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Abstract

We evaluate the one-shot entanglement of assistance for an arbitrary bipartite state. This yields
another interesting result, namely a characterization of the one-shot distillable entanglement of a
bipartite pure state. This result is shown to be stronger than that obtained by specializing the one-
shot hashing bound to pure states. Finally, we show how the one-shot result yields the operational
interpretation of the asymptotic entanglement of assistance proved in [Smolin et al. Phys. Rev. A
72, 052317 (2005)].

1 Introduction

One of the most basic and widely studied entanglement measures for bipartite quantum states is the
entanglement of formation (EoF) [I], a quantity so named because it was intended to quantify the
resources needed to create (or form) a given bipartite entangled state. The EoF of any bipartite pure
state is quantified by the entropy of entanglement, which is equal to the von Neumann entropy of the
reduced state of a subsystem. The EoF of a bipartite mixed state p4p, is then defined via the convex roof
extension, that is, as the minimum average entanglement of an ensemble of pure states that represents
PAB:
e : X 7
Er(paB) = ménzi:pzs(m), (1)

where € = {p;, [} 5)} is an ensemble of pure biparite states such that Y, p;[¢*)(¢*| = pap, and S(pY)
is the von Neumann entropy of the reduced state p%y = Trp [")(¥)'|ap. The popularity of the EoF is
partly due to its formal elegance and the many nice properties it enjoys [2, 3], and perhaps also due to
its connections with the additivity problem in quantum information theory [4] [5].

From the operational point of view, the EoF is associated with the entanglement manipulation pro-
tocol by which two distant parties, say Alice and Bob, prepare a given bipartite quantum state, starting
from an initial entangled state which they share, by using only local operations and classical commu-
nication (LOCC). It turns out that the optimal (i.e., minimum) rate, at which entanglement has to be
consumed in order for Alice and Bob to create multiple copies of the state with asymptotically vanishing
error, is given by the regularized EoF of the state [6].

Soon after the introduction of the EoF, another quantity, namely the entanglement of assistance
(EoA) [T], was introduced as its “dual”. It is defined analogously to EoF but with the minimisation over
ensembles replaced by a maximisation, i.e.,

Ealpap) :== mgXsz'S(Pix)- (2)

Unlike the EoF, the EoA is not an entanglement monotone and hence it can in general increase
under local operations and classical communication [§]. However, like the EoF, the EoA too can be
associated with an entanglement manipulation protocol, namely the one by which Alice and Bob distill
entanglement from an initial mixed bipartite state which they share, when a third party (say Charlie),
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who holds the purification of the state, assists them. Charlie is allowed to do local operations on his
share of the tripartite pure state, and his assistance is in the form of one-way classical communication
to Alice and Bob. This is the sort of scenario which occurs, for example, in the case of environment-
assisted quantum error correction [9) 10 [IT] 12, 13} [14], in which errors, incurred from sending quantum
information through a noisy environment, are corrected by using classical information obtained from a
measurement on the environment. In this case the tripartite structure Alice-Bob-Charlie is mirrored by
the structure sender-receiver-environment, and the assistance from Charlie is replaced by the ability to
perform measurements on the environment and to exploit the resulting information for error correction.

Another area in which the EoA arises, is in the study of localizable entanglement in spin systems [I5]
16l 17, I8]. The scenario here is as follows: a pure state of a system of n > 1 interacting spins is given,
and the goal is to localize (or “focus”) as much entanglement as possible between two arbitrarily chosen
spins, by performing a suitable measurement on the remaining n — 2 spins. In this case, the assisting
party is actually divided into many subsystems (which are the n — 2 spins) and so it is natural to ask
what happens when the assisting measurements are restricted to be local in each subsystem. The amount
of entanglement that can be focussed in this case is referred to as the localizable entanglement, and it
is always at most as much as the EoA. In fact, in the case in which the assisting parties are allowed
to perform global measurements on all their subsystems at once, the localizable entanglement obviously
equals the EoA.

In the literature, one encounters cases in which the EoA is used to characterize operational tasks
of assisted distillation studied in the generic scenario, where no assumptions are made on the state to
be distilled. This is often referred to as the “one-shot” scenario. However, the definition of the EoA
given in eq. (2) has been shown to have an operational relevance only in the asymptotic regime, i.e.,
when asymptotically many copies of the same state are available for assisted distillation [I1]. This points
to an apparent mismatch between the operational task and the quantity used to characterize it. In
order to remedy this problem, one should start from the operational task itself, and from it, evaluate an
expression quantifying the amount of entanglement that can be distilled under assistance from a single
sample of an arbitrary bipartite state. This leads to a one-shot EoA, which, by its very construction,
has a direct operational interpretation.

In this paper, we obtain bounds on the one-shot EoA in the scenario mentioned above. As an
intermediate step, we obtain a complete characterization of the one-shot distillable entanglement of an
arbitrary bipartite pure state. This result improves on previous known bounds, derived from the one-shot
hashing bound [23]. Finally, we apply our results to get an alternative proof of the fact [I1] that the
regularized EoA is the optimal rate of environment-assisted entanglement distillation in the asymptotic
scenario.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the necessary notation and definitions.
In Section 3 we evaluate the one-shot distillable entanglement of a pure bipartite state. The one-shot
entanglement of assistance is introduced in Section 4 and evaluated in Section 5. Section 6 deals with the
asymptotic scenario, where some previous results are recovered. Finally, Section 7 concludes the paper
with a summary and an open question.

2 Notation and definitions

2.1 Mathematical preliminaries

Let B(.##) denote the algebra of linear operators acting on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space ¢ and let
&(s) C B(H) denote the subset of positive operators of unit trace (states). Further, let 1 € B(5)
denote the identity operator. Throughout this paper we restrict our considerations to finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces, and we take the logarithm to base 2. For any given pure state |¢), we denote the projector
|¢)(¢| simply as ¢. Moreover, for any state p, we define II, to be the projector onto the support of p.

For a state p € &(5), the von Neumann entropy is defined as S(p) := — Trplog p. Further, for a
state p and a positive operator o such that suppp C suppo, the quantum relative entropy is defined as
S(plle) = Tr plog p — plog o, whereas the relative Rényi entropy of order o € (0,1) is defined as

1

Sa(pllo) = — log[Tr(p"o" ~*)]. (3)



For given orthonormal bases {|i4)}¢ ; and {|ig)}L, in isomorphic Hilbert spaces ##4 ~ 3 of dimension
d, we define the standard maximally entangled state (MES) of rank M < d to be

1 M
Wil = NiT; ; lia) @ |iB). (4)

In order to measure how close two states are, we will use the fidelity, defined as

Flp,0) =T/ Vpov/s = Vvl (5)

and the trace distance
lo— ol == Trlp ol (6)

In what follows, equations () and (B) will sometimes be directly extended to operators other than
normalized states, if required.
The trace distance between two states p and o is related to the fidelity F'(p, o) as follows (see e. g. [19]):

1
1=F(p.o) < 5lp—oly < vV1=F2(p.0), (7)
where we use the notation F2(p,0) = (F(p, o))2

The following lemmas will prove useful.

Lemma 1 ([20]). For any self-adjoint operators A and B, and any positive operator 0 < P < 1,
Te{P(A — B)] < Te(A— B), < |A— B,
where (A — B) 1 denotes the positive part of the difference operator A — B.

Lemma 2 (Gentle measurement lemma [21], 22]). For a state p € &(J) and an operator 0 < A < 1, if
Tr(p A) > 1—4, then
o - VAVA| <2v5.
1

The same holds if p is a subnormalized density operator.

Lemma 3. For any pure state |¢) and any given ¢ > 0, if 0 < P < 1 is an operator such that
Tr(P¢) > 1 — ¢, then
F(VP|g),|9)) = 1 — Ve (8)

Proof. Since, Tr(P¢) > 1 — &, by Lemma [2] we have that
IVPoVP — ol < 2VE.

The lower bound on the trace distance in (7)) then yields

F(VP|),|¢) = F(VP¢VP,§) > 1 - Ve (9)

Lemma 4. For any normalized state p and any 0 < P < 1, if Tr[Pp] > 1 — ¢, then

Flw,p) > 1- 245, (10)

VPpVP
Tr[Pp] *

where w :=



Proof. By Lemma [2] the condition Tr[Pp] > 1 — € implies that H\/]_Dp\/? — pH < 24/e. Let us define
1
W= \/ﬁp\/ﬁ Due to Lemma 11 in [23], we have that

Fp:= V2,

Tr[Pp]+1 1.
2 - - - —
=>1- - €
-T2
>1-—2/e
Let w be the normalized state defined as w := Tr%d))' Since F(w,p) > F(®,p), we obtain the statement

of the lemma. |

In this paper we consider entanglement distillation under LOCC transformations. In this context,
a result by Lo and Popescu [24] on entanglement manipulation of bipartite pure states plays a crucial
role. They proved that any LOCC transformation (AB — A’B’) on a bipartite pure state |¢ap), shared
between two distant parties Alice and Bob, is equivalent to a LOCC transformation with only one-way
classical communication, which can be represented as follows:

AMbap) = > (Ui @ Ex)dap (U ® Ey)', (12)
k

where the operators Uy, are unitary and the operators Ej, satisfy the relation ), E;Ek = 1. Henceforth,
we say that an LOCC transformation is of the Lo-Popescu form if it can be expressed as in (I2).
Consequently, for a map A of the Lo-Popescu form, we have

Alg®op) = ZU;CU,;f ®EkaBE;£,
k
= ]lA/ ® TB’a (13)

where 75/ == )", EkaBE);. .

2.2 Entropies and coherent information

Optimal rates of the entanglement distillation protocols considered in this paper are expressible in terms
of the following entropic quantities:

For any p,o > 0, any 0 < P < 1, and any « € (0,00)\{1}, we define the following entropic function

(introduced in [25])
1
SP(pllo) := - log Tr[VPp*VPo' ). (14)
o —
Notice that, for P = 1, the function defined above reduces to the relative Rényi entropy of order « given
by @).

In this paper, we are in particular interested in the quantity,

S8 (pllo) = lim S (plr) = — log Tr[vPIL,VP o], (15)

where II,, denotes the projector onto the support of p.
Note that
Sy (pllo) = So(pllo) := —log(TrI,0), (16)

which is the relative Rényi entropy of order zero. This quantity acts as a parent quantity for the zero-
coherent information, defined as follows:
il

= i S 1 , 17
PAB) i o(pasllla®op) (17)



the nomenclature arising from its analogy with the ordinary coherent information 1475 (pap), which is
expressible in a similar manner, when the zero-relative Rényi entropy is replaced by the ordinary relative
entropy:

I*7B(pap) = S(ps)— S(pas) (18)
= in S 1 . 19
o (paplla®op) (19)

The above equality follows easily by expanding the last term according to the definition of the quantum

relative entropy and by noticing that the minimum is achieved when op = pp, since log(ls ® op) =

14 ®logop and S(pg|lop) = 0. (For the complete derivation see, for example, Lemma 6 in Ref. [25].)
If U 5 is a purification of the state p4p, then

I'7B(pap) = =17 (pap), (20)

where pag = Trp ¥/ 5.
Note in particular that for a MES of rank M, as defined by (),

I P (W) = 117 P (W) = log M. (21)

Another entropic quantity of relevance in this paper is the min-entropy of a state, which is defined
for any state p as follows [26]:

Smin(p) = —log P‘maX(p)]v (22)

where Apax(p) denotes the maximum eigenvalue of the state p.

For one-shot entanglement distillation protocols it is natural to allow for a finite accuracy, i.e., a
non-zero error (say € > 0), in the extraction of singlets from a given state. In this case the optimal rates
of the protocols are given by “smoothed versions” of the entropic quantities introduced above. In order
to define them we consider the following sets of positive operators for any normalized state p, and any
e >0

b(p;e):={o:0>0, Trlo] =1, F*(p,0) >1—¢€}, (23)

plp;e) ={P:0< P<1, Tr[Pp] >1—¢}. (24)
Further, by restricting the states o in ([23]) to be pure states, we obtain the subset
b.(pie) == {l) : ¢ € b(p;e)}. (25)

It was proved in [27] that for a bipartite pure state |¢p4p), for any € > 0,

{Tralpas]: ¢ap € bu(pan;e)} = b(p%;e), (26)

where pf =Tradap.
The relevant smoothed entropic quantities are then defined as follows:

Definition 1. For any given € > 0 the smoothed min-entropy of a state p is defined as

St in(p) = max Smin(p). (27)

min pEb(pse)
We consider two different smoothed versions of the zero-coherent information, defined as follows:

Definition 2. The state-smoothed zero-coherent information is given by

148 = max min  So(paplla®on), 28
0. (paB) . o(paBlla®op) (28)

and the operator-smoothed zero-coherent information is given by

I =  max min  SF 1y®op). 29
0, (paB) popax Do 0 (papllla®op) (29)



Remark 1. A variant of the operator-smoothing introduced above has been used in [28] 29, B0]. Note,
however, that in this paper we only use the operator-smoothed zero-coherent information as an in-
termediate quantity: the main results are given entirely in terms of the more familiar state-smoothed
quantities.

The following technical lemmas involving the operator-smoothed coherent information are used in
proving some of our main results.

Lemma 5. If for a bipartite state pap and a pure state |pap), for any given & > 0,

F?(pap,vap) > 1—c¢, (30)

then B
1878 (pas) = 1§ (Yap). (31)

Proof. Since the state Yap is pure, F?(pap,tap) = Trlpaptap] = 1 —e. It follows that Yap €
p(pap;e). Using this fact, (29) and (I4]), we obtain

E:B(PAB) > min {— log Tr(v/YapIlpp V/Uap(la ® UB))}

UBEG(.ﬁfB)

> min [~ log Tr(ap(1s @ op)) |
= " Was). (32)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that /1Y apll,, ;¥4 < Yag, since II,,, < lap.

Lemma 6. For any bipartite pure state |pap), any LOCC map A : AB— A'B’, and any e > 0,
I35 B(¢an) = I (M(bap)). (33)
Proof. Since the LOCC map A acts on a pure state, without loss of generality we can assume it to be of
the Lo-Popescu form ([2)). Defining wa:p := A(¢ap), we have, starting from (29),
’Ig‘é_)B/ (A(pap)) = max min {— log Tr [\/ﬁﬂ VP (14 ® O‘B/)} }
’ Pep(wyrgrie) ogr €6(Hg1)

—  min ){—1ogﬁ[ PoIL,,,. v/ Po (11A,®UB,)]}

Wl gt

o €6 (Hg:
< —log Tr [ Poll,,, . v/Po (Ia ® 63/)} (34)
— _logTr [ Poll, ., v/Po A(la ® aB)}

—log Tr [A* ( POHwA,B/\/PO) (1a® oB)} ,
for any state op € &(.#%). In the above, P, is the operator in p(wasp+; €) for which the maximum in the
first line is achieved; G/ is a state in &(J#5) such that 14 ® 65 = A(14 ®op), and A* : A’B’ — AB
denotes the dual map of A, defined, for any operator X and state p, as Tr[X A(p)] = Tr[A*(X)p].

Let us now define Qap := A* (v Polly,,, ., v/ Po). Then, continuing from equation (34]), we obtain

T8 (M(6a8)) < ~1ogTr [Qap (14 @ op)]

- - (35)
< —logTr [ QaB ¢aB \/Qan (1a ®UB)] ;

for any state o, since @AB > @AquAB @AB. Since the above inequality holds for any state op, we
have in particular that

B (80an)) < min {1050 [\/Qun 04 Qs (14w 00)| | (36)



We next prove that Qap € p(pap;2v/€). In fact, since Py € p(warpr;€), by the Gentle Measurement
Lemma,

[A(6a5) ~ VA5V, < 2v5. (37)
We therefore have, by definition of Qap,
Tr [@AB‘MB} = Tr [\/FOHAWAB)\/FO A((bAB)}
Tr [HA(mB) POA(QﬁAB)\/FO}
Tr [Ta (.40 A(D45)]
+Tr [HA(¢AB)( Py AMopap)vV Po— A((bAB))}

1~ |V/PoA(pap)VPo — AMap)|1
1—-2VE, (38)

where the second line follows from the cyclicity of the trace, the first inequality follows from Lemma [I]
and the last inequality follows from (7). This implies that Qap € p(¢dap;2+/€). Hence, we have from

VoWV

(B4)
’IV(J,;_}B/ (A(daB)) < I{jllgn {— log Tr [ Qap baB \/ Quap (14 ® UB)] }
< max min{flogTr [\/F OAB VP (]lA®JB)]} (39)
Pep(pani2yVe) 95
= I&;ﬁ(qﬁAB)a
which completes the proof. |

Lemma 7. For any bipartite pure state |pap) and any e > 0,
7P ($an) = Sain(p), (40)
where pf1 :=Trp ¢pap. Further,
I (daB) < Stn(ph) —log(1 — ), (41)

1
where ¢ = 2e7.

Proof. We first prove (d0). Starting from (28]) we have:

148 i = max min = So(papl|la®c
0. (¢aB) . L 0(paBlla®op)
>  max min  So(Pap|lla®op)
PABEb.(PpaB;e) oBES(HB)
= max min —logTr @ 1a®0
PAaBEb.(dan;e) opES(Hp) { & [SQAB( 4 B)]} (42)
= max —log Amax 4
@ABEb*(de;E){ & B (pB)}
= max Smin(ﬁB)
PEEL(pY3e)
= Sﬁmn(p%)a
where in the fifth line we made use of (26).
Next, we prove {I)). By Lemma[d for any P € p(¢;¢), the normalized pure state |p) := \/‘/T% is

such that F (|o),|¢)) = 1 — 24/, implying that F?2 (|p),|¢)) = 1 — 4/2. Let us define the following set,
for any given bipartite pure state ¢ ap:

A (pap) = {|<PAB> € Ha® A : |pap) = %,p € P(¢AB;5)}- (43)



Obviously, for &' = 2¢1, A (pap) C biu(dap;e’), with the set bi(dpap;e’) being defined by ([25). Then,

E)’L}:B(quB) = max min[—logTY(\/l_D(bAB\/ﬁ(]l@UB))}

Pep(papie) oB
VP¢apVP

Tr[P ¢ aB)

= max min l log Tr(
Pep(papie) oB

(]l X O'B)> — 10gT1" (P¢AB)]

< max min[flo Tr 1®0c }710 1_¢
lpAB)ES($an) OB g Tr(pan( B)) g( )

< max min{—lo Tr 1®co }—10 1—¢),
papydnax g Tr(pan( B)) g( )
= max min{f logTr(ﬁBoB)] —log(1 —¢),

pEb(phie’) OB

= max [—log )\max(ﬁB)] —log(l—¢)
PEEb(phie’)

=S5un(p) — log(1 —¢) (44)
=Sain(ph) —log(1 —¢), (45)

where p% :=Tra ¢pap and pg := Trp ¢ap. In the above, the second inequality follows from the fact that

A (pap) C bu(pap;e’), the third identity follows from the fact that b, (dap;e’) = b(p%; ¢’) as stated in
[@4)), and the last identity holds because ¢ 4p is a pure state. |

3 Distillable entanglement of a single pure state

In order to approach the problem of quantifying the one-shot EoA of an arbitrary bipartite mixed state,
we start from the simple but insightful case in which two distant parties, say Alice and Bob, initially
share a single copy of a pure state |pap). Their aim is to distill entanglement from this shared state (i.e.,
convert the state to a maximally entangled state) using local operations and classical communication
(LOCC) only. For sake of generality, we consider the situation where, for any given & > 0, the final state of
the protocol is e-close to a maximally entangled state, with respect to a suitable distance measure. More
precisely, we require the fidelity (&) between the final state of the protocol and a maximally entangled
state to be > 1 — e.

Definition 3 (e-achievable distillation rates for pure state). For any given ¢ > 0, areal number R > 0 is

said to be an e-achievable rate for one-shot entanglement distillation of a pure state ¢pap := |dan){PaB|
if there exists an integer M > 2% and a maximally entangled state W4! 5, such that
F? (M(¢aB), Vi) >1—¢, (46)

for some LOCC operation A : AB +— A’'B’.

Definition 4 (One-shot pure-state distillable entanglement). For any given £ > 0, the one-shot distil-
labe entanglement, Ep(¢ap;e), of a pure state ¢p4p is the maximum of all e-achievable entanglement
distillation rates for the state ¢pap.

Bounds on the one-shot distillable entanglement of a pure state ¢4p are given by the following
theorem.

Theorem 1. For any bipartite pure state ¢pap and any € € [0, i),

Sein(P%) — A < Enl(dap;e) < San(p%) — log(1 — 2VE), (47)

where pf‘ = Trgoap, ¢ = 2%5§, and 0 < A < 1 is a number included to ensure that the
lower bound in [{7) is the logarithm of an integer number.

IFor the more general case of mixed states, see [23)]



Remark 2. The above theorem shows that, for any given ¢ > 0, the smoothed min-entropy 5S¢ (pﬁ)

min
essentially characterizes the one-shot distillable entanglement of the bipartite pure state |pap). In
particular, for perfect one-shot environment-assisted entanglement distillation, i.e. € = 0, we obtain the
identity
Ep(pap;0) = log|25m(p3) . (48)
Remark 3. Tt is interesting to compare the lower bound of Theorem [[l with the one-shot hashing bound
proved in Lemma 2 of [23] for an arbitrary (possibly mixed) state. For pure states, using Lemma [}, the

latter yields:

€

e 1 2
Ep(pap;e) = Sm/ii(pﬁ) + log <E + Z) — A, (49)

where d = dim J#,. It is evident that the lower bound in Theorem [ is tighter than (@3], in particular
because it does not have any explicit logarithmic dependence on the smoothing parameter €. (For
example, in contrast to (@), the above inequality provides a trivial bound in the case e = 0). From
the technical point of view, this arises as an artifact of random coding arguments used to derive (49)),
whereas, for the case of pure states, we can directly employ Nielsen’s majorization criterion.

The proof of Theorem [Il can be divided into the following two lemmas.

Lemma 8. For any bipartite pure state pap and any € > 0,
Ep(¢an;ie) = Sam(ph) — A, (50)
where A > 0 is the least number such that the left hand side is equal to the logarithm of a positive integer.

Proof. Let us begin by considering the case e = 0. In this case, Nielsen’s majorization theorem [31] implies
that, using LOCC, it is possible to exactly convert any pure state |¢p4p) to a maximally entangled state
of rank equal to L\;J , where Apax denotes the maximum eigenvalue of the reduced density matrix pﬁ.

Using the definition (27)) of the min-entropy we then infer that
ED(¢AB§ 0) > log \‘QSmm(Pﬁ)J . (51)

If we allow a finite accuracy in the conversion, a lower bound to the distillable entanglement can be
given as follows. ~
For any |¢pap) € b.(dap;e), by Nielsen’s theorem, there exists an LOCC map A such that

F? (A (645) ,q/y;f,B,) =1, (52)

where 1ogM = Shin (pi).
On the other hand, due to the monotonicity of fidelity under the action of a completely positive
trace-preserving map,

1—e<1 - < F*(dap,dan)
(A (¢aB) , A(dan)) (53)

(W%B/7A(¢AB)) :

NN

F2
F2

This yields the bound Ep(¢ap;e) = log M, for any |¢pap) € bu(dap;e). In particular, we have that

Ep(¢ap;e) > . max log PSmi“("i)J . (54)
$ap€b.(Pan;e)

Since the two sets {Trg[¢an] : dap € bu(pap)} and b(pﬁ;s) coincide [27], we finally arrive at

Ep(dap;e) > log Psfnm(Pi)J . (55)



Lemma 9. For any bipartite pure state ¢ap and any € € [0, 1),

Ep(¢an;€) < Sqn(ph) —log(1 — 2v5), (56)
for e’ =2ies.
Proof. Let r be the maximum of all achievable rates of entanglement distillation for the pure state ¢ap,
ie. logr = Ep(¢ap;e). This means that there exists an LOCC transformation A that maps |¢ap)
into a state wa'pr = A(¢pap) which is e-close to a maximally entangled state |U7%,5/) of rank r, ie.,
F? (AM(¢ap), ¥y ) > 1 —¢. Then,

Ep(pap;e) =logr

=I5 7P (V)

I (M¢an)) (57)
1 AHB(QbAB)
Sri’un( ) - IOg(l - 2\/5)7

for e/ = 21 58 where the first, second and third inequalities follow from Lemma Bl Lemma [6l and Lemma
@ respectlvely. |

//\ //\

4 One-shot entanglement of assistance

As stated in the introduction, the definition of the EoA arises naturally when considering the task in
which Alice and Bob distill entanglement from an initial mixed bipartite state pap which they share,
when a third party (say Charlie), who holds the purification of the state, assists them, by doing local
operations on his share and communicating classical bits to Alice and Bob.

In order to express these ideas in a mathematically sound form, we start by noticing that any strategy
that Charlie may employ can be described as the measurement of a positive operator-valued measure
(POVM) {PL};, followed by the communication, to both Alice and Bob, of the resulting classical outcome
i. Since the state shared between Alice, Bob, and Charlie is pure, say |¥% ), Charlie’s POVM’s are
in one-to-one correspondence with decompositions of p4p into ensembles {p;, p’yz}i, via the relation
piphp = Tre[W9pe (Lap ® PL)]. The fact that Charlie announces which outcome he got, means that
Alice and Bob can apply a different LOCC map for each value of 1.

An important point to stress now is that, in general, the distillation process is allowed to be approx-
imate. This is needed, in particular, if one later wants to recover, from the one-shot setting, the usual
asymptotic scenario, where errors are required to vanish asymptotically but are finite otherwise. In the
classically-assisted case we are studying here, since the index i is visible to Alice and Bob, they can apply
a different LOCC map A; for each state p’y 5. We can hence choose to evaluate the distillation accuracy
according to a worst-case or an average criterion. Here we choose the average fidelity as a measure of the
“expected” accuracy. This leads us to define the maximum amount of entanglement that can be distilled
in the assisted case, namely, the one-shot entanglement of assistance, as,

Da(paB;e)
‘= max max log M : max F? Z \IIM >1—¢ (58)
" {Pi}; MeN (AL )i pilk pAB AB = ’

where each A? is an LOCC map from AB to A'B’.

As proved in Appendix [A] the maximization over Charlie’s measurement in the above definition
can always be restricted, without loss of generality, to rank-one POVM’s. Since rank-one POVM’s at
Charlie’s side are in one-to-one correspondence with pure state ensemble decompositions of p4p, we can
equivalently write

Da(pas;e)

= max max {1ogM max F? (Zm/\z Pun), \IIA,B/> >1 5}. (59)

(ris¢lypti MEN {Ay gl
YiPidAp=rAB
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In order to quantify D4(pag;e) then, it is sufficient to quantify the maximum expected amount of
entanglement that can be distilled, in average, from any given ensemble of pure bipartite states. This is
the aim of the following section.

5 Distillable entanglement of an ensemble of pure states

Given an ensemble € = {p;, ¢%, 5} of pure states, we define, for any given £ > 0 the one-shot distillable
entanglement of € as

Ep(€;e) := Ilg}ax{logM max F? (sz (Aup), \II%B/> 215}, (60)
AB @

where each A is an LOCC map from AB to A’B’. According with equation (59), the one-shot entan-
glement of assistance F4 of a given mixed state pap is given by

Da(pap;e) = max Ep(¢&;e), (61)

where the maximum is over all possible pure state ensemble decompositions € of p4p.
For any given ensemble € = {p;, ¢4 5} of pure states, we define the quantity

Fauin(€) := min Spmin(p%), (62)

where pf := Trp ¢y 5. This quantity can be intuitively interpreted as a conservative estimate of the
amount of entanglement present in the ensemble €. Further, for any such ensemble, and any given € > 0,
let us define the set

8 (&e) := {Qf = {@%B}i tTr @l p < 1aZPiF(@f437¢f43) z1- 5}7 (63)

and let 8_(€; ) denote the set obtained from 8 (€; €) by restricting the pure states ¢’y 5 to be normalized.

Theorem 2. For any given ensemble € = {p;, ¢z} of pure states, and any € > 0,

Cmax  Fon(€) —A < Ep(€e) < max  Fpi(€), (64)
Ees_ (&) EeSo(Eier)

where &' =¢€/2, " := \/2y/¢, and 0 < A < 1 is a number which is included to ensure that the

lower bound in (64) is the logarithm of an integer number.

As a note, we explicitly remark that Theorem [2] gives the following characterization of the one-shot
entanglement of assistance for € = 0:

D4(pap;0) = mgXFmin(Qf), (65)

where the maximum is over all possible pure state ensemble decompositions € of p4p.
The proof of Theorem ] is divided into the following two lemmas.

Lemma 10 (Direct part). For any pure state ensemble € = {p;, ¢z} and any € > 0,

Ep(€e) > max Fuin(€) — A, (66)
Eec8_(&;e’)

where A is the minimum number in [0,1] such that the right hand side is equal to the logarithm of an
integer number M > 1.

11



Proof. From Theorem [[] we know that, given the pure bipartite state ¢% 5, Alice and Bob can distill
(8t .
log {QS‘“‘“ (p“ )J ebits with zero error. Hence, given the ensemble € = {p;,¢% 5}, Alice and Bob can

(8
distill, without error, at least min; log g Smin <pA )J ebits. For any pure state ensemble &, let us then

. . . Smin (P¢i)
introduce the quantity M (€) := min; |2 A

If a finite accuracy € > 0 is allowed, then it is possible to give a lower bound on the one-shot distillable
entanglement Ep(€;e) as follows. Let us consider the set of ensembles of normalized pure states of the
form € = {p;, P 5z}, such that >, p;F(¢'y 5, p’45) = 1 —e. Then, for any ensemble € in such a set, there
exist LOCC maps A’ : AB — A’B’ such that

<ZP1AZ i M(Q’)) -1, (67)

where \P%g) denotes a maximally entangled state of rank M (€). Equivalently, A*(¢% ;) = \Il%é&) for
all . Then,

I-e< ZPiF (¢ap, Pan)

sz A (¢ap), N (Pap))
(sz (3an): sz (Pap )
=F (pr Sap), Mm) :

where the second line follows from the monotonicity of fidelity under completely positive trace-preserving
(CPTP) maps, the third line follows from the concavity of the fidelity, and the last identity follows
from (67). Hence, we conclude that there exist LOCC maps A’ for which

<pr dan). %5/)) >1-2, (69)
that is, ~
Ep(&;22) > log M(€), (70)

for any € in the set introduced above. By maximizing M (€) over all such ensembles and comparing the
result with the definition in (62]), we obtain the statement of the lemma. |

Lemma 11 (Converse part). For any pure state ensemble € = {p;, ¢'yz} and any e > 0,

Ep(¢&e) < max  Fpn(€), (71)
eS8 (Ee’)

where ' = \/2+/€.

Proof. Let r be a positive integer such that Ep(€&;e) = logr. According to (B0]), this means that there
exist LOCC maps A’ : AB — A’B’ such that

Tr Y pil'(hp) Vap | >1—c. (72)

Since the maps A’ act on pure states, without loss of generality we can assume them to be of the
Lo-Popescu form ([I2)).

12



Further, equation (72)) above, in particular, informs us that

Vg €P <Zpi/\i(¢f43)35> : (73)

This fact in turns implies that

Ep(¢;e) =logr
=1 (W)

= min {—log Tr [, (Lo @ o)} (74)

/N

— 10g Tr [\IJZVB’ (]lA/ & 6’3/)]

o (¥ T i) (1550

N

for any state &p/. To obtain the last inequality, we simply used the fact that ¥", 5, > ", 5, II¥",, 5, for
any 0 < II < 1. We then choose G/ so that

— log Tr [(‘I’Z/B' s pini (e, ) ‘I’Z/B/) (Lar ®5B/)}

= min{—logTr |:(\I]7;4’B’ HZipiAi(d)ixB) \I]Z\’B’) (]lA/ ®0’B/)i|}.

op!

(75)

From ([3), (74)) and (75]) we infer that
Ep(&e) < {7 <Z piAi(¢f43)> . (76)

Let us now introduce an auxiliary system Z and an orthonormal basis for it {|iz)} that keeps track
of the classical outcome i labeling the states in €. Let us denote by 7% the projector |i)(i|z. By further
introducing the states wap == Y., pili(¢Yyp) and warpz == >, pili(¢Yyp) @ T4, so that wap =
TI‘Z WA'B'Z, W€ have

Ep(€e) < Ig'7 P (warpr)

= max  min {f log Tr [\/]_DH
Pep(wyrgrie) opr

VP (14 ® UB/)H

— min {f log Tr { Pl v/ Po (14 ® aB,)} }

opr

Wprgr

< flogTr[ Poll,,,,,/Po (La ®173/)} ,

where the operator Py in the third line is the one achieving the maximum, and Ugs in the fourth line is
any state in &(5/). In particular, since II R1y;>11 we have that

(—UA/B/ wA/B/Z’
Ep(€;e) < — log T [ Poll,,,,, /o (1o ® pB,)}

= —logTr [\/Po @1z(IL,,, ., @1z)VP @1z (14 ® 173/2)] (78)
—logTr [\/PO @10, VP ol 1y @ EB/Z)} :

N

for any state vp/ 2.
Let us then choose vp/z to be the state such that

—log Tr [ Po@igl,,,, VP ol (ly® EB/Z)}

= mln{—logTr[ PO®]IZHwA/B/ZVPO®]lZ (1A’®VB’Z)1|}-

Vplz

(79)
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Moreover, note that (Pp ® 1z) € p(wap z;€), since Py € p(warp;e). In fact, the operator (Py @ 1z)
also belongs to the following set of quantum-classical (g-c) operators:

pqc(WA’B’Z; 5) =

i i i (80)
Papz = Z Php ®7%|0< Pyup <lap, Tr(Papzwapz)>21—¢cp.
Hence, we can write
Ep(¢;e) < max min {— log Tr {\/@HWA,B,Z\/@ (1a® VB’Z)} } (81)
Q€pqc(warprz;€) VB z

Let the Kraus representations of the CPTP maps A; : AB — A’B’ satisfying ([2) be written as
Ai(p) = 22,V ipVJi, so that > V;L- Vi, = 1ap for all i. Using these, we construct a CPTP map
M ABZ — A'B'Z as

M (paBz) Z Z c@ny) pasz (Vi ® 7Tiz)T . (82)

In terms of the map .# so constructed,

i
Defining the quantum-classical (g-c) state capz := ., pi¢’y g ® Ty, we have, continuing from (8T,

Ep(¢;e) < max mm{flogTr [\/_H/ﬂ(GABZ)f llA/®z/B/Z)}}
Q€pac(A(ocaBz)ie) VB 2

= mm{—logTr {\/71'1//[ aABz)\/_ HA’®VB’Z)}} (84)

Vplz

where Qo € pgc( A (0aBz);€) is the g-c operator achieving the maximum in the second line. This implies

that
Ep(&;e) logTr[\/ o z(oan)VQo (Ia ®vpiz } ) (85)

for any state vp:z.
Due to the fact that the maps A; are in the Lo-Popescu form (I2), it follows that the map .#
(obtained from the A;’s) is also in the Lo-Popescu form. The identity (I3]) then implies that

Ep(€;e) < —logTr {fnmawz)f M (14 ®I/Bz>} (86)

for any state Upz. By using the dual map .Z™,
Ep(€e) < —log Tt 4" (VQolLio1ne) V@) (La®7m2)|. (87)

for any state 7pz. By denoting the operator .Z* (\/QOH/,[(UABZ)\/QO) as Q apz, we have, for any state

VBz,
Ep(€e) < —logTr [\/ Qanzlo,p,\Qapz (14 ® Upy ] : (88)
since QABZ > \/QABZHUABZ\/QABZ. Let us also choose gz so that
—log Tr [\/ Qapzllo,p,\/Qapz (1a® I;BZ):|
= 13}31? { log Tr [\/ Qanzllo,s,\/Qanz (1a® VBZ)] } :

(89)
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Using the particular form (82]) of .#, and the facts that capz is a g-c state and Qo € pyc( A (0aBZ);€),
we can prove that the operator Qapz € qu(UABz; 2,/€), using arguments similar to those leading to

@3).

Hence, continuing from equation (8g]), we can write

Ep(€e) < mm{logTr |:\/QABZHO'Agz\/QABZ (1s®vpz) ]}

vBz

/A

max min {f log Tr {\/]_DHUABZ\/IB (1a® I/Bz)} } . (90)
 Pepacloanzi2ve) Vb2

Let &’ := 2y/z. Then, for any P = Y, Pz ®7% in pgc(0apz;€’), let us define |¢% 5) := /Pl gldY5)-
As a consequence of Lemma[B] we have that >, p; F(¢k g, ¢4 ) = 1 — V', so that

Bp(@i€) <, s i ~1o8 T [VPIlsp, VP (La @ vss)] §
= @6821(1‘);(\/5_’) miin Hl}jlgn {f log Tr [pg I/B:| }
= min [~ log Amax(pF)]
= i (), (91)
where we used the fact that )\max(pf;) = )\max(pﬁi) = Smin(pii), since @'y is a pure state. |

6 Asymptotic entanglement of assistance

Consider the situation in which three parties, Alice, Bob and Charlie jointly possess multiple (say n)
copies of a tripartite pure state |U 4p¢). Alice and Bob, considered in isolation, therefore possess n copies
of the state pap := Trc ¥ apc, i.e., they share the state pf’é. We refer to this situation as the “i.i.d.
scenario”, in analogy with the classical case of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random
variables. We define the asymptotic entanglement of assistance of a state pap as

1
DX (pap) = lim lim ~Ea(p3p;e), (92)

e—=>0n—oon

where for any ¢ > 0, DA(pr, ¢) denotes the one-shot entanglement of assistance of the state p% Y
defined in (B8) and quantified in (GI]) and (64).

The notation E(pap) was used in Ref. [I1] to denote the regularized EoA, formally defined as
lim,, 00 %EA(p‘ff%) from ([2)). The aim of this section is to show that the two quantities coincide. This
provides an alternative proof of the operational interpretation of the regularized EoA given in [11].

The main result of this section is the following theorem:

Theorem 3. For any bipartite state pap

oo 1 n .1 n
DX (pap) = lim lim —Da(p}3ie) = lim —Ea(p}}), (93)

e—=>0n—oon n—oo n

where for any state wap,

Ea(wap) = sz (n%) (94)

{pZ \¢A3>}
wWAB=X; pz‘/’AB

denotes its entanglement of assistance, with pf; = Trelp) 5]
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In order to prove this, we first need to introduce a few more definitions. Let o4pz be a quantum-
classical (qc) state, i.e.
UABZ:ZPNZB@QWZZ, (95)
i
for some probabilities p; > 0, >, p; = 1, some normalized states o'y € S(#4 ® H3), and some
orthogonal rank-one projectors 7%, = |i){i|z (that we fix here once and for all). As it has been done
already in (80), along the proof of Lemma [[I] we define the sets

Pac(0apz;e) = {PABZ = zi:PiXB ® Yy (31, []%E; 111,4:,} ; (96)
and
byc(0apz;e) ==
[Pl = Il -1 o

QABZ:ZP’('DAB(@FZ F(w,0) sz (o) =>1—¢

7

The sets defined above are analogous to those introduced in ([23) and (24]), with the difference that the
quantum-classical structure of the argument o5z is here maintained.

For technical reasons that will be apparent in the proofs, we also need to introduce an additional
smoothed zero-coherent information, besides those in [28) and (29), defined as, for any qc state oapz
and any € > 0,

Iﬁ:BZ(UABz) = max min So(a’ABzH]lA(X)VBz). (98)
’ GABz€Ebqc(0ABZiE) vBZz €S (HBRHZ)

We then proceed by proving the following lemma, which is nothing but a convenient reformulation
of Theorem

Lemma 12. For any bipartite state pap and any € > 0,

m§XIA;;2 Z(O—EBZ) — A< Dy(pag;e) < maX[é;fZ(foBz)a (99)

where the mazima are taken over all possible pure state ensembles € = {p;, ¢'y 5} such that pap =
> ipidh . and for a given ensemble € = {p;, ¢4}, 0S5z = ;i Pidys ® Ty In the above, the real
number 0 < A < 1 is included to ensure that the lower bound is equal to the logarithm of a positive
integer.

For the sake of clarity, we divide the proof of the Lemma above into two separate lemmas. The first
is the following:

Lemma 13. For any given ensemble € = {p;, ¢"yz} of pure states, and any € > 0,

Ep(€;e) < Ig5 P (0%52), (100)
where 085, =Y, pidyp @Yy, and Ig‘;\}iz(JEBz) is defined in (29).
Proof. The equation number ([@0) in the proof of Theorem [2 that is,

Ep(€;e) < max min{—logTr [\/]_DHUABZ\/F (]IA®VBz)i|} (101)
Pepgc(oapzi2Ve) VBZ

already proves the statement, since pyc(0apz;2v€) C p(oapz;2v/e). |
Lemma 14. For any given ensemble € = {p;, o'z} of pure states, and any € > 0,
A~
Ep(€e) > 15,573 7 (05 p2)- (102)

where 085, =Y., pidyp @ Ty and 1645723Z(0§BZ) is defined in (93).
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Proof. The statement is a direct consequence of the lower bound in Theorem 2l This can be shown as
follows:

1258268 5,) = max min {—log Tr (Il5,,, (14 ® vBz)|}

o
0,e/2 ABZ
</ GaBz€bgc(0aBz;e/2) VBZ
= max min min {— log Tr [p‘g I/B:| }
(@Y pliTr el p=1 vovB
i piF (@l oYy g)>1—e/2
. @
= max min {f log Amax (pB ) }
3

{PhptiTr oy p=1
S piF (@l 0h )2 1-¢/2
= ~ max min Smin(p% )s (103)
{1 pyiiTr by p=1 i
SipiF (@Y oYy g)=1—-e/2

since )\max(pg) = )\max(pﬁi) = Smin(pii), with pg = Tra(¢") and pﬁi = Trp(p'), because @5
is a pure state. To obtain the identity on the third line, we made use of the fact that Il5;,,, =

> Pup @y
The proof of Theorem [ can be divided into the following two lemmas.

Lemma 15. For any bipartite state pap,

N P
DX (pap) > lim EEA(F@B), (104)

Proof. Let € = {p;, ¢y g} be an ensemble of pure states for pap and &, = {p}', ¢y p } be an ensemble

of pure states for pf’é. First of all, note that the pure states gbfqn B, need not be factorized. For this
ensemble, define the tripartite state

0hny = Y Pt B, @7y € B(AL" @ HF" @ AL, (105)
where " = |i,)(in| € &(HF™), with {|i,)}: being an orthonormal basis of A5
From ([@9) of Lemma [I2 we have, for any given £ > 0,

Da(p3%se) > maxlg‘ P (08 ) — An (106)

with 0 < A,, < 1. We then have:

1
D¥(pap) =lim lim ~Da(p33;e),

e—>0n—oon

1 An
BnZn( €
> lim lim —maxI "> o
T e 0n—ooon @, 0E/2 " ABZ)

| An~BuZn (€ \®
22%71131;0”1113)([0 2o ((0hp2)"")

= mhax {IA_}BZ(U,%BZ)} (107)

The proof of (I07) can be found in Appendix [Bl
From the definition of the state 0§, it follows that for the ensemble & = {p;, ¢, 5},

I4782(6%5,) sz pB (108)

where pB =Traz(0%p,). From [I07) and ([I08) we hence obtain
DX (pan) maXZpZ pB
= EA(PAB)- (109)

The statement of the lemma can then be obtained by the usual blocking argument. |
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Lemma 16. For any bipartite state pap,
. 1
DX (pap) < lim —Ea(p3}p), (110)

Proof. From ([@9) of Lemma [I2 we have, for any given € > 0,

Da(pSh;e )<max]6427—3 Zn (0% ,), (111)

where the maximisation is over all possible pure state decompositions of the satte pf%
From Lemma 14 of [25] we have the following inequality relating the smoothed zero-coherent infor-
mation to the ordinary coherent information:
¢,
R CIY-2))
1-¢"
4(e" log(dyd ;) +1)
+ 1 _ E” 3

Apn—BpZn( €,
IO 2\7_ (JABZ) <

(112)

where & = 2y/g, & = 2V, d = dimAL™ and dl, = dim (5" ® H#5™). Moreover, analogous to
(I08) we have

IAn—>Bn,Z UABZ Zp pd)l ) (113)

Hence,

1

. = ¢
lim = max [Ar7BrZn (58

. R (0aBz)

1
lim — max Zp S(pfi")

n—oo n &,

DX (paB)

/N

lim ~E, (r5%) (114)

n—o00 N

7 Discussion

In this paper we evaluated the one-shot entanglement of assistance for an arbitrary bipartite state pap.
In doing this, we proved a result, which is of interest on its own, namely a characterization of the one-shot
distillable entanglement of a bipartite pure state. This result turned out to be stronger than what one
obtains by simply specializing the one-shot hashing bound, obtained in [23], to pure states.

Further, we showed how our one-shot result yields the operational interpretation of the asymptotic
entanglement of assistance in the asymptotic i.i.d. scenario. In this context, an interesting open question
is to find a one-shot analogue of the result EX(pap) = min{S(pa), S(pp)} proved in [I1].
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A Appendix A: optimality of rank-one measurements in (58]

Suppose in fact that the optimal assisting measurement at Charlie’s is given by the POVM {Pg}; (not
necessarily rank-one). Then the resulting shared state will be Y. p(i)p’y 5 ® 7 ® 7, where p(i)p%y 5 =
Tro [(Lap ® PL) Yape], and @' is the shorthand notation for the projector |i)(i|. In this form, the
systems X and Y, at Alice’s and Bob’s side respectively, are classical registers carrying the information
about the outcome of Charlie’s measurement.

Now, consider the situation where Charlie actually performs the rank-one POVM {|u:){tilc } (i,p,)5
with 7 i) (pile = P}, and communicates the double index outcome (4, y1;) to Alice and Bob. In this

case, the shared state between Alice and Bob can be written as 3, , p(4, i) | 1) (1) |y p @ T @

i, @ il @ i, where

pli i) [ H) ()

It is easy to verify that >, p(i, i) | Y (pUHi)| s g = p(i)pYy 3, SO that, in order to retrieve the optimal
case, Alice and Bob simply have to first perform a partial trace over the registers X’ and Y”, respectively,
and then proceed with the required LOCC transformation. The partial trace can be effectively seen as
a coarse-graining of Charlie’s measurement.

aB =Tre [(Lap @ |ps){pilc) Yanc)-
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B Appendix B: proof of equation (107

Equation (I07) is proved by using Lemma [I7 and Lemma [I8] given below. However, before stating and
proving these lemmas, we need to recall some definitions and notations extensively used in the Quantum
Information Spectrum Approach [32, 33]. A fundamental quantity used in this approach is the quantum
spectral inf-divergence rate, defined as follows [33]:

Definition 5 (Spectral inf-divergence rate). Given a sequence of states p = {p, %, pn € &(H™), and
a sequence of positive operators 6 = {0,}2 ;, with o, € B(H#®"), the quantum spectral inf-divergence
rate is defined in terms of the difference operators A, (y) := p, — 2"70,, as follows:

D(p|6) i=sup {7 : lim inf Tr [{An(7) > 0}An(3)] = 1}, (115)

where the notation {X > 0}, for a self-adjoint operator X, is used to indicate the projector onto the
non-negative eigenspace of X.

Lemma 17. For any given bipartite state pap, let € denote a pure-state ensemble decomposition, and
let €, denote a pure-state ensemble decomposition of the state p%7 . Then, using the notation of (I03),

we have

1 Ap~~»BpnZ ¢ . ~ ¢ 5 ~
_ n nén n >
Jim, lim = max Io 2 (04bz) > maxmin D(64 5714 ® Pp2z), (116)

where 6%, == {(UEBZ)®"}H>1, 1a:={19"}os1, and vpz == {V}, € S(HS" @ AL s

Proof. Let € be the pure state ensemble decomposition of p4p for which the maximum on the r.h.s. of
eq. ([I6) is achieved. Since € is fixed, in the following, we drop the superscript € whenever no confusion
arises, denoting 0% 5, simply as oapz.

From the definition (@8)) it follows that, for any fixed € > 0,

Ap~~>BpZp ( €y
m‘aXIo,aw (caBz)
n
= max max min So(O‘A B, 7, ||]l "®Up 7.)

n aAanZnequ(aABZ,s) ann

> max max min So(04, 5, 7, 13" ® Vg, 2,)
€ G Bz, E0ac((05,)8™E) Y B Zn

> max min So(G4, 5,7, 15" ©@vE 4 ). (117)
% annqun(‘7§Bz»€) Bnzn

For each v} , and any v € R, define the projector

Pl =Pl(vp,z,) ={0ipz — 2" (17" ® v, 4,) > 0} (118)
Since the operator 6%} p , in (I is a qc operator, it is clear that the minimization over VB, 7z, 0 @™
can be restricted to states diagonal in the basis chosen in representing qc operators. Consequently, also
P has the same qc structure.

Next, let us denote by 645z the i.i.d. sequence of states {ofgz}n%. For any sequence gz :=
{vB, 2, In>1, fix § > 0 and choose v = y(Ppz) = D(6apz||[1a ® Ppz) — 8. Then it follows from the
definition (IIF) that, for n large enough,

e [P) 0%7,] 217%, (119)
for any € > 0. Further, define
n " n Plo%n /P
W4 ’YB Zn = WA’,,?B”Z”(VB”Z”) = ¢a (120)

Tr [Plo% ]

which, by Lemma [ is clearly in bqc(05 % ,;€), the qe-ball around the state o7, ,,defined by (@T).
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Then, using the fact that II .~ < P, and Lemma 2 of [34], we have, for any fixed € > 0,

nZn

1
lim — {r.h.s. of (IT7)}
n

n—oo
1
. . s ®
>l i So(wiil, 115" @ v, 2,)
1
—_ ] J— ] J— n ®n n
= tim o min {—log T[N, | (15" @ v,5,)] )
1
. . ®
> Jim o min {—log T [FY(R" @ v, 7,)])
> miny(Vpz)
VBz
= minD(Gapz|la®@ipz) 6
vVBZz
= maxmin D655, ||l ®Ppz) — 0 (121)
¢ DUy
Since this holds for any arbitrary § > 0, it yields the required inequality (IT186]) in the limit € — 0. |

We also use the following lemma from [6], which employs the Generalized Stein’s Lemma [35] and
Lemma 4 of [25]. We include its proof for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 18. For any given bipartite state pAr,

min D(par|la ®6r) = S(par|la® pr), (122)
OR

where par = {pf}é}n>1, pr =Trapar, Or := {U%n € 6(%}{?")}7@1, and 1 4 = {]l%"},@l.
Proof. Consider the family of sets M := {M,,},>1
M, = {74 ®o} €& @A)}, (123)

such that 7%} := (14/da)®". For this family, the Generalized Stein’s Lemma (Proposition IIL1 of [35])
holds.
More precisely, for a given bipartite state pagr, let us define

1 n
S5i(par) = lim =Sy, (p7), (124)
n—oo n
with Sy, (057) = mingn . enm, S(p%%”wZan), and A, (7) = pSp — 2"Mwy g . From the Generalized
Stein’s Lemma [35] it follows that, for v > S5¢(par),
lim min  Tr[{A.(y) =2 0}A,(v7)] =0, (125)

n—00 wanne n
implying that ming , ;em D(par||War) < S5¢(par). On the other hand, for v < S3¢(par),
lim  min Tr[{An(r) > 0}An()] = 1, (126)

n—o00 szLRne
implying that ming , e D(parl|@ar) = Syt(par). Hence

. RigMQ(ﬁAR|\®AR) = S5t(par)-

@a

Finally, by noticing that, due to the definition (I23]) of M,

Dl ol
wﬁlgM_(/)ARHWAR)

_ o . (127)
— winD(panlia® n) +logda,
R
and that, due to Lemma 4 in [25],
Sxt(par) = S(parllla @ pr) +logda, (128)
we obtain the statement of the lemma. |
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From Lemma [I7] and Lemma [I§ we conclude that

1 Ay~ ~
. . n~3BpnZn €y . AC N
lim lim —max I’ (0c3%,) = maxminD(635,(1a @ Vpz)
e—+0n—ocon ¢, ¢ DUpz

= meaxS(of{BZHllA ®0py)

= max| 1P (05 ,)] (129)

where 0§, = Tra 0 5,. Thus (I07) is proved.
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