17) 0 X7
= T [(TX7F o)) @ 1Y)
(T @@ ¥M) @ 17) 0 PVM)]
T (T @ PHmA) o (TAF @ 1) (X)) @ 17)p¥ )
Tr [(TX7F @ I I1)XM 0 M) g 17) X7 ]
(XY @ 1AM o g M) @ 17 oo - 557l
(1+ 3\/E)2DZO(PXMIIOCX®pM)
A

IN

= I()M o pXM - Ty [BYYM] <

Above, we used the fact that

]IXYM —(( XX ® ]IM)(]IXM . H(l)XM)) ® ]1)7 > ﬂXYM

cl/4

in the third equality,

(TX7F @) a¥M)) o (1M — (T37F @ )@ — 1(1)¥M)))

€

— (TN o) (M) — (17N @ IM)(1XM —11(1)¥M)

in the sixth equality, e)f/?x ®IM is an isometry in the tenth equality. The proof of the lemma is

now complete. O

Lemma 22
9D (0" MIBY @p™)

| F5l 1|

Proof: Similar to proof of Lemma 2] above. O

Lemma 23

M 2 14 +/€
T (M) < LEYE
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Proof: Using Equations [69 and [T6] we get

M 2 2 1+ /e /A 1+ /e A 14 /e
Te [pMAM) = Tr [pM 3] < ‘F,‘f Te [15 ] < ‘F,{ T [pM] < LEVE,
P P

This completes the proof of the lemma. O
We now prove the following lemma which completes the simpler proof of Lemma [T by finally
showing the validity of Equation [74]

Lemma 24 Suppose

logA > D¢ (0"™M|aX @ pM) +loge 1/,
logB > D5,(0" M8 @ pM) +loge /2,
logA+1logB > D (0" M|aX @Y @ pM) +loge /2.

Then for sufficiently small e,

Tr [5XA?BM3XAYBM] 1A—|- 6/1/16 ‘
|44 Fg| P F))|

Proof: We follow the proof method of Lemma [I3] above, but use Lemmas 20, 211 22] 23] instead of
Lemmas [ [I0] IT], We get

Tr [&XAyBMéXAyBM] 1—;40/61;20 < 1A—|- 6/1/;6
[E | EBIPLEL | F A F P Ep)

for sufficiently small e. This finishes the proof of the lemma. O
The proof of Lemma [7] is now complete.

8 Fully smooth multipartite decoupling

In this section, we prove a fully smooth multipartite decoupling theorem where we have to enlarge
the Hilbert space dimensions of the senders by a factor of 2. Our proof is inspired by the simpler
proof of the fully smooth multipartite convex split lemma in Section [7l

The EPR state is defined as

||
= AT Y o, @)t e, a)

ay,az=1

where A’ is another Hilbert space of the same dimension as A. We remark that though Theorem [3]is
stated in terms of expectation over the Haar measure on unitaries as is the convention, it continues
to hold without change for expectation over a perfect 2-design of unitaries, and with minor additive
terms for expectation over an approximate 2-design of unitaries.

Theorem 3 Let TA1427E pe o completely positive trace non increasing superoperator with Choi
state given by TA14E = (TAA—E @ TAA) (944 @ A242) . Let pM1428 pe o subnormalised
density matriz. Define Ay = Ay ® C2. Similarly define A}, Ay, A}. Define p1A2f .= pAiA2E g

o8



0)(0|* @ |0)(0[€*, FAALE — pAALE g 10)(0|* @ |0)(0|”. Let TAA=E be the completely positive
superoperator corresponding to the inverse Choi image of TAAE  Thep TAIA=E 5 the completely
positive superoperator corresponding to projecting from Ay ® Ag onto (A1 ®[0)(0|C”)® (A2®|0)(0[C*)
followed by applying AT 4142—E

Let U Al, UA2 pe unitary matrices on their respective Hilbert spaces. Let 0 < € < 1. Then,

E [T IR (Uh @ U @ 17) 0 pidR) — £F g o] < 1861128
UAL1UA2

loge !,

loge !,

min(A1|R)p + Hyin (A1 E); >

min(A2|R)p + Hyin (A5 ), >
Hin(A1 42| R), + Hiypy (AT A4S E), > loge ™,
A2 > el AP > e

where the expectation on the left is taken over independent choices of unitaries UAl, U from their
respective Haar measures.

We now proceed with the constructions required to prove Theorem Bl Observe without loss of
generality that p4142% can be assumed to be a normalised quantum state. Let Lz and Ly be the
ancilla Hilbert spaces required for flattening pf and 7 respectively. By flattening using the CPTP
superoperators ff*LRR, FE=LeE and by applying Proposition 3] we observe that it suffices to
show

B [|(FEobeE  phAEy g FRoLeR) (A @ A2 g 17) o pAideR)
UA1UA2
— FEPIEE () @ B (o) ] < 81/,

Henceforth, we shall redefine

LRR = R,
LEE = E,
FE=LEE 7—A1A2—>E - 7—A1A2—>E
T - )
(I[Al ® I[AQ ® fR—)LRR)(pAlAzR) — pAlAzR
P = )
Thus with this changed notation we will show
E [|(TA4~F o [B)(UA @ UA2 @ 18) 0 phA2R) _ 1B o pR| )] < 8164, (75)

UA1UA2

Note that from its definition, TA1422F i creases the trace by at most a multiplicative factor of 4.
Define the tilting map

TAZA [a) M o V1= e/4ar)110) + /5ag) 1 [1).
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Define 742,42 7174 77497 gimilarly. Let TI(1)41R, T1(2)428, TI(3) 41428, TI(1)4F, T1(2) 47,
H(3)A’1A/2E be the projectors promised by Proposition 2l achieving the respective smooth conditional
min entropy quantities for the flattened states. More precisely, Propositions [B] 2] guarantee, when
the flattening parameter ¢§ is small enough, that

—HE . (A{|R) —HE . (Asg|R)
(Le3ye2 P00 y Ay pp(9)AeR o psR < (BVERThin 0y aary,

H(l)AlR opAlR < 7] 7]
p
H(3)A1A2R o pA1A2R S (1434/€)2 ‘}71‘1/11‘1,(141A2\R)P ]lAlAZF,$7
P
’ ’ 143+/c 27H1€nin(A, |E)p 7 ’ 143 HE i (AS1B)p 1
H(l)AlEOpAlE < (1+3Ve) 7] ! ]1"41Fp7 H(2)A2E Op ( +3v€)2~ 7] 2 ]1A2F97
T(3)A4E o pMAE < (148va2 ‘ mlln(“ 1421500 L Aq Ay Fy
— F; .
(76)
Define
~A; A A1—A Ay—A
PR = (T @ AR @ I (phAeh),
PUE (g T )
[TA1A2R . A1A2R
= span (T2 @ I (A4 — (1) 7)) @ 14,
((Tﬁ‘/zfAz ® I (14 —T1(2)4F)) @ 11,
o A (T4 @ T4 @ IR)(1AAR — T1(3)A42R)}
A AE = AAE
R 7
— span { (T 1A QIF) (14 F — 11(1)41F)) ® 142 ™
el/4 ’
(@5 o 1514 —1(2)%5)) @ 14,
Al — A Al — Al I Al 1Al
(T e1/4 '® T1/4 ’® HE)(]lA 1428 H(3)A1A2E)}a
5A1A2R — JTA1A2R pAlAgR’ AAVALE . TAVALE o L AVALE
O‘(UAl,U Ag)ER = (T TALA—E ]IR)((UAl QU2 g 17) OpAlAgR)
5‘(UA1, U Ag)ER — (7A~A1A2—>E ® ]IR)((UAl @ U2 g 1%) o ﬁAlAzR)
3‘(UA1, U Ag)ER _ (7A~A 142~ E ]IR)((UAl QU2 g 1%) o ﬁAlAzR)

where 7'A1A2_>E TA1A2=E are the completely positive superoperators arising as the inverse Choi
images of FALALE , 7 A/1AA’2E . Note that pA“??R, pAlA?R, ﬁAlA?R are normalised density matrices,
and pAlA?R MALE L AALE , FALALE , FALALE are subnormalised density matrices. Even though
FAALE , FAMALE are subnormalised, their inverse Choi images 7’A1A2_’E , 7'A1A2_>E can increase
trace but by at most a multiplicative factor of 4.
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The following properties can be proved easily as in Sections [, [71

A-VO(lr 7) y FIF),  ~ L E g Pt < (tyO(Tr 7) 4 FLF,

[ELI F [FLIF R
PRI = (T B IM) (), R = (1 g 1 )
PR (oM 1 (), 2R (0 g gy )
”AAlAgR AlAzR”l < 4\/561/87 ”TA’IA’R . TA’A’R”l < 4\/_61/8(Tr 7_) (78)
Tr [phAR] > 1 — 1214, T [FAAE] > (1 - 12164 (T 7),
— ”pAlAzR pA1A2R||1 < 2261/8’ ”pAlAzR [’AIAZRHl < 2861/8,
<

— ||TA 1ALE A’IA’ZEHI 22¢1/8(Ty 1), H7A_A’1A’2E _ %AiAéEul < 28€'/3(Tr 7).

Following an argument in the proof of Proposition 3 in [Sen24], which in turn originated from a
method in [SDTRI3], and using Equation [78 and the fact that 741427F can increase the trace by
at most a factor of 4, we get

B, o U — (U Pr )
1 2

< Epa i,

[”(TAlAg—)E ® ]IR)((UAl ® A2 ® 1) o pAlAgR)
. (j~A1A2—>E ® HR)((UAl ® UAQ & ]1R) o ﬁAlAzR)Hl]
< By gall(THE7P @ 1)U @ US @ 1) 0 phiter)
. (TA1A2—>E ® HR)((UAl ® UAz ® ]IR) o ﬁAlﬁgR)”l]
+E iy ITHAE 2 10U @ U @ 11 0 el
(7~A1A2—>E ® ]IR)((UAl ® A2 ® 1) o ﬁAlAZR)Hl]
S 4HpAlA2R . AAlAgRHI + HTA’ ALE _ %A’A’EHI < 20\/561/87

Similarly, E 16U, UA2)ER _ 5y yA2)ER||]
U41 U 2 o o o
< 4|p AA1AsR _ AAlAzRHl + ||7EA’1A’2E _ 7A_A’1A’2EH1 < 140€L/8.

(79)

Define the set Good = {(UA1, U42) : ||6(UAr, UA2)ER — 5(UAL UA2)ER]||; < 140€'/16}. Apply-
ing Markov’s inequality to the last inequality in Equation [[9], we get

Pr[Good] > 1 — /16,
UA1,UA2

Applying Lemma [I we get

V(UA,UA2) € Good : I(o’ (U, UA2)) PR
(o' (U, UA2)) PR — (A, UA2) PR < 191/,
(o (UAl UAQ))ER<5.(UA1 UAQ)ER
”( (UAl UA2))ER||2 (1+2461/32)Tr[ (UAl UAQ)ER (UA1 UAQ)ER] (80)
V(UA, UA2) & Good : (o (UAT, UA2))ER .= QFR,
= VU4, UA) : (o' (UM, U42)) PR < U(UAl UAZ)ER
(o (UAT, UA2))PR|Z < (1 + 24€"/32) Tr [6((UAr, UA2)) PRG(UAT, UA2))PR).
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Using Equations [[9] and B0l and the property that TA142=F ipcreases the trace by at most a factor
of 4, we get

E [Jo(UA, Ud2)PR _ (o (UA, Ud))PR)]

UA1L,UA2
= E lo(UA, T42)ER _ (o (U, UA2)) ER|| ]
(U41,U42)€Good
+ E llo(UAr, UA2) PR,
(U41,U42)¢Good
< E llo(UAr, UA2)ER _ 5 y42)PR ||
(UA1,U42)€Good
+ E 6, U42)ER — (o' (U4, UA2))PR| ] + 4(1—  Pr  [Good))
(UA1,U42)€Good UA1L,UA2
S AE ) [HO,(UA17UA2)ER_&(UA17UA2)ERH1] +1261/32+461/16
UA1,UA2

< 20V/261/8 4+ 1261/32 4 4el/16 < 45£1/32,
Thus in order to prove the present proposition, from Equation [75], it suffices to show that

E (o', UA2) R — rF g pB|| ] < 36¢1/64, (81)
UA1,UA2

Define II¥# := supp(r¥ @ pf) = F/ @ F). Observe that for all (UAl,UA2),
supp((0 (U4, U42) ") < supp(6 (U, U4)1) < TP, supp(o (U, U42)P1) < 178,

where the first operator inequality follows from Equation and the second operator inequality
follows from the fact that TAlAQ_’}AE is the completely positive superoperator that projects from
A, ® Ay onto the subspace T:}}? ) Tﬁ/ﬂ_) A2, followed by rotating the subspace onto (A; ®
10)(0%*) ® (Ay @ ]0)(0|C%), followed by applying 4T 4142E_ By Proposition [, Equation BI] and
the convexity of the square function, it suffices to show

VI IEF-E 4, g,

= it suffices to show E

[ll(o"(UAT, UA2))ER — 7F @ pR|1] < 36¢1/64,

A A 1/32
[l(o" (U4, U42))2R — 7 @ ph|5] < 25—

(82)

UAL,UA2

Using Equations [78, B0, the method of the proof of Proposition 3 of [Sen24] and the fact that
TAAE g completely positive superoperator that increases the trace by at most a factor of 4,
we have,

E (/@A UA2)ER _ rE g pR) 2]
UA1,UA2
= E @@ UR)ERE 4 7P @ pRE -2 B [Tr (o' (UN, U%2)PE(-F @ pB)]

UAl,UA2 UA17UA2

A A 1 + \/E)z(Tr 7')2 Il
< E O_/ UAl, UA2 ER 2 + ( Tr ]1F7_Fﬂ
I B
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_ 2(1 - \/E)(TI‘ T) E [TI" [(O'/(UAl, UAQ))ERHERH

‘FH‘FH UA1L U2
- L+ VO (Tr )
< E 0_/ UAI,UA2 ER |2 + (
= UAl,UA2[H( ( )) H2] |F7,_||F;)|
- 2(1 B \//E)(;Tl‘ T) ) E [TI“ [(O'/(UAl, UAQ))ERHERH
‘FTHFP‘ (UA1,U42)€Good
- L+ Vo2 (Tt )
< E O_/ UAl,UA2 ER |2 + (
= UAl,UA2[H( ( )) H2] |F7/_||F;|
|FT||Fp| (UA1,U42)€Good
2(1 — /€)(Tr i oA L oA
GAVIW D) g g g ER (g ey
|FT||Fp| (UA1,U42)€Good
- L+ VO (Tr 7
< E O_/ UAl,UA2 ER |2 + (
= UAl,UAZ[H( ( )) H2] |F7/_||F;|
|F7'||Fp| UA1,UAz2
8(L = v/e)(Tr 7)(1 = Prpa, 4, [Good])  9461/32(1 — \/e)(Tr 7)
|EL| )| |ELI E
i 1A 1+e)%(Tr 7)2 32!/
< E O_/ UAl,UA2 ER |2 + (
= TR T e Ty
2(1 —/€)(Tr 7) E o R\ ER
- Tr [(77 @ 771177
A
32¢1/32 i oA 14+ 2(Tr 7)2  2(1 — /e)(Tr 7)2
= et E (@t oiyprg s LD 2000
\ELF) - ga s |EL|[F) |7 ||F|
2¢1/32 i 1A 1—5/e)(Tr 7)?
< B B (i vhyerg - L2V 7)

[FZEG] v s [E7I ||

Thus from Equations B2], R{, it suffices to show that

A A 14+1259¢1/32)(Tr 7)2
E iy raa 107 (U4, U42)) PR3] < CHEmp e, )
— suffices to show E . 4 o [Tr [6(UAT, UA2)ERG(Ar [7A2)ER)) < (430¢/2)(Tx 7)?
UAL,UA2 [ELEF|

Following the arguments in [CNS21] involving the use of the swap trick and the twirling operator
over the Haar measure, we get

E [Tx [6(U, U2)FRG (U4 Uhe) PR
UAL,UA2 (84)

= agTr [pR5R] + a1 Tr [pARSNE] 4 ap Tr [pA2R 5428 4 agy Tr [phiA2RjAideR),
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where the 4-tuple (ag, a1, a2, a12) is defined to be the solution of the following linear equation:

7]

a1 |A1]]As| .

as (AP -D(A27—1)

12
Al da]  —|Aa]  —|Ai] 1 Tr [#277]
—[A2|  [A1][As] 1 —[Aq| Ty [FA1EFALE]
—| A 1 |A1[|A2]  —|Ag] Tr [#A2E 7455

—[A1]  —[A2]  [As]|A2] Tr [#A1AL B A1 AL B

We bound the terms ag, a1, as, as as follows, using Fact [l

@

aq

a2

12

From Equations R4, [R5 we get,

E

IN

IN

IN

IN

[Tr

UAL U2

|A1]]As|

(| Au][As| - T [777]

(A P=D)(|A2[*-1)

|A1]]As|

(1A1P=1)(JA2]*-1)

|A1][As|

(A P=1) (A2 -1)

|A1]2]A2[?

(JA1[2-1)(JA2]2-1)
|A1]]As|

(A P=D)(|A2[*-1)

|A1]]As|

(A P=D)(|A2*-1)

|A1]]As|

(A P=D)(|A2[*-1)

|A1]2]A2[?

A12-1)(JA22 -1
(AT A=)

(1A1P=1)(JA2]*-1)

|A1]]As|

(Tr [7P7F] -

(1A P=1)(JA2]*-1)

(Tr [FP7P] +

|Ag| - T
[A’E A’ ]—l—Tr[ A’A’E A’A’ ])

[A’E A’ ]

—[Aq|- T

(|1 A - Tr [FE7E]

— A| - Tr [FAEFE] 4 A Tr (14 @ #4227 4142

(Al 4e] - Tr [FP77) -

— Ay] e [FAERAEE) 4|4y T [40PF45))
T [F7),
(=[] T [FP2) + | Ag] | As| - T [ 4157455

—|—Tr[ AE A’ ] ‘Alf Tr[ A’A’EAA’A’E])

- (—|Ag| - Tr [7F7 E]+|A1||A2I r [FAEFAE)
+[Az| - Tx (14 @ #7)7425))

(| As| - Tx [FEFE] 4 | Ay[|Ag| - Tr [pAEFAE)
+ |4, - T [FE7E]4)

Tr[ A’E A’ ]’
T [%A’QE ?A’ZE]

similarly,

Ay |- Tr [#AEFALE]

!Az\ Tr [FA257455) | Ay || Ag| - Tr [#41 425741425
|A1]|As| - Tr [FA14:E7 414557,

[ (UAl UAQ)ER (UAl UAQ)ER]]

|A1]2]A2[?

(\A1I2 1)(|A2|2 D

A1|?] 4|2

T AP (AP D
|A1]"| Ao

(RN 1)(\A *=1)
|A1]] Ao

T IAP DA

“Tr [FPFP] - T [pR )M
- Tr [ A EA A E] Tr [ AlRpAlR]
Tr[ A’E A’ ] Tr[ AszAgR]

(Tr [FP77] + A1 ]| Ao| - Tr

R R

As in Section [1, we can prove the following lemma.
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Lemma 25

(VAT 1P s L Ve

v [#E7F] < 7 ,
T s |F7] F)|
M EAALE (1+3/6)(Tr 7)2 - 2~ Hain(A11E)7
Tr [7 Bl < o 7
| 4 3/6) - 2~ Hiun(A1IR)
Tr [phBAR] < ( |
|Ep|
A, E2 AL 2. 9= HE i (A5 E)r
Tr [#A2F742F]) < (1+3e)(Tr 7|‘}/| 2 2 ’
1 4 3/6) - 2~ Hiun(A2lR)
Tr [p2RpAeR) < ( |
[F)
i1 A A AL AL 2 . _Hrsnin(A, AS ‘E)T
Ty [%A’lA;E%AV%E] < (14 3y/e)(Tr 7-‘)F/ ’2 145 |
NNy (1 4 3y/€) - 2~ Hin (A1421 ),
Tr [pA1A2RpA1A2R] < |F/|
p

Plugging Lemma 23] into Equation [86] and using the constraints on the entropic terms and Hilbert
space dimensions given in the assumption of the theorem, we get

E [Tr [p(UM, U42)PRG (U, UA2) B

UA1L U4z
| Ay |?| A2 (14 VOR(Tr 7)?
T (AP = D( AP - 1) |FL||Fy|
. A1 *]Aa? (14 3VO (Tr 7)% - 27 Hain A1B)—Hio (11 )
(141> = 1)(JA2* = 1) A
n | A1[?] Ag|? (14 3V (Tr )2 - 2 Hin (421 B)r —Hio (421D
(1A = 1)(JA2* = 1) VA
+ A1 ]| As| (14 VO +3vE)(Tr )2 - 2~ Hiwin (A1 A210),
(141> = 1)(|A2> = 1) A
n | A1 [?] Ag]? (L4 3VOR(Tr )2 - 2~ Hiun (A 451 E)e— Hiyy, (41 421 )
(1412 = 1)(|A2> = 1) IAA
< |A1[*] 42| (1+3V6)(Tr 7)?
T (AP =) A2P - 1) IATA
+ |A1|2|A2|2 (1 +9\/7)(TI' ’7')2 2 Hmm(All‘E) mln(Al‘R)
(AP =D (AP - 1) IATA
n | A1 [?] Ag]? (1 9VE)(Tr 7)2 - 27 Hiain (A1) (21 R)
(1A = 1)(JA2* = 1) A
n | A1[? Az (L4 7/ (Tr )2 - 2 Hiun A A E)r —Hi (A1 A2l )
(141> = 1)(|A2* = 1) VA
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. | A1 [?| Ay (L 9O (Tr 7)% - 2 Hlain (3451 B)r — i (ArAa [ R),
(12 = 1422 = 1) [E2IEpl

(1+3ye)(Tr 7)° —y €(1+9Ve)(Tr 7)°

< (1-e72. +(1—¢)
|71 [F7IE|
o e(14+9y6)(Tr 7)2 o €(2+16y/€)(Tr 7)2
+(1—¢)2. +(1—€)72.
|71 E| |71
(14+96)(Tr 7)2  14e(Tr 7)2 (1 +23y/6)(Tr 7)2
= IHIE FATA AT

where we used Fact M in the second inequality above. Combined with Equation B3] Theorem [ is
finally proved.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we have noted how the telescoping technique to prove multipartite soft covering results
fails when pairwise independence is lost amongst certain probability distributions involved in soft
covering. We have then developed a sophisticated machinery that recovers the desired smooth
inner bounds for multipartite soft covering under a slight loss of pairwise independence described
precisely in Definition Bl To develop this machinery, we had to combine existing results on tilting
and augmentation smoothing of quantum states from [Sen21b] together with a novel observation
that the naive classical strategy for flattening probability distributions in fact preserves the fidelity
of quantum states. We have then seen how this machinery allows us to prove a new inner bound
for sending private classical information over a wiretap quantum interference channel by combining
existing inner bounds in the non wiretap case from [Sen21a] together with our smooth soft covering
results. Such an inner bound in the non pairwise independent case was unknown earlier even in
the classical asymptotic iid setting.

Our work leads to natural avenues for further research. One direction to pursue is to further
extend our tilting, augmentation smoothing and flattening based machinery, and find more applica-
tions to quantum Shannon theory. In spirit, our machinery is arguably much closer to simultaneous
smoothing than telescoping. It gives a unified treatment of one shot multiparty smooth packing type
questions as in [Sen21bl [Sen21a) DGHW20], as well as one one shot smooth multiparty convex split
and soft covering questions described in this paper. ‘ However, one important application where
our machinery fails is in proving a fully smooth multipartite expander matrix Chernoff bound.
The paper [Sen25| proves a fully smooth multipartite classical quantum soft covering lemma in
concentration, aka fully smooth multipartite matrix Chernoff bound, but for independent choices
of samples by each classical party. That paper also proves a smooth unipartite soft covering lemma
in concentration when the samples are taken by the single classical party from a random walk on
an expander graph, which can be called a unipartite expander matrix Chernoff bound. However,
the techniques of that paper fail to prove a multipartite expander matrix Chernoff bound. Ex-
pander walks are a key example where pairwise independence amongst the classical samples of a
party is lost. Unfortunately the loss of pairwise independence does not fit the framework behind
Definition Bl Hence even fully smooth multipartite classical quantum soft covering in expectation
under expander walks cannot be handled by the techniques of the present paper. Proving fully
smooth multipartite soft covering results in expectation and concentration for expander walks is
thus a very important open problem.
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It is also important to find limitations of our tilting and augmentation smoothing based ma-
chinery. One immediate limitation that comes to mind is that augmenting quantum states requires
tensoring with fresh completely mixed ancilla states. This is required so that tracing out a set of
registers essentially removes the tilts along the traced out directions when quantified in terms of
the Schatten-£,, norm. Augmentation can be done without loss of generality for the packing type
questions studied in earlier works, as well as in convex split and soft covering problems. However,
high dimensional augmentation becomes a bottleneck for decoupling problems. This is why we
gave the simpler proof for fully smooth convex split in Section [7] which did not need augmentation
for smoothing purposes. The proof in Section [ only had to enlarge the dimensions of the Hilbert
spaces X and Y by factor of 2 in order to achieve the correct tilting. It led to the proof of a fully
smooth decoupling theorem in Section [8l Though the decoupling theorem in Section [§ suffices for
all the applications of decoupling in quantum information theory that we know of, the factor of
2 blowup is still mathematically unsatisfactory. In contrast, the telescoping based proof of fully
smooth decoupling in [Sen24| has no such blowup. Removing this factor of 2 for decoupling for our
machinery is an interesting open problem.

Acknowledgements

I sincerely thank Rahul Jain for many stimulating discussions on smooth convex split and flattening
quantum states. Many ideas in this work were slowly developed over several visits hosted by him
during the last few years at the Centre for Quantum Technologies, National University of Singapore.
I also thank the staff at the Centre for their efficient hospitality. This research is supported in part
by the National Research Foundation, Singapore and A*STAR under the CQT Bridging Grant
and the Quantum Engineering Programme Award number NRF2021-QEP2-02-P05. T acknowledge
support of the Department of Atomic Energy, Government of India, under project no. RT14001.

References

[ABJT19] A. Anshu, M. Berta, R. Jain, and M. Tomamichel. A minimax approach to one-shot
entropy inequalities. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 60:122201:1-122201:9, 2019.

[AJ22] A. Anshu and R. Jain. Efficient methods for one-shot quantum communication. npj
Quantum Information, 8:97:1-97:46, 2022.

[AJW18]  A. Anshu, R. Jain, and N. Warsi. A generalized quantum Slepian-Wolf. IEEE Trans-
actions on Information Theory, 64:1436-1453, 2018.

[CGB23] H-C. Cheng, L. Gao, and M. Berta. Quantum broadcast channel simulation via mul-
tipartite convex splitting. arXiv:2304.12056, 2023.

[CMGEO08] Chong, H., Motani, M., Garg, H., and El Gamal, H. On the Han-Kobayashi region for
the interference channel. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 54:3188-3195,
2008.

[CNS21] S. Chakraborty, A. Nema, and P. Sen. A multi-sender decoupling theorem and si-
multaneous decoding for the quantum mac. In IEEE International Symposium on
Information Theory (ISIT), 2021. Full version in arXiv::2102.02187.

67



[CW23]

[DF13]

[DGHW?20]

[RSW17]

[SDTR13]

[Sen12]

[Sen21a]

[Sen21b]

[Sen24]

[Sen25]

[Will7]

P. Colomer and A. Winter. Decoupling by local random unitaries without si-
multaneous smoothing, and applications to multi-user quantum information tasks.
arXiv:2304.12114, 2023.

L. Drescher and O. Fawzi. On simultaneous min-entropy smoothing. In IEEFE Inter-
national Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 161-165, 2013.

Ding, D., Gharibyan, H., Hayden, P., and Walter, M. A quantum multiparty packing
lemma and the relay channel. IEEFE Transactions on Information Theory, 66:3500—
3519, 2020.

J. Radhakrishnan, P. Sen, and N. Warsi. One-shot private classical capacity of quan-
tum wiretap channel: Based on one-shot quantum covering lemma. Proceedings of
QCRYPT workshop. Also arXiv:1703.01932, 2017.

O. Szehr, F. Dupuis, M. Tomamichel, and R. Renner. Decoupling with unitary ap-
proximate two-designs. New Journal of Physics, 15:053022:1-053022:20, 2013.

P. Sen. Achieving the Han-Kobayashi inner bound for the quantum interference chan-
nel. In IEEFE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 736740,
2012. Full version at arXiv:1109.0802.

P. Sen. Inner bounds via simultaneous decoding in quantum network information

theory. Sadhana, 46:0018:1-0018:20, 2021. Also available at arXiv:1806.07276.

P. Sen. Unions, intersections and a one shot quantum joint typicality lemma. Sadhana,
46:0057:1-0057:44, 2021. Also available at arXiv:1806.07278.

P. Sen. Fully smooth one shot multipartite covering and decoupling of quantum states
via telescoping. arXiv:2410.17893, 2024.

P. Sen. Matrix Chernoff concentration bounds for multipartite soft covering and ex-
pander walks. arXiv:2504.04067, 2025.

M. Wilde. Position-based coding and convex splitting for private communication over
quantum channels. Quantum Information Processing, 16:264:1-264:31, 2017.

68



	Introduction
	Organisation of the paper

	Warmup: Telescoping fails without pairwise independence
	Preliminaries
	Shaved Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for matrix norms
	Projector smoothing of matrix  norm
	From matrix 2 norm to inner product
	Tilting and augmentation smoothing
	Flattening quantum states

	Fully smooth multipartite convex split via flattening
	Smooth soft covering without pairwise independence
	Inner bound for the wiretap interference channel
	Simpler proof of smooth multipartite convex split
	Fully smooth multipartite decoupling
	Conclusion

