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This work presents a generalization of the Koashi-Winter relation for a-Renyi entropies. This
result is based on the Renyi's entropy version of quantum Jensen Shannon divergence. By means
of this definition, a classical correlations quantifier Co (par) = Sup M Qo ({%5) is proposed, where

AB

the optimization is taken over the ensembles 5%5 created by the outputs of the local measurement

process. The main result is applied to the capacity of a quantum classical channel over a tripartite
pure state ¥ apg, that is rated above in function of the probability of success to discriminate the
states in the ensemble 5%57 created by the local dephasing over partition F, and the asymptotic
log generalized robustness of partition AB. Some analytical results are calculated for classical

correlations and entanglement of formation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum correlations are intrinsically related to quan-
tum information theory, as resources for quantum infor-
mation protocols ﬂ] The quantification of quantum in-
formation rates is performed by a quantum version of
entropic measures, especially by von Neumann entropy

S(p) = —Tr(plogp), (1)

and its related measures E], although there are gener-
alizations of von Neumann entropy, and its related mea-
sures, by means of Tsallis'entropy |3] and Renyi's entropy

]. The quantum version of Renyi's entropy, in the con-
text of quantum correlations and quantum information,
has been a theme of intense investigation in the last few
years ﬂﬂ@] This is the context in which this work is
inserted.

The main result of this work is the generalization of
the Koashi - Winter relation for Renyi's entropy. This
result is based on the Renyi's entropy version of quan-
tum Jensen Shannon Divergence (QJSD) [§]. By means
of Renyi's QJSD and the distinguishability of quantum
states, a quantifier of classical correlations is introduced:
Cy, for a € (0,1). The properties for C,, to be a quan-
tifier of classical correlations are discussed and proved.
From the main result, Renyi’s entanglement of formation
for pure states is calculated, recovering Ref. ﬂﬂ] The val-
ues of C, for pure states and classical correlated states
are also calculated, recovering the classical Jensen Shan-
non Divergence. As an application of the main result, it
is shown that the entanglement of formation, for o« = 1/2,
is a convex roof of log generalized robustness. This final
result is discussed in the context of channel capacity in
asymptotic limit.

This paper is organized as follow. In Section [[Il some
mathematical concepts about density matrix, the CPTP
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channels over density operators, the Schatten - p norm
for operators, and entropic measure for quantum systems
are introduced. In Section [[TI] the formalism of quantum
correlations: quantumness of correlations and quantum
entanglement is presented. The main results are pre-
sented in Section[[V] In Section [V] the results are applied
for a = 1/2 Renyi’s entropy, a relation between C,,, the
distinguishability of the states in the ensemble created by
local measurement and the log robustness is obtained.

II. FORMALISM AND NOTATION
A. Density Operator

This work deals with finite dimensional Hilbert spaces.
A given Hilbert space Hy = CV is defined as a com-
plex vector space. For a given Hilbert space there exists
a dual space H}y, that maps H to the complex num-
bers. For finite dimensional Hilbert spaces these two
spaces are isomorphic, so Hi = CN. The space of lin-
ear transformations acting on a Hilbert space is denoted
as L(CN,CM). A given linear transformation A belongs
to the space L(CYN,CM), if A: CN — CM. If A is an
operator, its space is denote as £(CY). The set of lin-
ear transformations on the Hilbert space £(CN,CM) is
also a Hilbert space, therefore it is equipped with inner
product. For two operators M, N € L(C¥), the inner
product is defined as the Hermitian form:

(M,N) = Tr(MTN). (2)

As Tr(MTN) is a finite number, the vector space L is
often called the space of bound operators. Restricting the
matrices in the positive cone of this space to be trace=1,
it defines the set of density matrices [1§]. This set of
operators is a vector space denoted as D(CY).

Definition 1. A linear positive operator p € D(CVN) is
a density matriz, and represents the state of a quantum
system, if it satisfies the following properties:
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e Posilive semi-definite: p > 0;
e Trace one: Tr(p) = 1.

A linear transformation ® : £(CY) — £(CM) repre-
sents a physical process if it is completely positive and
preserves the trace. In other words, the transformation
P satisfies:

e Completely Positive: Consider a composed sys-
tem described by o4 € D(C4 @ Cp)

HA®(I>B(O'AB)ZO. (3)

e Trace preserving: For a given density matrix p €
D(CYN)

Satisfying these properties the transformations map a
density matrix into another density matrix, named a
Completely Positive and Trace Preserving (CPTP) chan-
nel. The set of CPTP channels is denoted as P(CY,CM).

Isometric transformations are linear transformations
V :CN — CM satisfying:

ViV =1y, (4)

U(CN,CM) is the set of isometric operations. Isometries
that map the space CV on itself are named unitary op-
erators. The set of unitary operations on CV is denoted
as U € U(CYN). A unitary operator U € U(CV), satisfies
U'U = UU' = Iy. An isometric transformation pre-
serves the inner product, and consequently the spectra
of the operators.

An important CPTP channel for this work is the local
measurement map My € P(Ca,Cx). Where dim(Cy) =
|A] and dim(Cx) = |X|. For projective measurements,
the measurement map is simply the dephasing operation
in the measured orthonormal basis. Thus, considering a
bipartite state pap € D(C4 ® Cp) and a local projective
measurement, over A, the post-measurement state is:

MA®]IB(/)AB) :sz|am><ar|®pfa (5)

Al . :
where {|a;) ll | is an orthonormal basis, and pepB =

Tra(|az)(a.| @ Igpap). The state pZ is an output of the
measurement process with probability p,. For general
measurement processes described by positive-operator
valued measure (POVM), by Naimark's dilation theo-
rem the approach is the same as for projective measure-
ments, the only difference is in the cardinality of the ran-
dom variable X = {pm}gﬂl, that in this case, is equal
to the number of POVM elements @] The local mea-

surement outputs create an ensemble of quantum states
X
&Xfy = {pa, 21

B. Schatten-p norm

The Schatten-p norm for operators is analogous to the
[, norm for vectors.

Definition 2. Given a linear operator A € L(CN,CM),
the Schatten-p norm is defined as:

1All, = { Tr(AAT)P/2]} P, (6)
where p = [1,00).

The Schatten-p norm can be written as the /,, norm of
the spectral decomposition of the matrix A:

1/p
1Allp = {Z |)‘(A)k|p]} , (7)
k

where {A(A)y }r are the eigenvalues of A. As the Schatten
norm only depends on the eigenvalues of the matrix, it
is invariant under action of isometries.

C. Quantum Entropies

Considering a random variable X = {p,}, where p, >
0 and ) p, = 1, its a - Renyi's entropy is defined as

)

Ha(X) = 11—«

1 o
log y _ps. (8)
For @ — 1 it is the Shannon entropy of X:

H\(X) == p.logp,.
The quantum version of the Renyi's entropy is defined as
2d1;

Definition 3 (Quantum « entropy). Given a quantum
state p € D(CN), its a entropy is

Sa(p) = log [|plla; 9)

1-a
where ||plla is the Schatten norm, then ||p||% = Tr(p®).

For quantum Renyi's entropy, the following proposi-
tion is introduced.

Proposition 4. Renyi's entropy is a concave function

for a. € (0,1):

Sal(3pkor) > 3 kSalor) (10)
k k

The proof of this proposition was performed in Ref. ],
and a modern discussion about this issue can be found on



ﬂa] For @« — 1 the « - entropy is equal the von Neumann
entropy [20]:

lim Sa(p) = S(p) = =Tr (plogp) . (11)

For composed systems, the total amount of correlations

in a bipartite state pap € D(C4 ® Cp) can be quantified
by means of mutual information:

I(A: B)PAB :S(pA)+S(pB) _S(pAB)7 (12)

where pg = Trg(pap), the same for pp. Mutual informa-
tion is zero if the state is a product state pap = pa @ pp.
For classical quantum states pax = Y., pzpia ® |2)(z],
where X = {p,} is a classical register, the mutual infor-
mation is:

I(A: X)pax = S(pa) — prs(p?) (13)

This function quantifies the distinguishability of states in
the ensemble €4 = {p,,p2}, and is also named Jensen
Shannon divergence |22], represented in this work as

Q(€a) = S(pa) = > _ paS(p3). (14)

For an ensemble of quantum state composed of two
states, it is defined as the symmetric and smoothed ver-
sion of Shannon relative entropy @, ] It is related to
the Bures distance and induces a metric for pure quantum
states, related to the Fisher-Rao metric M] Holevo's
Theorem states that quantity is the capacity of a given
channel to transmit classical information [25, ]

IIT. QUANTUM CORRELATIONS

This section presents some definitions and discussions
about quantum correlations. First the class of classi-
cal correlated state and the definition of a quantifier of
classical correlations are presented. Next the concept of
quantum entanglement is discussed. Finally the Koashi -
Winter relation is introduced, which interplays classical
correlations and quantum entanglement.

A. Quantumness of Correlations

A composed state pap € D(Ca ® Cp) is said to be
classically correlated if a local projective measurement
T4 ® Ip, that commutes with the state, exists [27-13(]

[pAB,HA ®HB]:O (15)

The class of states that satisfies this equation is composed
of states in the following form:

|Al 1B

PAB = Z ZPi,jH? ® 117, (16)

i=1 j=1

where Zlill Z‘;i'lpi,j =1, p; > 0and IIy ®1p €
{II* ® 1%}, ;. The amount of classical correlations in
a quantum state is measured by the capacity to extract
information locally ﬂ&_ﬂ] As the measurement process is
a classical statistical inference, classical correlations can
be quantified by the amount of correlations remaining in

the system after a local measurement m]

Definition 5 (Classical Correlations). For a bipartite
density matriz pap € D(Ca®Cpg), classical correlations
between A and B can be quantified by the amount of cor-
relations extracted by means of local measurements:

J(A: B)pan = max I(A: X)ig(pan), (17
where the optimization is taken over the set of local mea-
surement maps 1@ B € P(Cap,Cax) and 1@ B(pap) =
> Pepi @ |by){bs| is a quantum-classical state in the
space D(C4 @ Cx).

As the mutual information quantifies the total amount
of correlations in the state, it is possible to define a quan-
tifier of quantum correlations as the difference between
the total correlations in the system, quantified by mutual
information, and the classical correlations, measured by
Eq.([I@). This measure of quantumness of correlations is
named quantum discord @, @]

D(A:B)PAB :I(A:B)PAB_J(A:B)PAB7 (18)
where I(A : B),,, is the von Neumann mutual infor-
mation. The quantum discord quantifies the amount of
information, that cannot be accessed via local measure-
ments ﬂﬂ], therefore it measures the quantumness of cor-
relations between A and B that cannot be recovered via
a classical statistical inference process.

B. Entanglement

A pure state 1) ,5 € C4 ® Cp is uncorrelated if it
can be written as a tensor product of pure states of each
partition:

) ap = la) @ [b), (19)

where |z) € Cx, for x = {a,b}. By the definition of
classical correlations in Eq.(I6), a convex combination of
product states can be quantum correlated. Therefore,
taking convex combinations of non orthogonal states re-
sults in the notion of separable state HE]

Definition 6 (Separable states). Considering a com-
posed system described by the state

o € D(Ca ®Cp), it is a separable state if and only if it
can be written as:

oap = Y pij i) (Wil s ©16:) (il 5, (20)

g

where [1);) 4 € Ca and |¢;) 5 € Cp.



Note that the states {|1);) 4 }: and {|$;) 5 }; are, in gen-
eral, not orthogonal states. If these sets are composed of
orthogonal states, the state in Eq.(20) is classically corre-

lated. Quantum entanglement is defined as the negation
of Definition [ [33):

Definition 7 (Entanglement). A composed state pap €
D(C4 @ Cp) is entangled if it is not separable.

The amount of quantum entanglement of a bipartite
system pap € D(C4 ® Cp) can be quantified by the en-
tanglement of formation. The entanglement of formation
is interpreted as the minimum amount of entangled pure
states required to build p4p, by means of a convex com-
bination [34].

Definition 8 (Entanglement of Formation). Consider-
ing a quantum state p € D(C4 ® Cpg), the entanglement
of formation is defined as the convex roof:

Ey(p) = ingpiE(|¢i>)a (21)

where the minimization is performed over all ensem-

bles & = {pi, [Pi) (Yl }}Ly, such that p = 32, i [¢i) (Wl
>, pi=1and p; > 0.

The function E(|1);)) = S(pa) is named entropy of en-
tanglement @, |, and is the usual quantifier of entan-
glement for pure states. For pure states, entanglement of
formation is equal to the classical correlations and quan-
tum discord [37]:

Ef(wAB) = ‘](A : B)ﬂJAB = D(A : B)TZJAB - S(pA)v

where [1) (1] 45 € D(C4 ® Cp) is a pure state and py =
TI‘B (1/))

As in this work the interest is in Renyi's entropies, the
o - Entanglement of Formation (EoF) is introduced [17]:

Definition 9. « - entanglement of formation of a bipar-
tite state pap € D(Ca @ Cp) is defined as:

Bfpap)= b > piSa(Tra(vi(ilas) (22)

in
{pi,l¥i)

for pap = Zipz' |1/’i><1/’i|AB'

Sa(Trp(|1s) (i) 4 5) is the a - entropy of entanglement,
which is an entanglement monotone for a € (0,1) [38,[39].
The Schur concavity of a - entropy for a € (0,1) guar-
antees that a - entanglement of formation is a monotone
function under the action of local operations and classical
communication (LOCC) [17].

C. Koashi - Winter relation

Given a bipartite system pap € D(C4 ® Cp), and its
purification |¢) y5r € Ca ® Cp ® Cg. The dimension
of the global space is: dim(Capg) = dim(A) - dim(B) -

rank(pap). The purification creates quantum correla-
tions between the system AB and the purification system
E unless the state is already pure. The balance between
the correlations of a tripartite purification is settled by
the Koashi-Winter relation [40].

Theorem 10 (Koashi-Winter relation). Considering
pape € D(Ch4 ® Cp ® Cg) a pure state then:

J(A: E)PAE = S(pA) - Ef(pAB)u (23)

where px = Try[pyx].

The Koashi-Winter equation quantifies the amount of
entanglement among A and B, considering that the for-
mer is classically correlated with another system E. This
property is interesting as it is related with the monogamy
of entanglement ﬂA_JJ] An analogous expression of the
Koashi - Winter relation has been obtained for quantum
discord and entanglement of formation M] From this
new relation, the irreversibility of the entanglement dis-
tillation protocol and quantum discord are interplayed
m] This result can be applied for the state merging
protocol @, ] In addition to the above relation, some
upper and lower bounds between quantum discord and
entanglement of formation have been calculated via the
Koashi-Winter relation and entropic properties M]
By means of Eq.([23) quantum discord and entanglement
of formation were calculated analytically for systems with
rank-2 and dimension 2 ® n ﬂﬂ, @, @T

In this work a generalization of the Koashi - Winter
relation is calculated for a class of Renyi's entropies for
the parameter « € (0,1).

IV. RESULTS

First the a Quantum Jensen Shannon divergence
(QJSD) is introduced [51].

Definition 11 (o - Quantum Jensen Shannon diver-
gence). Given a quantum ensemble & = {py, pr} M, for
pr € D(CN) the Renyi's quantum Jensen Shannon di-
vergence, for a € (0,1) is defined as:

Qa(€) = Sa(Dd_pror) =D _prSalpr),  (24)
k k

where
1

—

SalX) = = log | X[

and ||-||,, is the Schatten norm
X115 = Tr(X*),
for any matriz X € L(CV).

A corollary of the concavity of the Renyi's entropy is
the positivity of the a - QJSD function:

Qa(§) =0, (25)



for aw € (0,1). The o - QJSD is zero if the ensemble has
cardinality equal to one (M = 1), and maximum if the
states in the ensemble are pure and lineally independent.
The « - QJSD is a generalization of the QJSD B], and
quantifies the distinguishability between the states in the
ensemble.

As aforementioned, local measurements create a quan-
tum ensemble in the non measured partition, composed
by the output states. Given this property the function is
defined:

Definition 12. For a bipartite state pap, one can define
the function

Colpag) = sup Qal(EXH),

€an

where 5%‘3‘3 = {pz,pf} forpzpf = Trg(Ia®@M,pap) and
{My} are elements of a POVM.

As discussed Q,(£'5) quantifies the d1st1ngulshab11—
ity between the states in the ensemble { Ap» therefore
Cu(pap) measures the distinguishability between the
states in the ensemble created by the measurement Mp
such that the states are the most distinguishable. For
von Neumann entropy this quantity quantifies classical
correlations of the state pap.

The relation of Cy,(pap) with quantum correlations in
pap is stated in the main result of this work, presented
below.

Theorem 13. Considering a pure tripartite state
Yape = papr € D(CA®CpRCg), the following equality
holds:

Ca(pag) = Sup QalENiF

gAE

) = Sa(pa) — Ef(pan) (26)

Proof. There exists a set of orthogonal states {|l) E‘l

such that the states ¥ opp can be written as:

|¢>ABE = Zpl |¢l>AB |Z>E
l

thus the reduced density matrix Trg(Yapgr) = pap =
> 0i|dr)(#i|. Performing a measurement on subsystem
E, such that the POVM elements of the measurement are
rank-1 operators { MY = |u,)(usz|}, where > ME =
and Mf > 0, the post-measurement state is:

paBE = lap ® ME(paBE) (27)
= ZTYE (Lap @ |pe) (| g pABE) ® |ex)(ex| g

) (28)

= e V) (Wul ap @ lea)(eal g, (29)

where ¢, |7/}z><7/}z|AB =Trg (Iap ® |.Uz><,uz|E PABE)- As
pap = Tr(papr) = Tr(papg’), it is clear that there

exists a POVM such that:
4z = Px
|1/)m>AB = |¢m>AB
In subsystem AE’ the post-measurement state is:
pae =Trp (paBe’) (30)
= Z%TYB |1/)m><7/}z|AB & |er><€z|E/) (31)

= Z qmpz

where Trg(|12) (W] 4 p) = p2. The state papr represents

the ensemble of quantum state & %g = {qu, p}} prepared
according to the random variable X = {g;},. In this
way calculating a-QJSD for the ensemble & %5

Qal %E) = ZQI (Trp( |7/}z><7/}z|AB) (33)

The quantum ensemble 5%5 is created by means of a
measurement Mg on the subsystem F, implying that it
is possible to find a measurement such that the created
ensemble maximizes the a-QJSD:

S}le Qa( ) = lnf Z qm

EuZ

However the ensemble is created by means of a measure-
ment performed on F, thus one can rewrite the last term
of the equation as

1nf Z QS

:{W;Bf(mzszqmsa(m(mmmw), (35)

® |ex) er|E/ (32)

o(Trp( |7/}z><7/}z|AB)

TrB |1/)m><7/}z|AB) (34)

As the state in AB, on average, does not change by the
measurement on F, one can identify the right hand side of
the equation as the a-Renyi Entanglement of Formation:

E? = inf 250 (Tr ) (Vg ,
f (pam) {qm'wz)(wx‘}xgq (Trp(|ve) (Yl ap)

for pap = Zw qx |"/’w><¢w|AB -

From Eq.(20) it is possible to recover and generalize
that, for pure states the entanglement of formation is
equal to the von Neumann entropy of the reduced density
matrix [17].

Theorem 14 (Pure States). Consider pap a pure state,
the a - QJSD of the ensemble 5%’3 is zero, therefore:

Sa(pA)' (36)

Proof. The state pap can be written in the Schmidt de-
composition:

Ef(pas) =

[Yap) =Y el |bi). (37)

l



The purification of a pure state is just coupling another
pure ancilla to it:

paBE = [YaB)(Yas| ® 10)(0] . (38)
Performing a measurement Mg with POVM elements

{MF}, on system E, the post-measurement states on
subsystem A are:

P = p—TFE (In ® M pag)

Zq (0] M [0} [ar) (al ,

l

taking the partial trace over B on Eq.([37) one realizes
that:

1
Py = o (0] Mz [0) pa = pa,

for every measurement map performed on E. Therefore
the ensemble created by the local measurement is com-
posed of only one single state 5%}5 = {1, pa}, implying
that Renyi's QJSD of the ensemble is zero. O

The Renyi's entropy generalization of the Koashi -
Winter relation state that there is an interplay between
the most distinguishable states of the ensemble created
by the local measurement on the bipartite system, and
the a EoF of the unmeasured system and the purifica-
tion ancillary system. The standard KW relation re-
lates classical correlations and the entanglement of for-
mation of the unmeasured state and the purification
ancillary system Note that the function Cy(pag) =
SUP M Q. (§ i) can be a quantifier of classical corre-

lations. As discussed by Henderson and Vedral @ the
standard measure of classical correlations quantifies the
amount of information accessed via local measurements
on a bipartite system, that is equal to the distinguisha-
bility of the states of the ensemble created by the local
measurement, quantified by the QJSD. In this way, the
properties that C,, must satisfies to be a measure of clas-
sical correlations are now discussed, and some analytical
results are obtained from this discussion.

It is possible to rewrite Eq.(28) changing the order of
the labels B — E:

Calpan) = Salpa) — B (pap). (39)

Then now the properties of the function C,(pap) are
presented, for a given density operator pap € D(C4s ®
Cp), and state that it can be a quantifier of classical
correlations of a € (0,1).

For a function of information to quantify correlations
between quantum systems it must satisfy some important
properties [52].

1. Co(pap) =0 if and only if pap is a product state;

2. Co(pap) = Co(Ua @ UppapUl @ U}), for Ux €
U(Cx) a unitary operation.

3. Colpap) = Co(Pa @ Pp(pap)), for &x a CPTP

map.

The proof that C,(pap) satisfies these properties is per-
formed in the sequence by the following theorems.

Theorem 15 (Property[ll). Consider a state pap and its
post local measurement state pap =Y, p2pa®|z)(z| g,

for the ensemble 5%5 = {ps, p2} the Renyi QJSD, maz-
imized over all ensembles created by the local measure-
ment, is zero if and only if pap is a product state.

Proof. Given pap = pa ® pp its purified state will also
be a product state:

1) ax ® |©) R
(Zmaz X ) (zmk ol )

for pPA = Zl a |al><al| and PB — Zk bk |bk><bk| As
shown in Proposition [I4] « - entanglement of formation
for pure state is equal to the Renyi's entropy of the re-
duced density matrix:

EF(19) ap) = Salpa),

therefore the a-QJSD is zero. On the other hand, the
ensemble & %‘3 is created by means of a local measurement
M over B on the product state pap = pa ® pp:

|1/}>ABER

(40)

paB = pa @ M(pp).

For every measurement performed over the subsystem B
the state in A remains undisturbed:

pA® M(pp) = pa @ pp.

Therefore the ensemble created in A by means of this
measurement over B has just one element & %_5 ={1,pa},
which implies:

Qa(€XE) =0. (41)
O

Theorem 16 (Property2)). C,(pap) is invariant under
local unitary operations.

Proof. As Schatten-p norm is invariant under unitary op-
erations, then a- QJSD is invariant under unitary oper-
ations:

QUEUN . =

<Zpkpk> U = piSa(UplY)
k
= Q(é)ﬂcv

where U € U(Cr) is a unitary operation. As it is holds
for every ensemble & = {py, pi } 1L ,. O



Theorem 17 (Property Bl). For a bipartite state pag,
the function

Ca (pAB) 2 Ca (ﬁAB) )

for a € (0,1), where pap = P4 @ Pp(pap), and Px €
P(Cx).

Proof. This comes from the fact that o - EoF is an en-
tanglement monotone, and decreases under LOCC, for
€ (0,1). O

An interesting analytical result obtained from Eq.(26)
is that Cy(pap) is equal to the entropy of entanglement
for pap a pure state.

Theorem 18 (Classical correlations of a pure state).

For pap € D(Ca ® Cg) a pure state pap = [9)(6] 5, it
holds

Co(paB) = S(PA)a (42)
)

Ylap)-

Proof. As pap = |¥)(¢| 45 is a pure state, its purification
|6) app = [¥) 45 ®|0) 5 is a product state in the space
Cap ® Cg, then E?(pAE) = 0, proving the statement.

(I

where pa = Trp(|y

For quantum states without quantum correlations it
is expected that the amount of classical correlations is
equal to a standard classical entropy. This is obtained in
the next theorem.

Theorem 19 (Classically Correlated State).

ing pap a classical correlated state:

paB =Y Paylaz)(az| @ |by)(by|

z,Y

Consider-

where {|am>} 1 and {|b, )}‘ _, are orthonormal basis in
C4 and Cp respectively, then

Ca(PAB) = Ha(Xa Y)

for X ={p. =

Proof. Taking the local measurement over partition B,
there exists a measurement operation M p that enables
the classically correlated state invariant

— Ha(X]Y),

2y pmj}w 1, and analogous for'Y .

4 ® Mp(pap) = paB-

The post-measurement ensemble of states is:

15|
= {pyazp(wly) Iam><am|} :

x y=1

where p(x|y) = ps.y/py. Calculating o - QJSD of 5%33:

Qu(E4) = Zpyp(xly) |az)(ax|)— (43)

—Zpy Zp zly) laa)(aal),  (44)

as:
Zpyp 2ly) Jaa)(aa]) = Ha(X,Y)  (45)
Zp 2ly) aa) (ao]) = Ha(X|Y),  (46)
proving the proposition. O

Remark 20. This definition for classical conditional en-
tropy

Ho(X[Y) =

— Zpy log Zp zly)

does not satisfy the monotonicity under stochastic oper-

ations for every oo € (0,1)U (0, 00) [4,d]. An interesting

discussion about this issue can be found in Ref. [@] al-

though it is mot known if this is not monotone for every
€ (0,1).

V. KW - RELATION FOR LOG ROBUSTNESS

As an application of the results of this paper, an inter-
esting measure of entanglement is the well known gener-
alized robustness, which quantifies the amount of mixture
with another state needed to destroy the entanglement
of the system ﬂﬂ, @] Formally this is defined as:

Definition 21 (Generalized robustness). Consider an
n-partite state p € D(Cy, @ --- @ Cya,), generalized ro-
bustness of p is defined as:

. P+ Sps
R = :dps st S , (47
c(p) {gg&s ps s s © ep} (47)
where Sep is the set of separable states in D(Cy, @ -+ ®
(CAn)'

The parameter s is zero for separable states and finite
for entangled states [54].
Another entanglement quantifier related to the gener-

alized robustness of entanglement is the log - generalized
robustness (LGR) defined as [56]:

LRg(p) =logy(1 + Ra(p)), (48)
where Rg(p) is the generalized robustness of p. LGR
is an entanglement monotone, sub-additive, non increas-
ing under trace preserving separable operations, and an
upper bound for the distillable entanglement [56]. Tt
was also studied in the context of the resources theory
of quantum entanglement

As an application of the main results in Eq.(24), it is
possible to obtain that for & = 1/2, Renyi's entanglement
entropy of a pure state is equal to the LGR for the pure
state.



Lemma 22. Considering a pure state |¢) ,5 € C4®Cp,
the « = 1/2 - entanglement entropy is equal to the log -
robustness:

S1/2(pa) = LRy(YaB),
where pa = Trp(Yap) and Yap = |) (Y] 45-

Proof. Considering the pure state in its Schmidt decom-
position [¥) , 5 = >, \/Hi |as) |b;), then its reduced den-
sity matrix is pa = >, pti |ai)(ai|. The o = 1/2 entropy
is simply:

S1/2(pa) = 210g Tr(v/pa) = 2108 v/i).

As bipartite pure state the generalized robustness is @]

o(Yap) = (Z m>2

then by definition of LGR:

S1/2(pa) = LRy(Yap).

O

As a direct corollary, it is possible to calculate that
the ao = 1/2 - entanglement of formation is a convex roof
version of the LGR: for a bipartite state pap € D(C4 ®
Cp)

B (pap) = i > il Ry(), (49)

where pap = ), pi [Vi)(Vil o -
Before introducing the main theorem of this section,
some useful lemmas are proved.

Lemma 23. Given an ensemble of quantum states 4 =

{pw,pf}‘;ill, for p2 € D(C4) and |X| the cardinality of
classical distribution X = {p,}. The probability of suc-
cess in distinguishing the states in the ensemble is defined

as:

Py (X]A) = sup Z Tr( mpw)

{E2} "5
where {E, } 1 is a set of POVM elements It is rated
by the a = 1/2 entropy of pa =Y., Pzpi a
S12(pa) > —log Peyc(X|A). (50)

Proof. As « entropy monotonically increases for a €
(0,1) U (1,2] [60], then:

S172(pa) > S1/2(pax),

where pax = 3, pepi®|z) (x| . As discussed in Ref.[53]
Sy /218 named Sj,qz, or max entropy. Therefore:

S1/2(pa) = Smax(pax) (51)
= —log Psuc(X|A). (53)

Where Spin(X]A) = max, {”021/2 ® Hprd21/2 ® ]I||2}

[61]). Eq.(52) is Lemma 3.1.5 of Ref.[62] and Eq.([3) is
Theorem.1 of Ref.[61]. O

Lemma 24. Consider pap € D(Ca ® Cg), the reqular-
1zed Ei’?z(pAB) and LR°(pag) defined respectively as:

E1/2 ®n
Ej5(pap) = lim M?

n—oo n

Xn
LRF (pap) = lim ——A8,
the following equality holds:

EYja(paB) = LR (paB). (54)

Proof. Consider the relative entropy of entanglement:

Er(p) = min S(p||o),

oESep

where S(p||lo) = —Tr(ologp) — ( ) is the relative en-
tropy. For pure states Er(v) S where pa s
the reduced density matrix of 1/) As demon—
strated by Brandao and Plenio @ LR°° (paB) =
Er(paB) = Ec(pap), where E¢ is the entanglement
cost. It implies that for pure states:

LR (Yap) = Er(Y¥aB)

which implies that E%°(pap) = Ef72(pAB). As proved in

Ref.@]: EX(pap) = Ec(pAB)', where E7° is the regu-
larized entanglement of formation. Therefore the state-
ment comes from:

LR (paB)

= S(pa),

= Ec(pap) = EF°(paB) = E7j5(paB).

O

As aforementioned, the function Q. (€4%), in anal-
ogy with QJSD, quantifies the distinguishability of the
states in the ensemble. If the ensemble is generated by
means of local measurements, its optimization over all lo-
cal measurements quantifies classical correlations in the
state pag. This concept is related to the channel capac-
ity of a quantum - classical channel, where the capacity
is rated by the HSW quantity [26, [64], that is the QJSD
of the ensemble created by the quantum classical chan-
nel ﬂ@] The following result provides a relation between
the capacity of a quantum classical channel, a dephas-
ing channel acting locally in a composed system, and the
probability of success in discriminating the states in the
output ensemble, depending on the entanglement with
the purification ancillary system. It is considered that
pure state Y app is shared, and information, encoding
on F, is sent from A to B by a quantum classical chan-
nel. This ensemble is created by means of the optimal
local measurement over F, considering that there may be
many copies of the state.



Theorem 25. Consider a pure state papr € D(Ca ®
Cp ® Cg), performing the optimal measurement over E

such that Cf72(pAE) = sup g Qa(ENE) and ez =

{pz, p2} is the ensemble in A created by the local mea-
surement. Ci’;’z(pAE) is rated below as:

Crja(par) 2 —log Pauc(X[A) — LR (paB),  (55)

where Pg,.(X|A) is the probability of success in discrim-

inating the states in the ensemble Si\‘%, and LR (paB)
is asymptotic log generalized robustness .

Proof. Given a regularized version of Eq.(20]) for o = 1/2

Crla(pap) = Sij2(pa) — Ev)s(pas),

where f*(p) = lim, 00 f(’fn). Substituting Eq.(53),
Eq.([B4) and by linearity of the trace in definition of prob-
ability of success in Eq.(E0), it proves the statement. [

Eq.(B3) relates the character of a quantifier of distin-
guishability of 'y /5 with its correlation quantifier, relat-
ing it with the probabilit%f/[of success in discriminating the
states in the ensemble &, £ with quantum entanglement
quantified by regularized LGR.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work a generalization of Koashi - Winter rela-
tion is presented by means of the Renyi's entropic ver-
sion of quantum Jensen Shannon divergence. From this
generalization, some analytical results for quantifiers of
classical and quantum correlations are presented. A «
Renyi's quantifier of classical correlations for a € (0,1)
is also introduced. As an application of the main result,
a lower bound for C77,(pag) is obtained, related to the
discrimination of the states in the ensemble, created by

the local measurement, and the asymptotic log robust-
ness of entanglement. This result expresses the character
of the quantifier of distinguishability of the states in the
ensemble composed of the measurement output states, in
contrast with its character as a correlation quantifier.

As a natural extension of these results one can de-
fine the Jensen Shannon divergence from the Sandwiched
Renyi's relative entropy [7]

QJSDy = Do(pax|lpa ® px),

where

Da(pllo) =

1 loa  1-a\@
log{Tr [(U 2o po 2o ) ]},
a—1

if supp(p) C supp(o), otherwise it is not finite. This
is known to be monotone decreasing HE] From this
definition of QJSD one can study its relation with «
entanglement of formation defined in Ref.ﬂﬁ, ], that
is obtained from Sandwiched Renyi's - relative entropy.
Another interesting quantifier of correlations in this con-
text is quantum discord, defined and explored in Ref.[13],
obtained starting from the generalization of the Renyi's
conditional information ] Some application in quan-
tum information protocols remain to be explored E], and
related to the generalization of Koashi - Winter relations.
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