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We study optimal rates for quantum communication over a single use of a channel, which itself
can correspond to a finite number of uses of a channel with arbitrarily correlated noise. The
corresponding capacity is often referred to as the one-shot quantum capacity. In this paper, we
prove bounds on the one-shot quantum capacity of an arbitrary channel. This allows us to compute
the quantum capacity of a channel with arbitrarily correlated noise, in the limit of asymptotically
many uses of the channel. In the memoryless case, we explicitly show that our results reduce to

known expressions for the quantum capacity.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In contrast to a classical channel which has a unique
capacity, a quantum channel has various distinct capac-
ities. This is a consequence of the greater flexibility in
the use of a quantum channel. As regards transmission of
information through it, the different capacities arise from
various factors: the nature of the transmitted informa-
tion (classical or quantum), the nature of the input states
(entangled or product states) the nature of the measure-
ments done on the outputs of the channel (collective or
individual), the absence or presence of any additional re-
source, e.g., prior shared entanglement between sender
and receiver, and whether they are allowed to communi-
cate classically with each other. The classical capacity of
a quantum channel under the constraint of product state
inputs was shown by Holevo [1], Schumacher and West-
moreland |2] to be given by the Holevo capacity of the
channel. The capacity of a quantum channel to transmit
quantum information, in the absence of classical commu-
nication and any additional resource, and without any
constraint on the inputs and the measurements, is called
the quantum capacity of the channel. It is known to be
given by the regularized coherent information |3, 4, 15].
A quantum channel can also be used to generate entan-
glement between two parties, which can then be used as
a resource for teleportation. The corresponding capacity
is referred to as the entanglement generation capacity of
the quantum channel and is equivalent to the capacity of
the channel for transmitting quantum information [5].

All these capacities were originally evaluated in the
limit of asymptotically many uses of the channel, under
the assumption that the noise acting on successive inputs
to the channel is uncorrelated, i.e., under the assump-
tion that the channel is memoryless. In reality, however,
this assumption, and the consideration of an asymptotic
scenario, is not necessarily justified. It is hence of im-
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portance to evaluate both (i) bounds on the one-shot
capacities of a quantum channel, that is its capacities for
a finite number uses or even a single use, as well as (1)
the capacity of an arbitrary sequence of channels, possi-
bly with memory. Both these issues are addressed in this
paper.

For an arbitrary quantum channel, it is not in gen-
eral possible to achieve perfect information transmission
or entanglement generation over a single use or a finite
number of uses. Hence, one needs to allow for a non-zero
probability of error. This leads us to consider the capac-
ities under the constraint that the probability of error is
at most ¢, for a given € > 0.

In this paper we consider the following protocol, which
we call entanglement transmission [6]. Let ® be a quan-
tum channel, let H s be a subspace of its input Hilbert
space, and let € be a fixed positive constant. Sup-
pose Alice prepares a maximally entangled state [¥T)
Har @ Hayr, where Hpyp >~ Hypyr, and sends the part M
through the channel ® to Bob. Bob is allowed to do any
decoding operation (completely positive trace-preserving
map) on the state that he receives. The final objective
is for Alice and Bob to end up with a shared state which
is nearly maximally entangled over Hy; ® Hyy, its over-
lap with |[¥") being at least (1 —¢). In this protocol,
there is no classical communication allowed between Al-
ice and Bob. For a given & > 0, let Qont(®P;e) denote the
one-shot capacity of entanglement transmission. In this
paper we prove that this capacity is expressible in terms
of a generalization of relative Rényi entropy of order 0.
Our results also yield a characterization of the one-shot
quantum capacity of the channel. This is because it can
be shown that the one-shot capacity of transmission of
any quantum state by the channel, evaluated under the
condition that the minimum fidelity of the channel is at
most (1 — ¢), for a given ¢ > 0, is bounded above by
Qent(P; ), and bounded below by Qent(P;e/2) — 1 (see
Section [V]).

By the Stinespring Dilation Theorem [7], the action
of a quantum channel creates correlations between the
sender, the receiver, and the environment interacting
with the input. Faithful transmission of quantum infor-
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mation requires a decoupling of the state of the environ-
ment from that of the sender (see the special issue [g]).
In [9], a lower bound to the accuracy with which this de-
coupling can be achieved in a single use of the channel,
was obtained. Here we go a step further and evaluate
bounds on the one-shot capacity. In evaluating the lower
bound, we employ an inequality, given by Lemmaldl relat-
ing the decoupling accuracy to the decoding fidelity. To
obtain the upper bound we instead generalize the stan-
dard arguments relying on the quantum data-processing
inequality [5, [12]. Moreover, in the limit of asymptoti-
cally many uses of a memoryless channel, we prove, with-
out explicitly resorting to any typicality argument, that
each of these bounds converge independently to the fa-
miliar expression of the quantum capacity given by the
regularized coherent information |3, 4, 5]. For the impor-
tant case of an arbitrary sequence of channels, possibly
with memory, our one-shot result yields the asymptotic
quantum capacity in the Information Spectrum frame-
work |13, [14].

We start the paper with some definitions and notations
in Section [[I including that of quasi-entropies, which
play a pivotal role in our analysis. In Section [Tl we intro-
duce the protocol of entanglement transmission, and de-
fine its fidelity and the corresponding one-shot capacity.
Our main result is given by Theorem [ of Section [Vl In
Section [V] we relate the one-shot entanglement transmis-
sion capacity with the one-shot quantum capacity. The
tools used for the proof of Theorem [ are given in Sec-
tion [VI, with the proof itself presented in Section [VIII
Further, in Section [VIIIl we consider a sequence of arbi-
trary channels, with or without memory, and derive an
expression for its asymptotic quantum capacity. When
the channels in the sequence are memoryless, we recover
known expressions for quantum capacity given in terms of
the regularized coherent information. We conclude with
a discussion of our results in Section [Xl

II. DEFINITIONS AND NOTATIONS
A. Mathematical preliminaries

Let B(H) denote the algebra of linear operators acting
on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H and let &(H)
denote the set of positive operators of unit trace (states)
acting on H. A quantum channel is given by a completely
positive trace—preserving (CPTP) map ® : B(Ha) —
B(Hp), where H4 and Hp are the input and output
Hilbert spaces of the channel. Moreover, for any given
subspace S C H 4, we define the restriction of the chan-
nel ® to the subspace S as ®|s(p) := P(IIsplls), for any
p € B(Ha), with TIs being the projector onto S. Notice
that ®|s is itself a CPTP-map ®@|s : B(S) — B(Hp).
Throughout this paper we restrict our considerations to
finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, and we take the loga-
rithm to base 2.

For given orthonormal bases {|i4)}¢_, and {|i®)}L, in

isomorphic Hilbert spaces H4 ~ Hp ~ H of dimension
d, we define a maximally entangled state (MES) of rank
m < d to be

WAB) = % S Ji4) @ [i8). (1)
=1

When m = d, for any given operator A € B(H), the
following relation can be shown by direct inspection:

(Ae 1wy = (1o AT)wEF), (2)

where 1 denotes the identity operator, and AT denotes
the transposition with respect to the basis fixed by
eq. (). Moreover, for any given pure state |¢), we denote
the projector |¢)(¢| simply as ¢.

The trace distance between two operators A and B is
given by

|4~ BJ, = Tt[{A > B{(A-B)|~Tx[{A < B}(4-B)],

where {A > B} denotes the projector on the subspace
where the operator (A — B) is non-negative, and {A <
B} :=1 — {A > B}. The fidelity of two states p and o
is defined as

F(p.o):==Tr\/Vooyo=|vaval,.  ©)

The trace distance between two states p and o is related
to the fidelity F(p, o) as follows (see e. g. [12]):

1
1=F(p,0) < 5lp—oli <V1-F(po), (4)
where we use the notation F2(p,0) = (F(p,a))2. We
also use the following results:

Lemma 1 ([15]) For any self-adjoint operators A and
B, and any positive operator 0 < P < 1,

Tr[P(A - B)] < Tr[{A = B}(A - B)]
and
Tr[P(A - B)] > Tr[{A < B}(A— B)]. O

Lemma 2 (Gentle measurement lemma [16, [17])
For a state p € G(H) and operator 0 < A < 1, if
Tr(p A) > 1—0, then

Hp - \/Kp\/Kul < 2V/6.

The same holds if p is a subnormalized density operator.

O

Lemma 3 ([18]) For any self-adjoint operator X and
any positive operator £ > 0, we have

X1} < Tolg) T [ X2 xg 2]

()
<Tr[¢ Tr [X*¢7Y]. O



Proof. The first inequality in (&) was proved in [18].
The second one simply follows as an application of the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, that is,

Tr [ X¢ 12X 7]

< \/Tr {(ngl/Q) (Xé'fl/Q)T} \/Tr [(ng/z)T (X§*1/2)}
=Tr[X*¢']. |

Lemma 4 Given a tripartite pure state |QRBE) ¢ Hp ®
Hp @ Hg, let wlB, WwEE WE and wP be its reduced
states. Then

F2(OJRE,LUR ® wE)
< max F2((idg ®@Dp)(wB), wF4), (6)
where |UF4Y) € Hr@H 4 is some fized purification of w't
and D : B(Hp) — B(Ha) denotes a CPTP map. O

Proof. Fix some purification [xF4") € Hg ® Ha of
wP. Then, for the fixed purification |[WF4) of wf, we
have, by Uhlmann’s theorem [10], the monotonicity of
the fidelity under partial trace, and Stinespring’s Dilation
Theorem [7],

F2(wRE, wR ® wE‘)

_ 2/ REAA’ RA EA’
= max F=(¢ S e )
[ )

’
Tr 4 4 [REAA" | ,RE

= max F?((17F @ Vp)QRPE(1FP @ Vi) 04 @ xBA)

V:B—AA/
viv=llg

<max F? ((idg ®Dp)(@""), UF4) |
(7)

where D : B(Hp) — B(Ha) denotes a CPTP map. In
the second equality of () we also used the well-known
fact that all possible purifications of a given mixed state
(wfF in our case) are related by some local isometry

acting on the purifying system only (i.e. subsystem B).
|

B. Quasi-entropies and coherent information

For any p,o > 0 and any 0 < P < 1, the quantum
relative quasi-entropy of order o [22], for a € (0, 00)\{1},
is defined as

1

SE(pllo) == ——

log Tr[v/Pp*V/Po'~].

(®)

Notice that for P = 1, the quasi-entropy defined above
reduces to the well-known Rényi relative entropy of order
Q.

In this paper, in particular, the quasi-entropy of order
0, namely,

9)

P 1 P
Sy (pllo) = 3{% Sa (pllo),

plays an important role. Note that
SE(pllo) = —log Tr[V/PII,VP o],

where II, denotes the projector onto the support of p.
Our main result, Theorem [ is expressible in terms of
two “smoothed” quantities, which are derived from the
quasi-entropy of order 0, for any ¢ > 0, as

(10)

I¢ (pABY) .— : sl (5481 By,
0.5(077) pan X, o n 2 S0 (P*7[1a®0”)
(11)
and
T¢ (pABY .— a ~ SE(pAB||1 4  oB),
0.5(P"7) I S (P lla®0”)
(12)
where
b(p;0) :={0o:0>0, Tr[o] <1, F%(p,0) > 1 — 6%},
(13)
and
p(p;0):={P:0< P <1, Tr[Pp] > 1-6}. (14)

(Note that, in (I3)), the definition of fidelity (B]) has been
naturally extended to subnormalized density operators.)
Such smoothed quantities are needed in order to allow
for a finite accuracy (i.e. non-zero error) in the protocol,
which is a natural requirement in the one-shot regime.
Their properties are discussed in detail in Section V1Bl

IIT. THE PROTOCOL: ENTANGLEMENT

TRANSMISSION

As mentioned in the Introduction, we consider the pro-
tocol of entanglement transmission |6]: Given a quan-
tum channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hg), let Hpr be an m-
dimensional subspace of its input Hilbert space, and let
¢ be a fixed positive constant. Alice prepares a maximally
entangled state [UM' M) e 1, @H pp, where Hap ~ Har,
and sends the part M through the channel ® to Bob. Bob
is allowed to do any decoding operation (CPTP map) on
the state that he receives. The final objective is for Alice
and Bob to end up with a shared state which is nearly
maximally entangled over Hjy; ® Hys, its overlap with
|WM'MY heing at least (1 —e). There is no classical com-
munication possible between Alice and Bob. Within this
scenario, for any positive integer m, the efficiency of the
channel @ in transmitting entanglement, is given in terms
of the fidelity defined below:

Definition 1 (Entanglement transmission fidelity)
Let a channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hg) be given. For any
given positive integer m < dimH,, we define the
entanglement transmission fidelity of ® as

Fent ((I)v m)

= max max (UM M|(id @D o &) (WM M)yM My,
di"r‘nzv;{%wﬂzam D

(15)



where D : B(Hp) — B(H4) is a decoding CPTP-map. O
We can now define an achievable rate as follows:

Definition 2 (e-achievable rate) Given a channel ® :
B(Ha) — B(Hp) and a real number € > 0, any R =
logm, m € N, is an e-achievable rate, if

Fent(P;m) >1—¢. O

This leads to the definition of the one-shot capacity of
entanglement transmission:

Definition 3 (One-shot capacity) Given a quantum
channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hp) and a real number € > 0,
the one-shot capacity of entanglement transmission of ®
is defined as

Qent(P;€) := max{R : R is e—achievable}. J

IV. MAIN RESULT: ONE-SHOT
ENTANGLEMENT TRANSMISSION CAPACITY

Given a Hilbert space H4 with d := dimH 4, let Hg
be isomorphic to H 4, and fix a basis {|if)}¢_, for Hp.
Then, for any given subspace & C H 4 of dimension s,
we construct the maximally entangled state of rank s in
Hr®Ha as

WEAY = \if SR ® [, (16)
=1

where {|c*)}s_, is an orthonormal basis for S. Now,
given a channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hp), let Vi : Ha
‘Hp ®HE be a Stinespring isometry realizing the channel
® as

®(p) = Trg[VapVi),

for any p € &(Ha). For any subspace S C H4, from
eq. (0], we define the tripartite pure state

037F) = (g @ Vi) |wE4). (17)

We then define wfP = Trp[QEBE] and wfF =
Trp[QEPE] to be its reduced states. Our main result
is stated in Theorem [ below.

Theorem 1 For any ¢ > 0, the one-shot capacity of
entanglement transmission for a quantum channel @ :
B(Ha) — B(Hp), Qent(®P;e), satisfies the following
bounds:

1 &?
c RB - e
sngl?-[)i IO,a/S(ws ) +log [d + ] A

S ant(q);a) (18)

< max [° wBB
= SCHa 0,2\5( S )7

where d := dim H 4, Igﬁs/g(wgB) and ffgﬁzﬁ(wgB) are the
smoothed 0-coherent informations defined, respectively,
by 1) and [I3), and 0 < A < 1 is included to en-
sure that the lower bound is equal to the logarithm of a

positive integer. []

Remark. Given a positive real x, for x— A to be the log-
arithm of a positive integer, we must have A = A(z) :=
x — log |27, where |y]| denotes the largest integer less
than or equal to y. It can be shown that 0 < A(z) <1
for all z > 0, and that A(z) decreases rapidly as z in-
creases.

V. ONE-SHOT QUANTUM CAPACITY

It is interesting to compare the entanglement trans-
mission fidelity of a quantum channel with the minimum
output fidelity defined below:

Definition 4 (Minimum output fidelity) Let a
channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hp) be given. For any given
positive integer m, we define the minimum output fidelity
of ® as

Funin(®;100) 1= (81(D o @)(9)[0),

max max min

Hpr CH D
din%—(]w:Am |#)EH M

where D : B(Hp) — B(H4) is a decoding CPTP-map. O

Remark. Note that Definitions Il and M include an op-
timization over all decoding operations. Hence they pro-
vide a measure of how well the effect of the noise in the
channel can be corrected. This is in contrast to the defi-
nitions of fidelities used in |23, [24] which provide a mea-
sure of the “distance” of a given channel from the trivial
(identity) channel.

The minimum output fidelity is related to the en-
tanglement transmission fidelity through the following
lemma [23, 24):

Lemma 5 (Pruning Lemma) Let a channel &
B(Ha4) — B(Hp) be given. Then , for any positive inte-
ger m,

Foin (@570/2) > 1 — 21 = Fog (@50)]. 0

Analogously to what we did for the entanglement
transmission fidelity, one could also define the one-shot
capacity with respect to the fidelity F,i, as follows:

Qmin(P; ) := max{logm : Fin(®;m) > 1—¢}. (19)

Remark. Note that quantum capacity is tradition-
ally defined with respect to the minimum output fidelity
Fmin [5]. Hence, we define Qumin(®;¢€) to be the one-shot
quantum capacity of a channel @, for any ¢ > 0.

The following corollary, derived from Lemmal[B] allows
us to relate the one-shot entanglement transmission ca-
pacity Qent(®P;e) to the one-shot quantum capacity:



Corollary 1 Given a quantum channel ® : B(H,) —
B(Hp) and a real number € > 0,

ant(q);s) -1 S Qmin(q); 25) S ant(®;45)- O

Proof. The lower bound follows directly from the Prun-
ing Lemma. To prove the upper bound we resort to an-
other frequently used fidelity, namely, the average fidelity:

max
HprCHA
dim H pp=m

Fovs (1) 1= max [ do (6/(D o B)(6)e),

where d ¢ is the normalized unitarily invariant measure
over pure states in Hys, and D : B(Hp) — B(Ha) is a
decoding CPTP-map.

In |25] the relation of the above fidelity to the entan-
glement transmission fidelity was shown to be given by:

m - Font(P;m) + 1
m—+1

)

Favg (®;m) =

while clearly, by definition, Fumin(®;m) < Favg(®;m).
Hence, if Fpin(®;m) > 1 — €', then

(m+1)(1-¢)-1
m
m+1,
—s¢
m
Note that, due to Corollary Il Theorem [ provides

bounds on the one-shot quantum capacity of a channel
as well.

Fcnt ((I), m) Z

= 1- >1-2'. 1

VI. TOOLS USED IN THE PROOF

The proof of Theorem [ relies on the properties of var-
ious entropic quantities derived from the relative quasi-
entropies defined in Section [[LBl

A. Quantum entropies

Let us first consider the relative Rényi entropy of order
«, which as mentioned before, is obtained from the quasi-
entropy () by setting P = 1. (In the following, when
P = 1, we will drop the exponent in writing relative
Rényi entropies, for sake of notational simplicity.) It is
known that

Silpllo) = lim Sa(pllor) = S(pllo),

where S(p||o) is the usual quantum relative entropy de-
fined as

S(rlo) = {

Tr[plogp — plogal, if supp p C supp o
+ 00, otherwise.

(20)
From this, one derives the von Neumann entropy S(p)
of a state p as S(p) = —S(p||1). We make use of the
following lemma in the sequel:

Lemma 6 Given a state pP € Ha @ Hp, let pA =
Trp[pA®B] and pP := Tra[pAB]. Then, for any operator
o > 0 with suppoc® D suppp?,

~SAB A B:S AB A B'
Lnin, (P lle” @ &%) = S(p™" o @ p”)

This implies, in particular, that, for any state pAB,

: SABIZ B:S ABIZ B
nin, (P [la®E7) = S(p™7 | 1a®p7),

and

min 5(p?P v @ £7) = S(p*P[lpt @ pP). O (21)

w?,E5>0

Proof. Here we only prove eq. ([ZIl). The rest of the
lemma can be proved exactly along the same lines. By
definition, we have that

S(p*P |wt®EP) = Tr[p?P log p*P)-Tr[p?*P log(w?@EP)].

Since log(w? ® ¢8) = (logw?) @ 15 + 14 ® (log £P), we
can rewrite

S(p*Plwt @ ¢P)
= Tr[p"P log p*P] — Tr[p" logw?] — Tr[p” log £7].
Now, since for all p and o,
0 < S(pllo) = Tr[plog p] — Tr[plog o],
we have that
Tr[plog p] > Tr[plog o],

which implies that

S(p*Pllwt @ ¢P)
> Tr[p"” log p*P] = Tr[p™ log p'] — Tr[p" log p”]

= S(p*Ppt @ p”). ®

Recently, a generalized relative entropy, namely the
max-relative entropy Diax, was introduced in [19]. For
a state p and an operator o > 0,

Diax(pllo) : = logmin{\: p < Ao}
= 10g Amax (072 po~1/?),
Amax(X) denoting the maximum eigenvalue of the op-
erator X. Even though for commuting p and o,
Diax(pllo) = limg—o0 Sa(p|lo), this identity does not

hold in general [20]. We can however easily prove the
following property:

Lemma 7 For any p,o > 0 with Tr[p] < 1, we have

Sa2(pllo) < Dmax(pllo). O



Proof. By definition, 252(ll) = Tr[p?6~1]. By notic-
ing that, for any Hermitian operator X and any sub-
normalized state p, Tr[pX] < Apax(X), we obtain that
Tr[pQU_l] — Tr[p(pl/2a—1p1/2)] < )\max(pl/20_lpl/2) —
Amax (0712 po=1/2) = 2Pmax(vllo) syhere, in the last pas-
sage, we used the fact that Apax(ATA) = Apax(AAT).
|

Given an a—relative Rényi entropy S, (p|lo), for a
bipartite p = pAB, we define the corresponding a-
conditional entropy as

Ha(pAP10%) = —Sa(p P 1a @ 07),  (22)
and
Ho(p*P|B) : = UBénGa@B)Ha(pABIUB)
AB B (23)
=— min S,(p"7||la®c").

cBES(Hp)

For a bipartite state pA? € &(Ha ® Hp), the min-
conditional entropy of pAZ given Hp, denoted by
Hpin(pAB|B) and introduced by Renner [1§], is relevant
for the proof of our main result. It is obtainable from the
max-relative entropy as follows:

Huin(p"?|B) = — e luin

Dmax(pAB”]lA & UB)'
Further, from the quantum relative entropy (20)), we de-
fine the quantum conditional entropy as

H(p"P|B) = — ,a0n

S(ptP1a ®a?),
which, by Lemma 8] satisfies H(p*B|B) = H(p?|p?) =
S(pAB) — S(pP). Finally, given a bipartite state pA B its
coherent information 1¢(pA?) is defined as

1(p"?) == =H(p"P|B) = S(p”) = S(p*P),  (24)

and, by analogy,
I5(p"?) = —Ha(p"?|B),

for any a € [0,00). Clearly, I{(pAB) = I°(pAP).

B. Smoothed entropies

As first noticed by Renner [18], in order to allow for
a finite accuracy in one-shot protocols, it is necessary to
introduce smoothed entropies. We consider two different
classes of smoothed entropies, namely the state-smoothed
and the operator-smoothed entropies. The former was in-
troduced by Renner [18], while the latter arises naturally
from the consideration of quasi-entropies.

1. State-smoothed quantum entropies

For any bipartite state pA8 € &(Ha ® Hp), smoothed
> : 5 (,AB 5(,AB
conditional entropies HS, (p*¥|B) and H{(p*”|B) are
defined for any § > 0 as
Hpi (0P| B) =

max Hmin(ﬁAB|B),

pABEb(pAB;6)

Hg (p*7|B) = Ho(p"?|B),

min
pABEb(pAB;0)
where b(pAZ;0) is the set defined in eq. ([I3). For
a bipartite pAZ, the smoothed a-conditional entropies
H? (pAP|B) are then defined, using (22)) and (23], as fol-
lows:

min  Hy(p*B|B), for0 <a <1

5(, AB pABEDB(pAB;0)

Hy(p""|B) = AB
H,(p""|B), for 1 < a,

(25)
and the corresponding smoothed a-coherent information
is defined as

max
pABEb(pAB;10)

C

a,d (p
For aw = 0, this is identical to the definition (IT).

AP) = —HZ (0" 7| B). (26)

2. Operator-smoothed quasi-entropies

Given p,0 > 0 and an operator 0 < P < 1, let us
consider the quantity

F (pllo) == log Tr[VPp*VPo'~?], a>0.

-«

Note that 9L (p||o) is well-defined as long as o and
\/]_Dpo‘\/ﬁ do not have orthogonal supports. In the fol-
lowing, we shall assume this to be true.

Lemma 8 For any p,o > 0, and any 0 < P < 1, the
function

a = g (pllo)

is convez for a > 0. [

Proof. Let p = Zk ak|"yk><”yk| and o = El bl|ﬁl><ﬂl|
Then,

a [e3%
WZ(olo) = 1o e ()
k.l

where |cx|? := |(v|VP|B1)|?. By direct inspection then,

d

P _
Ve (pllo) = ;Pkl(log ay — logby),

where pg; is the probability distribution defined as

2 apl—a
Ckr|"a b
el | | k"l

- Ek’,l' |Ck/l’ |2a,g/b;‘/_oz7




and
d2
0L (pllo)
2

= pullogar —logh)? — | Y pr(logar —logh)
k,l k,l

> 0.

Due to the positivity of its second derivative hence, the
function a — L (pl|o) is convex. B

Note that the quantum relative quasi-entropy of order
a, SP(p||o), can be equivalently written as

P g
S (pllo) = Leel) (27)

It satisfies the following property:

Lemma 9 For any p,o > 0, and any 0 < P < 1,
SP(pllo) is monotonically increasing in «. O

Proof. Due to convexity of ¥Z (p||o), the function

o P (pllo) =t (pllo)
a—1

is monotonically increasing in «. Let us write, for our
convenience, f(a) := L (pllo) — ¥f(pllo), and, since
V¥ (pllo) = log Tr[vPpV/P 1I,] < 0, let us put —c :=
f@)te

¥ (p|le) < 0. Then, from monotonicity of T
T —

know that
fla)x—1) - (f(z) +0)
0= (- 1)2

P - 1) - f()
=T oz

Since the second line is nothing but the derivative of def-
inition (27), we proved the monotonicity of S% (p[|c). B

Let us now compute S{ (p||lo) := limy—1 SE (p||o): by
I’Hopital’s rule,

d
. P _ 4P
Jim 83 (pllo) = Tva (pllo) .
Tr |VPplog pv/PIl, — @p\/ﬁoga]
a Tr[\/ﬁp\/f_) HU] .

This leads to the definition of the corresponding
smoothed coherent information:

(28)

It 5(p*P) = —H (p*7|B), (29)
where

H} (p*"|B) = min, X [=SF (p*P [ Laa®)].

Pep(pAB;6) cBeS(HB)

7

Analogously, for any bipartite state pAB and any § >
0, the quantity Igyé(pAB), given by ([IZ), is referred to
as the operator-smoothed 0-coherent information. It is
equivalently expressed as

TC

0,5(PAB)

min max
Pep(pAB;6) cBeS(HB)

log Tr [\/FHPAB\/TD (1a ®oP)]|.
(30)

The relation between flvg)é(pAB) defined in ([I2) and

Tf,é(pAB ) defined in ([29) is provided by the following
lemma:

Lemma 10 For any pA? € G(Ha®Hp) and any § > 0,
Ig,s(PAB) < If,é(pAB)' U

Proof. Let P € p(p?B;8) be the operator achiev-
ing 1376(pAB), and let 77 be the state achieving
mings S§(pAB||14 ® o). Then,

I 5(p*P) > ST (p*P |14 © 57)
> SE(p*P||1a ® 6P)

> min  S7(p*P|l1s @ 0")

cBeS(HB)
= Ig,é(pAB)a

where in the second line we used Lemma [0 W

VII. PROOF OF THEOREM [1I
A. Proof of the lower bound in Theorem [I]

The lower bound on the one-shot entanglement trans-
mission capacity Qent(®P;e), for any fixed value € > 0
of accuracy, is obtained by exploiting a lower bound on
the entanglement transmission fidelity, which is derived
below by the random coding method.

1. Lower bound on entanglement transmission fidelity

The lower bound on the entanglement transmission fi-
delity is given by the following lemma:

Lemma 11 Given a channel ® : B(H4) — B(Hg) and
an s-dimensional subspace S C H 4, consider the channel
®B|s : B(S) — B(Hp) obtained by restricting ® onto S,
i.e. ®|s(p) = ®(Ilsplls) for any p € B(Ha), where s
denotes the projector onto S. Then, for any 6 > 0 and
any positive integer m < s,

. omey 1
Fent(®s;m) > 1 — 46 — \/m {212,6“*’5“ - —}, (32)
S

where IS 5(w§) is given by (28) for « =2. O




Remark. From the theory of quantum error correc-
tion [12], it is known that, for a channel noiseless on
S, wsE defined by @@ is a factonzed state. More-
over, in our case, wf = TrpwfF] = s71 Y7 | i) (| F.
As shown in [11] by direct 1nspect10n, these two condi-
tions imply that Hpyin(wEF|E) = logs. On the other
hand, from definition (23)), it follows that Ho(wE¥|E) =
log s. These two calculations, together with the fact that
Huin(WEP|E) < Ha(w§P|E) < Ho(wg"|E), see [19],
lead us to conclude that also Ha(wEF|E) = logs, i.e.,

I$(wBF) = —logs. Therefore, for any channel acting
noiselessly in S, Fent(®|s;m) = 1 for all m < s, as ex-
pected.

Proof of Lemma [I1l Fix the value of the positive in-
teger m < s. Then, starting from the pure state [Q5Z5F)
given by (), let us define

S
) = [ (PR @ 1 1)),

where U, gR is a unitary representation of the element g of
the group SU(s), and let

=Y iR

the vectors |iR>, i = 1,...,s, being the same as in
eq. (IB). The reduced state Trp[Q5F] will be denoted

as wﬁg (and analogously the others). Notice that, by

construction,

The lower bound (32) would follow if there exists a
subspace Has € S of dimension m which is transmit-
ted with fidelity greater or equal to the right hand side
of (32). One way to prove the existence of such a sub-
space is to show that the group-averaged fidelity, F(S,m)
(defined below), is larger than that value:

F(S,m) ::/dg mngZ’ ((idr ®Dp)(wEE), WEAY |
(33)
where [U24) .= |\ /Z(PRUF @ 14)|0E*), which is a
MES of rank m due to @. It is hence sufficient to com-
pute a lower bound to F(S,m).
Using Lemma [4 we have

F(S.m) > /dgF2( RERQwE).

Further, using the formula F?(p,0) > 1 — |p—o|,, we
have that

F(S,m) > 1—/d9 ”wﬁi—Tﬁ@@wwal-

Now, for any fixed § > 0, let @®F € b(w8¥;5). Let us,
moreover, define wfE = £(PRUF @ 15)0®F (PIUF @

m,g -

1g)". By the triangle inequahty, we have that

ey = © wm gl

< i - @an ll, +lems — @ngl,
+ HT;; ®Qf@,g - 7—7]2 ®wft,.q”1
< @i — i @@l +2{wng — @l

which, in turns, implies that

F(S,m) >1- /dgH(ZJ,}fLi _T£®(Dm,gH1

-2 [dg |l - a5,

for any choice of @™ in b(wh¥;5). Now, thanks to
Lemma 3.2 of Ref. [9] and eq. {@]), we know that

[aglors

which leads us to the estimate

— gl < @™ —ws®], <29,

F(S.m)>1— 46— /dg |oRE — R o GE |,
We are hence left with estimating the last group average.

In order to do so, we exploit a technique used by Ren-
ner [18] and Berta [26]: by applying Lemma Bl for any
given state 0¥ invertible on supp @¥, we obtain the esti-
mate

Jof -~ 055

WQH <mTr[( RE—T ®w

o) At
7memq_T ®pmgH2’

where Aﬁg = (P UE)fl/Q(@ﬁg - R ®@£,g)(P£ ®
UE)_1/27 ||X||2

/Tr[XtX] denotes the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm, and

PEE, = (PR oP) Gl (Pl o),

and,  correspondingly, A, , Trr[plE] =

(oB)~VARE (oF)71/4 1t is easy to check that

AR

”pmq_T ®pm,qH 7||pm,q ,q”

Further, using the concavity of the function f(z) = v/z,
we have

F(S,m)

21—45—\/{ /dg IR |2 /dg ||ﬁ£%g||§}

(34)

Standard calculations, similar to those reported in [9,
26, 27, lead to

[ s 175505 -

s s—m

) —1,
17205 + 2= 17775

ms2— 1 s2 —



and

S ms — - S S—Mm .
[ 180 = == 1+ =55 15721
where

FRE = (1x ® oF)~ 1/4QRE(HR ® 0E)—1/47

and p& = Trg[pZ¥]. By simple manipulations, we arrive

at
m [ g |55 15~ [ da 1251,
S — {n oL L1

Since m < s,

20,2 _ 1— L
s%(m 1):m W
m(s?2—1) -5

so that eq. (34]) can be rewritten as

— . 1
F(S,m) > 1-45 - \/m{"pm”g = ||pE||§},

for any choice of the states WF € b(wEF;§) and oF
invertible on supp @¥
Now, notice that

HpREH < 252" Lreo®)
This inequality easily follows from (@), i.e.,

Tr[(w_1/4pw_1/4)2] _ Tr[w—l/pr—l/2p]

< Tr[p?w Y] = 952(pllw)

Moreover, from Lemma [3] HﬁEHi > 1. Thus,

F(S,m)>1—46 — \/m {252(WRE|11R®0E) — 1}7

S

for any choice of states 0¥ € b(wh¥;d) and o, the
latter strictly positive on supp @. In order to tighten the
bound, we first optlrnlze (1 e. minimize) S»(@?¥ |1z ®
oB) over of for any w?F obtaining IC( RE|E). We
further optimize (i.e. minimize) IS(0"F) over WfF €
b(w&”; ), eventually obtaining I§ ;(w§”). W

2. Proof of the lower bound in (18)

By Lemma [T1], we have the following

Corollary 2 Given a channel ® : B(Ha) — B(Hp), an
s-dimensional subspace S C Ha, and any § € [0,e/4],
a non-negative real number R = logm, m € N, is an
e-achievable rate for entanglement transmission through

P|s if
46+ /m<2726Ws ) — — L < g [
S

In particular, since s < d := dimH 4, a positive real

number R = logm is an e-achievable rate for ®|s if, for
any ¢ € [0,e/4],
¢ (LR 1
m2'5.s@s") < o+ (e—49)%,

or, equivalently, if
1
logm < log [3 +(e— 45)2} - 15,5( ng)'

This, together with the definition (28]), implies the follow-
ing lower bound to the one-shot capacity of entanglement
transmission through ®|s, for any § € [0,e/4]:

1
Qent (P|s;€) = log [—

St (- 45)2] + H3 (WE”|E) —

where A < 1 is a positive quantity included to make
the right hand side of the above inequality equal to the
logarithm of a positive integer (see the Remark after The-
orem[I]). This in turn implies the following lower bound
to the one-shot capacity of entanglement transmission
through ®:

1
Qun(®:2) 2 o | § + (2 = 07|+ yuax HH(wEP1) -
As a consequence of Lemma [7, we have
ant ((I)a E)

> log E + (e — 45)2} + max HS, (w

RE
FE) —
Jnax ws"|E)

> tog |5+ (e = 107 + gunx H 8518 - A

where

H? BELGEY .= — min Diax o1, @ 0P ,
mm( ws | S) @REE[’J(M?E;(;) ( H R )

for @ = Trgr[@®F]. In [26], it is proved that

Huin(p*P|pP) = —Ho(pA€|C), if p*¥ and pA© are both
reduced states of the same tripartite pure state. This
fact, together with arguments analogous to those used
in [21] to prove Lemma 3 there, leads to the identity
HY, (wBP|wE) = —HS(wBP|B), implying, via defini-

tion (26]), the desired lower bound to the one-shot ca-
pacity of entanglement transmission:

1
Quns(¥32) 2 log | 1+ (¢ — 40| + gnae I5,(8%) - A

(35)
for any ¢ € [0,¢/4], and, in particular, for § = /8.



B. Proof of the upper bound in Theorem [I]

In this section we prove the upper bound

Qent(®32) < max I, z(ws®),

where IN(‘JZ)2\/§(w§B) is defined in eq. ([B0).

We start by proving the following monotonicity rela-
tion:

Lemma 12 (Quantum data-processing inequality)
For any bipartite state pB, any channel ® : B — C,
and any § > 0, we have

I, 5(0F) =I5 s((1d@®) (0" F)). O

Proof. Let P € p((id @®)(pAF);0) and ° be the pair
achieving HJ((id @®)(pAP)|C), that is,

Hy((id@®)(p"?)|C)
= log Tr[\/ﬁﬂ(ld ®<I>)(pAB)\/ﬁ(ﬂA ® 50)] .
Consider now the operator
Q = (ida @®*) (VP4 ga)pam)VP),
where ®* : C +— B denotes the identity-preserving
adjoint map associated with the trace-preserving map

®: B— C. It clearly satisfies 0 < @Q < 1. Let us now
put, for sake of clarity, y4¢ := (id ®®)(pA?). Then,

Tr(Q p*”]
=Tr [(VPILaeVP) 7]
=1+Tr |:H,YAC (\/]_DVAC\/F - WAC)]
>1+Tr H\/]—D,YAC\/F < ,YAC} (\/ﬁ,YAC\/F_,YAC)} :

where in the last line we used Lemma [II Due to Gentle
Measurement Lemma 2, we have that

(VP ievE -], <25,

which, together with the formula |A — B|, = Tr[{A >
B}(A - B)] — Tr[{A < B}(A — B)], implies

Tr [{\/F,YAC@ < 7Ac} (\/F,YAC\/F _ ,YAC)}
> —2v/3.
This leads to the estimate
2V6.

In other words, Q € p(p*P;2v/5). Now, let a7 be the
state achieving max,scg ) 10g Tr[v/QIl,45/Q (14 ®

Tr[Q p?P] > 1 -

10

oB)]. We then have the following chain of inequalities:

HY((id @®)(p"7)|C)
= log Tr[v/ P4 gy (pam) VP (14 ® 5°)]
> log Tr[VPIL(iq ga)(paz)VP(La @ ®(57))]
=log Tr[Q (1,4 ® a7)]
> log Tr[/ Qa5 /Q (14 ® 57))
= ,max log Te[\/QI,a51/Q (14 @ o®)]

>H3V (p"P|B).

The statement of the Lemma is finally obtained by defi-

nition (30). H

With Lemma [[2in hand, it is now easy, by the following
standard arguments, to prove the upper bound in Theo-
rem 1

In fact, suppose now that Ry is the maximum of all
g-achievable rates, i.e., Ry = Qent(®P; ). By Definition 2]
the integer s := 2% is such that

Fent(®;5) > 1 —¢.

This is equivalent to saying that there exists an s-
dimensional subspace & C H 4 such that

max F*((idr ®Dp) (0§”), §4) 2 1—¢

or, equivalently, that there exists a decoding operation
D : B(Hp) — B(Ha) such that WEA .= [WEA)(WEA| €
p ((idr ®Dp)(wFP);e). Then, by exploiting Lemma [I2
we have that

18,2\@(“?3)

>15 . ((idr ©Dp)(w§")

Z — H;E}’X IOg TI' |:\IJ§AH(idR ®@B)(W§B)\IJ§A(]1R X O'A)

RA A
> —n;%xlogTr [Vt (1r @ )]

The claim is finally proved by noticing that the last
line in the equation above equals I§(¥E4), so that

I§ 5 z(WEP) 2 I§(VEY) = logs = Ry = Qent (3 ).
VIII. QUANTUM CAPACITY OF A SEQUENCE

OF CHANNELS

Let {H3"}22, and {H5"}>2, be two sequences of
Hilbert spaces, and let ® := {®,}5° | be a sequence of
quantum channels such that, for each n,

D, : B(HE™) > B(HE™).

For any given ¢ > 0 and any fixed finite n, the one-
shot quantum capacity of ®,,, with respect to the fidelity



F., where z € {ent,min}, is given by Q,(®,;¢). How-
ever, since ®,, itself could be the CPTP-map describing
n uses of an arbitrary channel, possibly with memory, it
is meaningful to introduce the quantity

L0.(@:0),

which can be interpreted as the capacity per use of the
channel. This quantity is of relevance in all practical situ-
ations because, instead of considering an asymptotically
large number of uses of the channel, it is more realis-
tic to consider using a channel a large but finite num-
ber of times, in order to achieve reliable transmission of
quantum information. Theorem [I] provides the following
bounds on this quantity:

1 R, B 1
_ I nOn 1
n srcn?%" dejals™) + Lo Ll"

< g Qent(q)n§ 5)

1
< — max [ whnBn
= 1 sowgn 02\/‘( S ),

where ngB" = TrEn[Qg:B"E"], the pure state

|Q§:B"E"> being defined through eq. (I7). Note that
the second and third terms in the lower bound decrease
rapidly as n increases, resulting in sharp bounds on the
capacity for entanglement transmission per use, even for
finite n. Moreover, due to Corollary [l the difference be-
tween Qent(Pr;e)/n and Quin(Pr;e)/n also decreases as
n increases.

If the sequence is infinite, we define the corresponding
asymptotic capacity of the channel ® as

Q°(®) := lim lim inf 1QI( D,;5¢).

e—0 n—oo N

Due to the equivalence relations stated in Corollary[dl we
see that the different fidelities yield the same asymptotic
quantum capacity, so that

cnt((i)) mln( ) = Qoo((i)) (36)

A. Multiple uses of a memoryless channel

Here, we prove that the asymptotic quantum capacity
of a memoryless channel, sometimes referred to as the
“LSD Theorem” [3, 4, |5], can be obtained from Theo-
rem[Il For a memoryless channel, the sequence P is given
by {®®"}2°,, and hence its capacity can simply be la-
belled by ®. The LSD Theorem, strictly speaking, gives
an expression for Q%% (®), whereas our method gives an
expression for Q3 (®). However, by eq. ([B0]), these ex-
pressions are equivalent.

Here we prove the following theorem, which can be
seen as an alternative formulation of the LSD theorem:

11

Theorem 2 (memoryless channels) For a memory-
less channel ® : B(Ha) — B(HB),

Q= (®) = lim L max I°(S, d%M), (37)

n—oo N SCH®n

where I¢(S,®) denotes the coherent information of the
channel ® with respect to an input subspace S, and is
defined through (24)) as follows:

I4(5, @) = I°(WEP),

where wBP is the reduced state of the pure state |

defined in {17). O

Notice that in (37) liminf has been replaced by lim, since
the limit exists |2§].

2g")

1. Direct part of Theorem[2

Here we prove that

Q> (®) > lim 1 max [4(S,®%"),

n—oo N Sg;_[%n

From Theorem [I]

2
Q% (®) > lim lim 1 {log [i + EZ] — A

e—+0n—oo N dan

R’VLB’VL
+ max 105/8( )}
SCH®

The first two terms clearly vanish. We are hence left with
the evaluation of the third term. First of all, we recall
that [see arguments before eq. (33])]

Ran) _ ge/3 (wgnEn

E
min n)

OE/S(W |w

This implies that

1
o S . < a/'8 R.E,| E,
Q(@) 2 lig lim = max a5 05")

1 €/8 ® ®
> - " "
f fmn g, Mo (5250,

As shown in [18], we have

. . 1 e/8 RE\®n
lim B = max H g, (ws ™)™ (w

§)°")

_ H RE,| FE
sngl?-[)i (ws™lws)
- _Jc RE
Jnax [—1°(ws™)]
= max [¢(S,®),
CHa

where i 1n the last line we used the fact that I¢(wEB) =
—I¢(wEF), since QEPF is pure. Therefore,

Q*(®) 2 max I°(S, ).

As in [28], we can then achieve the right hand side of (87)
by the usual blocking argument.



2. Weak converse of Theorem [2

In order to obtain the upper bound, it suffices to eval-
uate the asymptotic behaviour of the upper bound on
Q°°(®) which, by Theorem [ is given by

1
Q*(®) < lim lim — max Igzﬁ(w?"B")). (38)

e—=0n—oon SC’H%”

The following two lemmas are essential for the evalua-
tion of this bound, and are also of independent interest.
The first one relates ST (p||o) to the quantum relative en-
tropy S(p||o), while the second one relates the operator-
smoothed 0-coherent information to the usual coherent
information.

Lemma 13 Consider two states p,o € &(H), with
suppp C suppo, and a positive operator 0 < P < 1 such
that P € p(p; ) for some given § > 0. Then we have

S(VPpVP|lo) + 25 logd + 2
1-9 ’

S (pllo) < (39)

where §' = 2v/8, and d := dimH. O

Proof. The main ingredients of the proof of this lemma
are the monotonicity property of the operator-smoothed
conditional entropy (Lemma [0), the matrix convex-
ity of the function tlogt, and the Fannes’ inequality.
From (2]), we have:

St (pllo)
Tr [\/ﬁplogp\/lB Il, — VPpVPlogo
Tf[\/ﬁp\/ﬁ HU]

Tr[plog p] — Tr[(1 — P')(plog p)] — Tr[v/Ppv/Plog o]

Tr[P'p]

(40)

where, for our convenience, we have put P’ := v/PII,/P.
Since P € p(p;d), due to Lemma [2]

R ETR

where ¢’ := 2v/5. Obviously 0 < P’ < 1. Using (@), the
fact that 1 > II, > II,, and the cyclicity of the trace, we
have

Te[P'p] = Tr[VPI,VP p|

= Tr[l,vVPpVP]
= (I, o] = Tr [,(p — VPpV/P)|
> 1-4. (42)

Hence, P’ € p(p;d’).
Since tlogt is a matrix convex function, it is known
that

— Tr[KT(plog p) K] < — Tr[(KTpK) log(K' pK)],
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for any contraction K, [29]. Let K = K = /1 — P'.
Then

Tr[(1 — P')(—plogp)] < S(p),

where p is the sub-normalized density matrix defined
as p = /1 —Plpy/I —P. It is clear that, since
P’ € p(p;d"), Tr[p] < ¢'. Moreover, by simple algebra,
S(p) < §'logd+ 1. This implies that

ST (pllo)
< Tr[plog p] — Tr[vV'Ppv/Plogo] 4 ¢ logd + 1 (43)
- 1-¢ ’

By () and Fannes’ continuity property of the von
Neumann entropy [30], we have that

Tr[plog p]
<Tr \/]_Dp\/ﬁlog(\/ﬁp\/ﬁ)} + 6 logd + 1,
which in turn yields (39). W

Lemma 14 For any bipartite state p*P € G(HA@Hp),
and any given § > 0, we have

e 1¢(p"P)  4(8"log(dadp) +1)
IO,5(pAB) S 1= 1= !

where dg = dimH 4, dg := dimHp, and &' :=2V/3. O

(44)

Proof. By Lemma [I0 we have
I5s(p"P) < I 5(p™P)

= max

where 74 := 1 4/d 4, namely, the completely mixed state.

In the above, we have made use of the following identity,
which is easily obtained from (28)): for two states p and
o, and any constant ¢ > 0, ST (p||ca) = S (p[lo) — loge.
Using Lemma [[3] and the analogous identity, S(p||co) =
S(p|lo) — log ¢, we have: for &' = 2/3,

S (Pt @ o”)

< S(VPpAB\/P|m4 @ oP) 4 20" log(dadp) + 2

- 1=
_ S(VPpABVP|1% ® oB) + 26 log(dadp) + 2
B 1—4¢
—i—LlogdA.
1—0
(46)

Then by {H]), {@6]), and Lemma [0 we obtain

~ I¢(VPpABV/P) 28" log(dadp) + 2
I 5(p™P) < T— 5 + 1 —5
5

(47)



Finally, applying Fannes’ inequality to each of the terms
on the right hand side of the identity I°(wAB) =
S(wP) — S(wAB), where wP := /PpAP/P, and w? :=
TrawAP, we obtain (@4). B

From (B8) and Lemma [I4] we obtain

1 R.B
(@) < lim — max I¢(we™™"
Q™ ( )_n_)oonsg_[%n (ws" ™)

1
= lim — max I%S,®%®"),

as claimed.

B. Multiple uses of an arbitrary channel

To evaluate the quantum capacity of an arbitrary se-
quence of channels, we employ the well-known Quantum
Information Spectrum Method |13, [14]. Two fundamen-
tal quantities used in this approach are the quantum spec-
tral sup- and inf-divergence rates, defined as follows:

Definition 5 (Spectral Divergence Rates) Given a
sequence of states p = {pn}>2, and a sequence of pos-
itive operators 6 = {0,152, the quantum spectral sup-
(inf-)divergence rates are defined in terms of the differ-
ence operators I, (y) = pn — 2™ 0, as

D(p||6) := inf {7 : lim sup Tr [{I1,,(y) = O}, (v)] = O}

n—oo

(48)
D(p)6) := sup {5 : liminf Tr [{I1(7) > 0} (7)] = 1}
(49)
respectively. [
It is known that (see e. g. [15])
D(pllg) > D(p|)- (50)

In analogy with the usual definition of the coherent in-
formation (24)), we moreover define the spectral sup- and
inf-coherent information rates, respectively, as follows:

I°(p") == min D(p"" |1 @ 67), (51)
1°(p"P) == min D(p"P || 1 ® 67), (52)

where pRB = {pfinBn ¢ G(HE" @ HE")}22,, 68 =
{oPn € G(HE™M) I, and 1g := {lg,}5%,. The in-
equality (B0) ensures that

I°(p"8) = 1°(p"P). (53)

Note that in eq. (EI]) and (B2) we could write minimum
instead of infimum due to Lemma 1 in [14]. The same
remark applies also to the following:

13

Theorem 3 (arbitrary channels) The quantum ca-
pacity of ® is given by

Q>(®) = max I°(wg"),
$
where § == {S, : S, C HE"}2,, and cDgB =
{wgsB"}j’f:l, with wgsB" = TrEn[Qg:B"E"], the pure
state |Q§’:B"E"> being defined through eq. (I7). O

The above theorem follows directly from Theorem [I]
and Lemma [I5] and Lemma [I6] given below.

Lemma 15 (Direct part) Given a sequence of bipar-
tite states piB,

AT 1
lim lim inf max min — S (plnBr || 1 g, @ oBm)
—0 n—oo ﬁann Eb(pan";ls) a’f" n

> min D(p"F||1p ® 67). O
g

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 3 of |[19]. B

Lemma 16 (Weak converse) Given a sequence of bi-
partite states p&B,

o 1

lim lim inf max min — S (pFnBr || 1R, @ oB)
550 n—oo BB B 0 n n n
- PnED(Pn" n’(;) o n

< min D(p"*F||1r ® 67). O
o

Proof. The proof is by reductio ad absurdum: we will
assume that

o 1

lim lim inf max min — S (pFnBr g, @ oB)
550 n—soo BB B 0 n n n
- PnED(Pn" n;(;) o n

> min D(p" |1z ® 67),
(54)

and show that such an assumption leads to a contradic-
tion, hence proving the statement of the lemma.

Let ¢ := {6B7}>°, be the sequence achieving
mings D(pTP||1gr @ 67). Moreover, for any § > 0
fixed but arbitrary, let {P,}5; be the sequence of
operators, satisfying both 0 < P, < 1gr, B, and
Tr[P, plinBr] > 1 —§, achieving the maximum over P, of
min s, SE (phnBr |1 g, @), for all n. Then, eq. (54)
implies that

1.5 L

li liminf — P,/ R,B, 1 — B, D ~RB i —B_

lim lim inf =55 (" " [ 1r, ©5,") > D(p™7 [1r©0™)
(55)

By arguments analogous to those used in the proof of
Lemma [I2], we can see that

Tr {\/Pnnpgm VB, pfann] >1-2V5.  (56)



For our convenience, let us put

e LoPy R.B, _B,
Bs == hgnlnfﬁso (PR, ®,m),
= lim S;.
v = lim B

It is clear that 85 > 7. Now, the assumption (54]) im-
plies (BA]), which is in turn equivalent to

v > min D(p"F |1 @ 67).
Let then v be such that
B5 >0 > min D(5"7 |1 @ 57).

Moreover, by the definition of lim inf, there exists an ng
such that, for all n > ng,

Lo (ol 1, @ 55) > .
The above equation can be rewritten as
Tt [ VP g0 VP (s, @ 057) | < 2775,
for all n > ng. Now, for all n > ng,
Te [V/Pall s /P |
= 0 (VR gV (o 2 (1, 002) )]
. [\/P—nnpgnsn VP (1g, ® afn)}

Tr ({py P > 2" (1R, ® 577)}

x (pgan M0 (1, © 0P ﬂ

[\)

_|_

IN

+2*n(55*’70)7

where, in the last step, we used Lemma [[I The second
term in the sum goes to 0 as n — oo, since we chose
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Yo < Bs. The first term, on the other hand, has to be
bounded away from 1 due to the definition ({@3]), since
Yo > D(p"B||1r ®57). Hence the assumption (54) leads
to

lim inf Tr [\/ Pnﬂpann VP, pff"B"] <1 — ¢,

n—oo

where ¢y > 0 is a constant independent of §. This is
clearly in contradiction with (B8], which holds for all n
and any arbitrary 6 > 0. H

IX. DISCUSSION

In this paper we obtained bounds on the one-shot en-
tanglement transmission capacity of an arbitrary quan-
tum channel, which itself could correspond to a finite
number of uses of a channel with arbitrarily correlated
noise. Our result, in turn, yielded bounds on the one-shot
quantum capacity of the channel. Further, for multiple
uses of a memoryless channel, our results led to an expres-
sion for the asymptotic quantum capacity of the channel,
in terms of the regularized coherent information. This
provided an alternative form of the LSD theorem, which
was however known to be equivalent to it [24]. Finally, by
employing the Quantum Information Spectrum Method,
we obtained an expression for the quantum capacity of
an arbitrary infinite sequence of channels.
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