arXiv:quant-ph/0504008v5 2 Nov 2005

Communication complexity of remote state preparation with
entanglement

Rahul Jain
U.C. Berkeley
Berkeley, USA.
rahulj@cs.berkeley.edu *

Abstract

We consider the problem aémote state preparatiorecently studied in several papers.
We study thecommunication complexityf this problem, in the presence of entanglement.

1 Introduction

The remote state preparation problem has been studied Bvarad papers in recent times, see
for example, [[La0D],/[BHL05], |BDS™01], [A.KOT], [ZZ02]. We define the problem below.
Let X be a set. LetS(K) be the set of quantum states in the Hilbert spkice_et an encoding
E : X — S(K) be a function fromX to S(K). The remote state preparatioRSP (X, E, ¢)
problem is as follows:

Definition 1.1 (Remote state preparation) Let Alice, who knows the functiofl, get an input
x € X. Alice and Bob are required to communicate and at the end ettttmmunication Bob
should have a quantum stape such thatF'(p,, £(z)) > 1 — ¢, for some) < e < 1. Alice and

Bob may start with some prior entanglement between them.

In several papers in the remote state preparation probldine Anstead ofx is given a
descriptionof the statep,. We assume in this work that the description is given in thenfo
of the elementr of X. In most of the earlier papers the basic problem studiedagréde-off
between theate [BHL ~05] of communication and the rate of entanglement used.edadstve
study the communication complexity of this problem, i.ee Hest possible communication with
which a given problemRSP(X, E, ¢) can be solved. BY)P*(RSP(X, E,¢)) we denote the
communication complexity, with prior entanglement,/0$ P(X, E, ¢). Please note that we are
concerned with the total communication and not the rate aaiiier papers. Also in this work we
are not bothered about the amount of entanglement used.

We consider a notion afhaximum possible informatioh(E) in an encodingt’ and show
that, in the presence of entanglement, the communicatiguiresl for RSP(X, E,0), is at least
T(E)/2 andRSP(X, E, ¢) can be solved with communication at mejg(4T(E) + 7).
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There is an interesting point of note here. In earlier workees the problem was that of
determining the rate of communication and rate of entangigratc., the non-trivial aspect was the
exact multiplicative constant in the rate. Since we are eomed with the total communication, the
problem of identifying the best communication for a giveA P (X, E, €) even up to constants is
non-trivial. Itis easy to see that in specific cases like whéh) = log d, whered is the dimension
of IC, or whenT'(E) = 0, that RSP(X, E, ¢) can be solved with communication which is like
T(FE) upto constants. But for general valuesIafF) this problem is non-trivial.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we give a few definitions and state some faetswe will use later.

Given a joint quantum system B, the mutual information between them is defined as
I(A : B) = S(A) + S(B) — S(AB), where S(A) is the von-Neumann entropy of the
systemA. Given two quantum states, o the relative entropy between them is defined as
S(pllo) 2 Trp(log p — log o). Let X be a finite set (below we always assume thais a finite
set)and ler : z € X — p, be an encoding oveX. For a probability distributiom. = {p, } over
X let X,,(E) be the bipartite statE,[|z) (x| ® p] = Y sex Palx) (2| ® pr. BelowE,[.] always
stands for probability average (expectation) under digtion ;. of the corresponding quantity.
Please note the difference in the font with the notation foeacoding, which is represented by
an’E'. Let I} (E) be the mutual information between the two systems(j(E). When the

underlying setX is clear we omit the superscript. Lgt a E.[p=]. We note that in this case from
definitions[f(E) = E,[S(pz]lpu)]-

Definition 2.1 (Maximum possible informatiotflaximum possible informatiom an encoding

E : X — S(K) is defined ad'x (E) 2 max,, Ilj((E). When the underlying set is clear we
omit the subscript. It is easily seen thatlifs the dimension of thenT'(E) < log d.

We use the following information-theoretic result calléuk substate theorerdue to Jain,
Radhakrishnan, and Sein [JRS02].

Fact 2.1 (Substate theorem[[JRS02]Let #, K be two finite dimensional Hilbert spaces and
dim(K) > dim(H). Let C? denote the two dimensional complex Hilbert space. Aet be
density matrices ifi{ such thatS(p|jo) < co. Let|p) be a purification ofp in H ® K. Then, for

r > 1, there exist pure statgs), |) € H® K and|7) € H ® K ® C2, depending om, such that
|7) is a purification ofo and F'(|p) (p|, |#)(#]) > 1 — % where

-1 -1
7) 2\ S [OID) + /1= = 1)[0)

The following fact can be found in Cleve et A[[CVvDNT98].

andk £ 85(p|jo) + 14.



Fact 2.2 Let Alice have a classical random variable. Suppose Alice and Bob share a prior
entanglement independent &f Initially Bob’s qubits have no information about. Now let
Alice and Bob run a quantum communication protocol, at theé @inwhich Bob’s qubits possess
m bits of information abouZ. Then, Alice has to send at least/2 qubits to Bob.

We will require the following minimax theorem from game thgsee [OR94]).

Fact 2.3 Let A;, A, be non-empty, either finite or convex and compact subsel®"of Let
u : A1 X A3 — R be a continuous function. Lgt , us be distributions om; and A, respectively.
Then,
. B _ .
min max By, [u(ar, az)] = max min By, [u(ar, az)]

We will also require the following Local transition theordfhJW93 [May97].

Theorem 2.1 Letp be a quantum state iK. Let|¢;) and|¢2) be two purification op in H ® K.
Then there is a local unitary transformatidn acting on?{ such that(U & I)|¢1) = |¢2).

3 Communication bounds

The following lemma states the communication lower bound.
Lemma 3.1 LetE : x > p, be an encoding, the@”**(RSP (X, F,0)) > T(E)/2.

Proof. Let T'(E) = c. Lety be the distribution onX such that/,,(E) = c. Consider the random
variable Z taking values inX with distribution ;. Let Alice be given inputs according ja We
know that after the remote state preparation protocol nutt@mation betweer¥ and the qubits
of Bob, where the state is created¢idHence by fadiZ]2 at least2 qubits must be communicated
by Alice to Bob. [ |
Remark: As suggested by an anonymous referee we point here thatdke mma is not robust
for positivee. This is because after allowing for a small erfafE’) may be smaller thai'( E) by
up to ordere log d + € log ¢, whereE" is the new encoding obtained by allowing the positive error
e. This follows from Fannes inequality.

On the other hand we show the following upper bound on the canitation required to solve
the problem.

Theorem3.1Let £ : x — p, be an encoding and < ¢ < 1 be a constant, then
Q' (RSP(X,E,e)) < 5(AT(E) +7).

Proof. We first show the following key lemma.

Lemma 3.2 Let £ : x — p, be an encoding. There exists a distributieisuch that

Va € X, S(pallpy) < T(E)



Proof: Let A; be the set of all distribution on the s&t Let A5 be the sefX itself. The function
u: A; x Ay — R be such that(u, z) = S(pz||pu). The conditions of Fa¢i2.3 are satisfied and
therefore we have:

min max S(p, < min max E, .. [S(ps 1
bz (pollew) w:distribution over distributiong = e[Sz lpw) @)
= ma, min E[S(p, 2

)\:diStl’ibUtiOXn overx # A5 (Pzllpn)] @

< maxEx[S(pz(lpa)] 3)

= maxIy(E) = T(E) (4)

Inequality (1) follows since relative entropy is jointlymgex in its arguments. Equality (2) is from
FactZ.3. [ ]
LetT(E) = c, then from lemm@&3]2 we get a distributipron X such that/'z, S(p.||p.) < c.
Let Alice and Bob start wit"* (r = 4 /€2, k = 8c-+14) copies of some purification) of p,, with
the purification part being with Alice aryj, with Bob in each of the copies ¢f). Let us invoke

FactZ withp 2 p,, o 2 p,, and|z) being any purification of,. Let [+),) be the purification of

p,, obtained from Fadf2l1 corresponding|#@. Since the reduced quantum state on Bob’s part in
both |,,) and|) is the same, from local transition theorem, there existarstormation acting
only in Alice’s side which take$y)) to |¢,). Alice on inputz, transforms eachy)) to |¢,) and
measures the first bit. If she obtains 1 in any copy/gfy she communicates the number of that
copy to Bob. It is easily seen that the communication frontdlis at mostk = E%(zlc + 7).
Also sincePr(Alice observed) = ;"2% and Alice makeQ"* tries she succeeds with probability
atleastl — 1/r. In case she succeeds, let the state with Bob in which Aliceeds be/,. From
FactlZ1,F (o, pz) > 1 — 1/4/r. So for the final statg, produced with Bob, it follows from
concavity of fidelity thatF'(py, pz) > 1 —2//r=1—e. ]

Remarks:

1. Givenanencoding : = — p,, a small constantand stateg/, such thatt'(p.,, p,) > 1—e¢,
let aperturbed encodind”’ be, E’ : z — p’.. Itis quite possible thaf'(E’) is much lesser
thanT'(E) as allowed by Fannes bound. In such a case communicatiorea@aibced a lot
by running the above protocol fdt’ instead ofE since we are ready to tolerate constant
fidelity loss anyway.

2. One can consider the classical version of the remote gtateration problem in which the
encoding considered is a mapping fromto the set of classical distributions on some set.
On inputx € X to Alice, they are required to communicate, at the end of Wwiob is
required to sample from a distribution close #§x). The same communication bounds
apply for this problem as well.



4 Conclusions

The protocol for the upper bound, mentioned in this papes adarge amount of entanglement.
It will be interesting to see if it can be reduced or even aliaed if possible. Also it will be
interesting to get entanglement-communication tradefoffthis problem as opposed to the trade-
offs in the rates of entanglement and communication.
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