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Superactivation

Fernando G.S.L. Brandao and Jonathan Oppenheim

Abstract—TIs there a meaningful quantum counterpart to public
communication? We argue that the symmetric-side channel —
which distributes quantum information symmetrically between
the receiver and the environment — is a good candidate for
a notion of public quantum communication in entanglement
distillation and quantum error correction.

This connection is partially motivated by [Brandao and Oppen-
heim, larXiv:1004.3328], where it was found that if a sender would
like to communicate a secret message to a receiver through an
insecure quantum channel using a shared quantum state as a key,
then the insecure quantum channel is only ever used to simulate a
symmetric-side channel, and can always be replaced by it without
altering the optimal rate. Here we further show, in complete
analogy to the role of public classical communication, that
assistance by a symmetric-side channel makes equal the distillable
entanglement, the recently-introduced mutual independence, and
a generalization of the latter, which quantifies the extent to which
one of the parties can perform quantum privacy amplification.

Symmetric-side channels, and the closely related erasure
channel, have been recently harnessed to provide examples of
superactivation of the quantum channel capacity. Our findings
give new insight into this non-additivity of the channel capacity
and its relation to quantum privacy. In particular, we show that
single-copy superactivation protocols with the erasure channel,
which encompasses all examples of non-additivity of the quantum
capacity found to date, can be understood as a conversion of
mutual independence into distillable entanglement.

I. INTRODUCTION AND RESULTS

channel which delivers the same information to Bob and Eve
(or Alice and Eve, if the communication is coming from Bob).
The notion of public communication is useful first because it
is a realistic one: in many practical situations the partiage
access to an authenticated channel which they might freely
use to communicate, but which might nonetheless be sulgject t
eavesdropping. Second, the ability to communicate by aigubl
channel turns out to be instrumental in the development of an
elegant, and tractable, theory of secret-key distillafigin[3],

[4].

For example, in thene-way or forward public communi-
cation scenario (which is the one considered throughout the
rest of this paper), only Alice is able to send public message
to Bob and Eve. In this case the distillable secret-key rate o
the distributionPxy 7 (when the parties are given infinitely
many independent realizations of it) is given by [2], [3]] [4

C(Pxyz)= sup I(V:Y|U)-IV:ZWU), Q)

X=V=U
with the conditional mutual informatiod (V' : Y|U) :=
H(WVU)+HYU)-H(VYU) - H(U), the Shannon entropy
H(X) := =), Px—zlog Px—;, and the supremum taken
over the Markov chainX — V' — U.
The formula in Eq.[(1) is so-callesingle-letter, meaning
that an optimization over a single copy of the probability

Suppose two trusted parties, Alice and Bob, and a maliciodistribution gives the asymptotic rate. Moreover iuiglitive,

third party, Eve, share noisy classical correlations gibgra

i.e. for two probability distributionsPxyz and Qxyz-,

joint probability distribution Pxy . These could come e.g.C(Pxyz®Qx/y'z') = C(Pxyz)+C(Qx vy z) [2]. We can
from measurements on a quantum state shared by themthsn say that EqL{1) completely characterizes how to ofiifma
from a noisy communication channel, which the eavesdropg#still secret-key in the one-way scenario. In contrasprig

is trying to tap. If Alice and Bob’s distribution containsree

instead consider the task of distilling a key from common

correlations that are partially unknown to Eve, they canl@kp randomness without any communication, one finds a much
this to distill a secret-key (a shared random variable wiisch more complicated theory, in which even the determination

arbitrarily close to being perfectly correlated betweerc@l

of which probability distributions allow the extraction kéy

and Bob, and completely unknown to Eve). This procesemains an open problem, let alone the derivation of a toéeta
of obtaining key by previously established correlations formula for the distillable secret-key rate.

known asinformation-theoretic key agreement_[1],12],[13],

In quantum information theory, the paradigm described

[4], alluding to the unconditional security of the protocohbove has two natural analogues, and both have been exten-

guaranteed by information-theoretic considerations, aat
conditional on any computational-hardness assumption.
A key resource in this paradigm jsublic communication,

sively analysed[5],[16],[17]. The first is to distill a secaty
from a tripartite quantum state’ 4 zr) shared by Alice, Bob
and Evel[[7]. Alice and Bob can perform any operation allowed

which is conveniently represented by a symmetric broadcdist quantum mechanics on their shares of the state, while (in
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the one-way setting considered here) Alice can communicate
public classical messages to Bob and Eve. The second is
entanglement distillation [5], in which Alice and Bob wish
to distill Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) pairs from a slar
stateyap by local quantum operations and, agaifyssical
communication from Alice to Bob (here too, although not
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needed, one can consider that an eavesdropper has a puricganglement (see sectibi Il for a formal definition) can be
tion of 45 i.e. a pure stat@ 4pp such thatpop =trgap, manipulated into the form
and Eve learns all the classical communication that Alicelse 1
to Bob). Dys(Yap) = sup 5(](@ :Bla) = I(a: Ela)), (2)

In both paradigms, the shared randomness is extended from Aaa
the original classical probability distribution to a quamt using entropic identities and withi(a : B|a) := S(aa) +
state. The public communication, however, remains the sant¥ Ba) — S(aBa) — S(«) the conditional mutual information,
even in the quantum case only classical messages canSije) := —trp,logp, the von Neumann entropy, and the
publicly communicated. A natural question then emerges: sspremum taken over all channels which map® aa. This
there a meaningful notion Qfublic quantum communication? expression is a direct quantum generalization of Ef. (1) and

A first objection to such a notion comes from the fact than itself already suggests a formal analogy of distillalbitea-
quantum information cannot be copiéd [&]] [9] and, hence, glement and symmetric-side channels with classical séenet
is problematic to consider a procedure which gives the samed public communication.
guantum information to several parties, as in classicalipub
communication. A second objection comes from practicat co
siderations. Both secret-key and entanglement disthagre
important operational primitives, and the paradigm of quem  For an operational motivation for the view of symmetric-
local operations and public classical communication eergside channels as public quantum communication, we consider
naturally from the resources which are usually availabl)e quantumone-time-pad problem analysed and solved in
e.g. in a quantum key-distribution set-up. So if we do ndil] (partially employing the techniques we developed iis th
have an interesting setting where a notion of public quantupaper). The setting is as follows. Alice would like to send to
communication is needed, why bother with such concept? B®b secret classical or quantum messages, using an ideal, bu
this paper we show that, at least in the one-way setting, bdfisecure, quantum channel which might be intercepted by an
objections are not well founded, and that there is room foré@vesdropper, who should not be able to learn anything about

useful definition of quantum public communication. the message being sent.
Alice and Bob can make use of the insecure channel for

o secure communication if they share in additionearet-key.

A. Symmetric-side Channels Then using their secret correlations Alice can encode the

In the same way a broadcast channel (which sends tmessage in a way that (i) Bob can decode it in the case that Eve
same information to the two receivers) is employed as dmes not intercept the states sent down the insecure quantum
model of a classical public communication channel, we witthannel and (ii) Eve cannot distinguish the different mgssa
use a quantumymmetric-side channel [[10] as a model of if she intercepts the sent states. We assume that the key is
quantum public communication. This is the channel whiahiven by (several copies of) a quantum state zz) shared
maps quantum information symmetrically between the receivby Alice, Bob and Eve and the question is to find out what
and the environment (see sect[oh Il for a precise definition)s the optimal rate at which the state can be used to encrypt

Note that although both the receiver and the eavesdroppéassical or quantum messages.
get the same quantum information in the symmetric-side This problem was first considered in the noiseless case, in
channel, neither of them get the full information origiyall which Alice and Bob share perfect classical key or EPR pairs
contained in the sender’s state, so there is no cloning [A2], [13], [14]. In Ref. [15], in turn, Schumacher and West-
guantum information. Moreover, if the sender prepareshas tmoreland analysed the case in which the key shared by Alice
input of the symmetric-side channel, a state diagonal in thed Bob is a mixed bipartite quantum statq 5, which is
computational basis, then the channel has the same effact ast correlated with the eavesdropper. Interestingly, floeyd
classical symmetric broadcast channel. In this way symaetrthe optimal rate at which the state can be used as a one-time-
side channels can be seen as at leastragtural generalization pad for classical messages to be given by the quantum mutual
of public communication to quantum states. information ofy 4p: I(A: B)y = S(A)y+S(B)y—S(AB)y.

Symmetric-side channels were introduced by Smith, SmolinIn [11] we considered the general case, in which Alice and
and Winter [10] with the goal of obtaining a more tractabl8ob have an arbitrary quantum state, in general correlaid w
upper bound on the quantum capacity of quantum channdtye. We found that the optimal rate at which the state can be
defined as the optimal asymptotic rate at which a quantwmsed as a one-time-pad for quantum information turns out to
channel can transmit quantum states faithfully. They aswaly be given by Eq.[{2). It is intriguing that it is the symmetric-
how assistance by a symmetric-side channel could improside channel assisted distillable entanglement that ap@ea
the quantum channel capacity and the (one-way) distillaldlee optimal rate, even though the problem makes no mention
entanglement — given by the maximum rate of EPR pairs thiatany way of the symmetric-side channel.
can be asymptotically extracted from a quantum state by locaThe proof of our result reveals an interesting aspect of
operation and classical communication (from Alice to Bob}his task: the insecure quantum channel is only ever used
Remarkably, they found single-letter, additive expressifor to simulate a symmetric-side channel, meaning that in the
both assisted capacities: for a bipartite statg; with purifi- optimal protocol Alice first locally simulates a symmetsicle
cation|tapr), the symmetric-side channel assisted distillablehannel, sends through the insecure channel the outpudfart

E. An Operational Motivation



the symmetric-side channel which would go to Bob, and tracese can consider the mutual independence under different

out the part that would go to Eve. It thus follows that there iypes of operations e.g. by local operations and classical

no difference if Alice and Bob are connected by an insecucemmunication.

ideal channel or a symmetric-side channel! An operational significance of this new quantity was given
We can therefore consider the quantum one-time-pad asiaf22]: the sum of quantum communication by Alice and Bob

operational setting where the idea of a symmetric-sidemélanrequired to send their state to a receiver, in the presence of

as public quantum communication naturally appears (thouffee entanglement, is given in terms of the mutual indepen-

in an indirect manner). dence rate with no classical communication. Given the view
of mutual independence as a more relaxed form of private
C. Superactivation of the Channel Capacity correlations than secret-key, we might ask whether a simila

relation as in Eq.[{3) holds. We will show that this is indeed

There is another line of investigation in which symmetric- i
side channels have been shown very useful: in exhibitir{%e case and that the relation turns out to be actually sérong

examples of non-additivity of the quantum channel capaci an with secret-key .
[16]. By the no-cloning theorem [8] ][9], the symmetric-sid
channel can be seen to have zero quantum capacity. Howe¥erQur Results

in [16] Smith and Yard noted that a consequence of Ebl. (2) oy first contribution is to introduce an even more relaxed
and the fo_rmula of([6] for the one-way distillable secretkengtion of private correlations, which we calteak mutual
rate (K) is independence (see sectiofll). Its definition is almost the same
Das(ap) > K (¥an)/2, (3) as that of ml_JtuaI independence, but here we only req_uire that
Alice’s state is completely decoupled from Eve's. In theisgt
for all bipartite states),p. The equation above is strikingwhere no classical communication is allowed, the optimal
because there are examples of states for which the distillaprotocol is just for Alice to split her system in two and trace
entanglement is zero, but the distillable secret-key is ngit one of them, making herself product with Eve and at the
[17], [18], [7] . In this way, and by considering quantumsame time trying to retain as much mutual information as
channels which generate such states, we find an examggsible with Bob. We can then see this quantity as a measure
of two quantum channels (the symmetric-side channel agl alice’s ability to perform quantum privacy amplification
the other channel which can only produce states with Zej@ainst the eavesdropper.
distillable entanglement, but some with pOSitive dlShltakey) In Sectiorm] we derive an entropic Capacity formula (a|asy
each with zero quantum capacity, but whose tensor prodgctregularized one) for weak mutual independence in the
has positive quantum capacity. This effect has been termgsto and one-way classical communication cases, something
the superactivation of the quantum capacity. that remains an open question for mutual independence. Our
Equation [(8) shows a curious property of the symmetrigormula turns out to be a direct generalization of both the
side channel: it allows the conversion of secret-key inteRERgrmulae for (one-way) distillable entanglement and Hatie
pairs (at half the rate). An interesting question, raisedaaly secret-key of Devetak and Wintér [6].
in [16] and further explored i [19][[20][[21], asks whethe ~our main result, presented in sectiod IV, is the following:
there is a more fundamental relation between entanglemg@en assisted by a symmetric-side channel, the weak mutual
and secrecy in the presence of symmetric-side channels. ﬁ‘féfependence ratéWing ), the mutual independence rate

instance, might the distillable entanglement and digtila (Iing.ss), and the distillable entanglemenb(,) become the
secret-key, when assisted by symmetric-side channeleniec same, i.e. for every state, s

the same? Although it is rather unlikely that this is the case
(see the remark after the proof of TheorEm 8), here we will Wind,ss(¥aB) = Iind,ss(YaB) = Dss(Vap). (4)
show that a relaxed version of the statememtue. That brings

us to the final concept that we will touch in this work, We note that an analogous equation holds true classically,

if we replace distillable entanglement by distillable stédrey
and redefine the two mutual independence rates removing the
D. Mutual Independence half factor presented in the quantum case. Indeed, the fate o
The definition of secret-key consists of two requirementaieak mutual independence which can be attained classically
(i) Alice and Bob systems should be classical, and perfecilyat least as large as Efl (2), as one can even get secret-key a
correlated and (ii) their state should not be correlatedniy athis rate. But it also holds that the weak mutual indepeneenc
way with the eavesdropper. A relaxed and fully quantum defiate cannot be larger than E@J (2). An optimal protocol for
nition of private correlations has recently been introdL[22], weak mutual independence by public communication consists
in which only the second requirement is kept. Then givendf two steps: Alice first applies a transformation to her @nd
bipartite quantum staté 4 g, the degree of (potentially noisy) variable (given byn realizations of the distributioPxy )
private correlations of Alice and Bob, termeditual indepen- X, — V,, obtainingV,, and then communicate part of it to
dence (Iina(¥aB)), is given by (half) the mutual information Bob and Eve, which in turn we can model as an application
of a state extracted by Alice and Bob which is product witbf a mapV,, — U,, and the communication of the random
Eve’s state, who is assumed to hold a purifying state/feg. variable U,,. As the protocol extracts mutual independence,
Their actions are on asymptotically many copies/afs and we must have that, asymptoticalltV,, : Z,,U,,) — 0, since



Alice’s final random variable must be decoupled from Eve'set Ugs 4 : A — BE, with A = CUd+1)/2 and BE =~ S,, be
Therefore the weak mutual independence rate is boundedaassometry which maps a basis of tel+ 1) /2-dimensional
follows Hilbert space into thd(i,j)), in some order. Then thé-

1 1 1 . . T ) .
EI(VH YaU.) < EI(VH YU, — EI(Vn 20U dimensional symmetric-side channel is defined as
1 1 Assa(p) = 1trg UssapU], 4 7)
= IV, :Y,|Up) — =I(Vy : Z|U,)
< g(PXYZ), n ®) In the (fifty-fifty) erasure channel, with probability half

the quantum information is sent to the receiver intact, evhil

where the equality in the second line follows from a simplith probability half the information is completely lost to

entropic manipulation and the inequality in the last linenfr the environment and the receiver gets an error flag. Let

the additivity of C(Pxy z). U.g : A< BE, with A =~ C? and B,E = C%t, be
Eq. (2) is also key for our result in[11] on the quantum onehe isometry defined as

time-pad. A protocol for sending classical messages woeld b 1

to first distill mutual independence using the insecure okén Ue.ali) = =(|i,e) + |e,)) (8)

to simulate a symmetric-side channel. One then is in the 2

situation considered by Schumacher and Westmoreland [1f); all ¢ € {0,...,d — 1}, with |e) = |d). Then the erasure

where initially Alice and Bob are decoupled from Eve, andhannel is given by

one can then implement their protocol. That the information

. . . - T
that goes through the insecure channel in the first part of the Aca(p) = trg Ue,apU, 4
protocol does not leak information to Eve can be seen as _ 1p+ 1|e><e| ©)
follows: Alice locally simulates the symmetric side chahne 2 2 '

which she would have used to extract mutual mdependence,:Or a channelt

, i . p) = trg(UpUT) we define its comple-
and then sends Bob’s output to him through the 'nsec%?entary channel (,(m)c(p) — (trB(Up)UT). We sayA is anti-

quantum channel and traces out the part that would go to E\Lllg'radable if there is another quantum operatiénsuch that
If Eve intercepts the state, then because of the symmetryA)F: £o A ie. Eve can simulate the channel from Alice to

Bob and Eve in the symmetric-side channel, she is just g}ettig b b ving th tiof Both th tric-
the information which would have anyway gotten to her in th 3 y applying the operatiofi [23]. Bo © symmetnc

here th twall tric side ch | channel and the erasure channel are examples of anti-
case where there was actually a Symmetric side channél, radable channels and all such channels have zero quantum

tsr:Ztr:fore, she has to be decoupled from Alice and Bob's fi pacity [23].
Finally, Eq. [3) is also interesting in the context of su- Note that one can use @ + 1)-dimensional symmetric-

7 . o side channel to simulate @&dimensional erasure channel in
peractivation of the quantum capacity or distillable egtan . )
: . ) a very simple way: the sender only have to encode d¢he
ment. For one thing, it shows that when looking for mor

superactivation protocols with the symmetric-side chirore dimensional nput space |‘nt'o thg subspace which gets mapped

Lo 2 . by U, to the subspacé|(i,j)) : i € {0,....d — 1}, = d}.

can focus on the rather indiscriminate task of making par S )

T . . n fact this is a particular case of a more general property

of Alice’s state product with the environment. In sectloh V. o . .
. L : of the symmetric-side channel, which can be used to simulate

we show another connection of superactivation with mutua

) ) . any other anti-degradable channel by appropriate enceaudid
independence, which relates the weak mutual mdependeacg . 9 y approp g
; . . ; . écoding operations.

ratewithout assistance by any side channel, with the maximum
coherent information (whose regularization gives theiltist Theorem 1. For every anti-degradable channel A there is an
able entanglement) achievable with the assistance of anrera integer d and quantum operations € and F such that
channel. This is a channel obtained by a particular encoding
of the symmetric-side channel and is the one actually used in A=Eolsq0F. (10)
all concrete examples of non-additivity found so[l][, The proof of the theorem is given in AppendiX A.
[20], [21]], [26] . This suggests that weak mutual indepergen : o . .

: . S . We now turn to the four main quantities which we will be
might not be increased by symmetric-side channels, wh|%h

would be a considerable improvement of Eg. (4), but whic oncern_ed with: distillable entanglement [6], secret KBl [
mutual independencé [22], and weak mutual independence.
we leave as an open problem.

They are all given by the optimization of a certain cost fiorct
Il. BACKGROUND AND DEFINITIONS over a restricted set of operations. Here we are interested i

The symmetric-side channel is defined by the property thatthe following clas-ses of Ope_ratlonS: _ .
it maps the input state symmetrically to the receiver and thes Local operations (by Alice and Bob), without communi-
environment. For completeness, and in detail, we follow. Ref ~ cation. We denote this class lly . o
[10]: consider the symmetric subspae between twod- « Local operations and one-way classical communication

dimensional Hilbert spaces spanned by the basis: from Alice to Bob. The class will be denoted by.
o Local operations and forward communication by (un-

(i, ) = 5 (lid) +15,1) for i< ©) limited many uses of) an erasure channel. The class is
’ |i,4) for i=j. denoted bye.



« Local operations and forward communication by (unlim- Weak Mutual Independence: We define a new quantity,
ited many uses of) a symmetric-side channel. The clashich is a weaker notion of mutual independence where we

is denoted byss.

only require Alice to be product with Eve. We call a protocol

In the following letC be one of the class of operations definefPr extracting weak mutual independence any sequence of

above.

Distillable Entanglement: Given a (mixed) bipartite state
Y ap, aC-protocol for entanglement distillation is formed by

a sequence of maps™) from C such that
lim [|A® ($FE) — D(Ma)]l1 =0, (11)
n—00

where ®(M,,) is the M,,-dimensional maximally entangle
state given by

1 My, —1 M, —1
(M) =3 > D 6l (12)
=0 j§=0

Definition 2. (distillable entanglement) Given a state W ap
and an entanglement distillation C-protocol P = A", define
the rate

log M,
R(P,vap) = liminf —2" (13)
n— o0 n
The C-distillable entanglement of 1} ap is given by
De(YaB) = sup R(P,vYaB), (14)

Distillable Secret-Key: A C-protocol for secret-key distil-
lation is a sequence of maps™ from C with the property

that
(n)

PABE ‘= A™ @ idg( SEE) (15)
with |Y4pg) a purification ofy 4 g, is such that
1 M, —1
Jim o2 — 51 2; i) (i il @ o) || =0.  (16)
i= 1

Definition 3. (distillable secret-key) Given a state g, con-
sider a C-protocol for key distillation P = A™) and define the
rate

log M,
R(P,9ap) = liminf —2" (17)
n— oo n
The C-distillable secret-key of pap is given by
Ke(Yap) = sup R(P,vaB), (18)

Note that distillation of secret key via public communioati
is completely equivalent to distilling a class of statgscalled

mapsA(™from C such that
Jim P52 — o5 @ o311 = 0. (21)

with pE;%E defined in Eq.[(79) above.

Definition 4. (mutual independence and weak mutual indepen-

ddence ) Given a state 1) o g, consider a C-protocol for extracting

(weak) mutual independence P = A™). Define the rate

o1
R(P, $ap) = liminf o—1(A: B) o (22)

PEE)
Then we define the C-mutual independence rate of Yap as

Tina,c(YaB) := SI;P R(P,vaB), (23)

while the C-weak mutual independence rate of pap is defined
as

Wina,c(YaB) := Sl7l)p R(P,vaB), (24)

Ill. ONE FORMULA FITS ALL

We have seen that mutual independence and its weak variant
can be seen as extensions of distillable entanglement, or
distillable secret key, to a setting in which the condition
that Alice and Bob’s systems are perfectly correlated égith
qguantumly as ebits or classically as pbits [7]) is dropped,
and only the privacy condition that Eve's state is factored
out is required. In this section we will derive a capacity
formula for weak mutual independence. This turns out to be
a generalization of both the formula for one-way distil@bl
entanglement and one-way distillable secret-key derived b
Devetak and Winter [6].
Consider the following classes of completely positive (CP)
maps:
e RO (rank-one CP maps): all mapsA of the formA (o) =
Ac AT,

o QC (quantum-to-classical maps): all mapsA of the form
A(o) =52, tr(Aj0)]7)(j], with A; > 0and}; A; <id.

o CP (general CP maps): this is the class formed by all
CP maps.

The next theorem shows that (one-way) distillable entangle

pbits via local operations and classical communication [17nent, distillable secret key, and weak mutual independaree
The statesy,, are a broader class of states than pure entang@den by the same quantity optimized over the three classes
ebits, which allow Alice and Bob to get (almost) perfecof operations defined above, respectively.

classical correlations unknown to an adversary,

who hasrﬁ .
. . eorem 5. For a pure state and a class of operations
purifying system of their state. P [Vape) fop

C we define
Mutual Independence: Following [22], we call aC-protocol
for extracting mutual independence froynz any sequence

1
Ge(Yap) == max > (I(a: Bla), —I(a: El@),)
of mapsA( from the clas<C with the property that

p

(25)

) with
pape =AM @idp(S5 ) (19)
is such that Pabolia =
e > pr(Ex ®idpp)(Yape) ® [k, k)as (k. K,
im |pypp — Pap ®pg [l =0. (20) k

n—oo



and the maximization taken over all sets of CP maps {€; : where we used the chain rule. From the bound
A < a}y contained in the class C and whose elements sum
up to a quantum operation & =Yy, pp&y. Let I(az,n : Blan) < 2log(|az,n|) (36)

1 and Eq.[(3B) we then get
G (YaB) = Jim EGC( 5. (26) 1
Then nh_}rrgo %I(ala" By (37)
D%(ZDAB) = GRO(¢AB)7 (27) > 1i>m (%I(a . B)¢ _ 2i‘[(a . E)tb) ,
K, (Yap) = 2G5 (Yap), (28) " "
o which shows thaWing,—, (Yar) > Gep(Van).
The converse follows almost directly from the definition
Wi, (045) = GEp(ap). (29) q

of Wind,—. Consider an optimal protocol for extracting weak
Proof: Equation[[2B) follows directly from Refl[6], while mutual independence as in Défl (4). The optimal 1-way LOCC

Eq. [27) is a simple rearrangement of the formula found @perationsA(™ can be assumed to have the form

Ref. [6]. We only have to note that because edghipr :=

(&x ®idpr)(YapE) is a pure state, it follows that A (o) =
Cro(an) (30) zkj G (Mkn @idpE)(0) @ |k, K)oz (k. k| (38)
. 1
= nh_?;o Zp’f§(1(a : By, —I(a: E)y,) for a quantum instrumenftg, ., Ay} (i.€. a set of CP maps
. k implemented with probabilityy; ,,). This is so because any
= [lim > pel(a)B)y, action of Bob would only decrease his mutual informatiorhwit
k

Alice. Thus the optimal one-way LOCC protocol o, —.
which is Devetak-Winter formula for the one-way distillabl consists of Alice applying an instrument to her system and
entanglement. communicating which CP map was implemented to Bob and

So it remains to prove EqL(P9). Let us start showing tHeve. Then
achievability of Gop(¢¥a5), which by block coding implies

that GXp (v ap) is achievable as well. The protocol has three Wind,—(V5) (39)
steps. In the first, Alice applies the operation = liminf iI(A : Ba) on
n—oo 2n A (HFE)

Fo) =D pr€k(o) ® |k){k|x, (31) e ]
( Xk: = liminf — (I(A : Boz)me%E) —I(A: EO[)A(")(%ZJ%E))

n—oo 2n
to n copies of her share of the state, communicates the=> G&p(Yan),
classical information in the registeX to Bob and Eve and

. ) where the the second equality follows from the fact thatéiic
traces outX, obtainingn copies of the state

state is asymptotically product with Eve’s, and the lastadityu

baBobs comes from the definition of/z7p. [

_ : Remark: Following the proof of the theorem it is also
= Er ®id ® |k, k) o (k, k|, (32 ! )
Xk:pk( k ®1dpp)(Yase) @ |k, klaath, Kl (32) straightforward to derive a formula for the zero-way weak

wherea and@ are held by Bob and Eve, respectively. mutual independence:

In a second step Alice projects her system intorifscal _ — e L) @n
subspace [24], outputing an error flag when the projection fails Winao(Vap) = lim 2 Wingo(Va5) (40)
and getting the stat¢” 5, r=- with

Finally, Alice splits hera,, (which labels the system held ) 1
by Alice) into two registersi; ,, andas,,, of size Windo(YaB) = nax (I(a:B)—I(a: E)), (41)

lim 1 log |az.| = lim il(a L Ea) g, (33) where the maximization is taken over all isometries mapping
n—oo N n—o0 2N A to aa.

in such a way that Also along very similar lines to the proof above, we get

the following generalization of the theorem: for a chanfel

i l19a e = dar, @ dpalli =0 (%) Gefine the quantity
That such a splitting always exists is shown in Lenirtha 6. As G (A®™ &m)
Alice’s final state is product with Eve’s, the protocol extis Ga(Yap) = lim lim - 4B (42)
weak mutual independence. The rate is given by with
1 )
dm o Hann: Bl (35) GO (A, ap) (43)

1 1 1 .
= lim (%I(al,nazn 1 B)y — %I(az,n : B|G1,n)¢>) ) = sup 5 [I(a:A(1)B)y —I(a: A%(on)E)g]

n—oo A—aaias 2



where A€ is the conjugate channel df, the optimization is then use the erasure channel to convert them into disgllabl
taken over all isometries mapping)ape 0 |V)aa,a,5E, €ntanglement, we get EQ] (3).
and the”A(«q)” in the formula is a shorthand for the state A very similar protocol works also for mutual independence
obtained by applying to thea; register ofl ¢}, 0. 5. Then and weak mutual independence. For the latteratBeregister
the distillable entanglement, secret-key capacity, andkwecan be seen as the shield part of the state, which protects
mutual independence capacity (zero-way, one-way, addiste ¢, from having correlations with)z. The amount of key
erasure channel, by a symmetric-side channel, or by any otie given by half the mutual information of the and B
channel) are all specific cases of this formula for particulaegisters. Now suppose Alice sends her share of the shield
choices of the channe\. « through an erasure channel to Bob. With probability half,
The following Lemma in proved ir [25]: Bob getsa. Then he can apply the isometty of LemmalY,
) L getting S(a) of coherent information with Bob. In the case
Lemma 6. (23] Decoupling Lemma) For every bipartite state where Bc()b) receives the erasure flag, they will end up with a
Vap let Yanpn be defined as state with coherent informatiof(a) B). Because Bob knows
[Wangn) = Pnc [0ae)®" /| Pac, |0ar)®" |, (44) which case happened, the total coherent information isngive
by the average of the two, which is just the weak mutual

with Py, ., the projector onto the en-typical subspace of independence 0f,.5, I(a: B)/2. More formally, we have
[ ag)®". Then for every sequence {c,} going to zero, there

is a sequence of isometries V,, : A, — Ay ,,As p such that Theorem 8. For a bipartite state Y ap,

77,11—{20 lera, . (Vi ) I w%nHl —0, (45) Wina,E(YaB) = Lina,p(YaB) = De(tan) (48)

and, likewise,

VVind,ss("bAB) = ind,ss(wAB) = Dss(wAB)- (49)
lim log|Avn| =1(A:E)y (46)

nseo  m Proof: It is clear thatWing g(Yap) > find,e(¥aB) >
Dg(vap). So let us show

_ _ , Dg(Yag) > Wind,e(¢¥aB). (50)
In this section we prove that under the assistance of an era- .
sure channel or a symmetric-side channel, distillablerayiea Consider the optimal protocol folVing,z(¢ap). We can
ment, mutual independence, and weak-mutual independeAégume all the classical communication is made by using the
become the same. This result is used in Ref] [11] to sh&k@sure channel and that no system is discarded until tlye ver
that these symmetric-side channel assisted capacitiestigey €nd- In the final step the state shared by Alice, Bob and Eve
optimal rate at which a quantum state shared by Alice and Bbl®%a.5.x). With the property that
can be used as a one—ume-pad to encrypt quantum messages lim [|¢7 5 — ¢" ® ¢, = 0, (51)
which are sent down an insecure quantum channel. n—00
In the following lemma we give a characterization of statesnd
with perfect weak mutual independence analogous to the Wind.z(Vap) = hminfi[(a : B)
characterization of_ [17] for pbits and df [22] for states twit n—oo 2n
perfect mutual independence. We say a statg,zx) has Now, suppose that Alice instead of discardingsends it down
perfect weak mutual independencelifr = v, @ V. the erasure channel. Then the global state becomes
1 1
—|r Bap) eV + —=00 5. ma) @ l€) B 53
\/§|¢a.Ba,E> | >E \/§|¢a.B.Eo¢> | >B ( )

with 1, the maximally mixed state in As,,, and

IV. ASSISTEDCAPACITIES ARE EQUAL

(52)

Poa:BE"

Lemma 7. A state |Yoapr) has perfect weak mutual inde-
pendence if, and only if, there is an isometry U : aB — GE
such that Due to the orthogonality of the erasure flag to the rest

UlYaaBE) = |$az) @ |Xez) (47) of the state, the coherent information of Alice’s and Bob’s

. L subsystems splits into two as
Proof: It is clear that any state satisfying E@. {47) has y P

perfect weak mutual independence. To show the converse, we 1](a>B) + 1](a>Ba) — 1[(@}3) _ 1[(a>E) (54)
note that ify,z = v, ® 15, there is a purification ofy,  of 2 2 2 2

the form|¢.z) ® |xez). But as|v..px) is another purification where we used the identit§y( X)Y) = —I(X)Z), valid for
of 1, by Ulhmann’s theorem these two states must be relatalll pure states¢) xy z. Then, by the hashing inequality! [6],
by an isometry acting on the purifying subsystedB. [ | 1 1
Dg(Yap) > lim —I(a)B)— -I(a)FE)

In [26] an intuitive explanation and generalised protocol ~ n—ooo2 2
for Smith and Yard’s examples of superactivation![16] was — lim ll(a)B) n ES(a)
presented. Given a pbit, one can use the erasure channel to n—oo 2 2
send Alice’s part of thehield [17] to Bob. This process then —  lim ll(a . B)
generates a state with coherent information equals haffiftee n—o0 2
of the key part of the pbit. Then, by considering the process = Wind,e(¥aB),

in which Alice and Bob first distill pbits from their state and (55)



where the before-last equality follows from the fact thand Jamiolkowski state) 5 of the rocket channel of [21], where it
E are asymptotically product (see Hql51). was shown thaDS)(wAB) > K, (vap) (with the difference

The proof for the ss-assisted quantities is completely-anéking of order of the number of qubits of Alice’s state).
ogous. We only have to use the observation made in sectiorBy the same reasoning we also get that there are states
[Mthat a symmetric-side channel can be used to simulate fam which the entanglement measwuashed entanglement
erasure channel and apply the reasoning from before. B (Esq) [27] is much larger than the one-way distillable secret

Remark 1: We note that we do not know whether the SSIgey. This comes from the observation that the squashed

. - . i, entanglement is an upper bound 0,44 (a fact proven
assisted distillable secret-key is equal to the other diiesit .~ . 2 =~ S )
and we conjectured that it is not. Indeed, for an EPR pair Wpl'c'tly in [E5] and explicitly in [22]) and so for the stat

the quantities are equal to one. For a pbit [7], in turn, thaessomated with the rocket channel,

distillable secret-key is equal to one, while we only have th  Eq,(ap) > Wingo(Yar) = DS)('[/)AB) > K, (1aB).

Smith-Yard boundDs (Y ap) > Kss(vap)/2 [16], which we (60)

expect to be tight when the shield part of the pbit is compos@iihce the entanglement of formatidfy can be much greater

of a separable state. than the squashed entanglemént [28], we also haveithat
Remark 2: The theorem can be applied to any channel;q is possible.

for which sending the shield part of a state with perfect

weak mutual independence does not decrease the weak mutual VI. CONCLUSIONS

independence rate (which is the case for the symmetric-sid

channel and the erasure channel): for any such chatnet “The capacity of a quantum channel is difficult to calculate

because the best formula we have [29]] [30]] [31], the cattere

haveWy = Dj. information, requires an optimisation over an arbitratiyge
number of usages of the channel. The symmetric side-channel
V. SUPERACTIVATION AND WEAK MUTUAL was originally introduced to provide some insight into this

INDEPENDENCE optimisation — it gives a more tractable upper-bound on the

In this section we show that weak mutual independencapacity of a channel, since when used in conjunction with
is related to how much the erasure channel can activate #wy channel, the combined capacity is single-letter.

distillable entanglement of a given state, at least under aHowever, here, and in[[11], we have seen that the

restricted class of protocols. Lag)(szB) be the maximum symmetric-side channel is more than a calculational tdol. |

coherent information assisted by an erasure channel, defisgould be thought of as playing the role of public quantum

as communication, in the same way as public classical commu-
DS)WJAB) := max I(a)BB'), . (56) nication makes the theory of private classical channelsemor
A—aa elegant and physically natural. The symmetric side-chlisne

With wapp := Ap(Yaap) andAg : a — b an erasure channel,conceptually analogous to what one demands of a notion of
and where the maximization is taken over all isometric splipublic quantum communication (the receiver and eaves@mopp
tings of A into aa. We can fully characterize this quantity byboth get the same information), and it furthermore makes the
weak mutual independence rate as follows. rates for distilling entanglement equivalent in form to ta&es

of distilling private key using public classical commurtica.

P ition 9. 2 \
roposition The similarity between entanglement and private correla-

DY (ap) = W,(as) (57) tions was used in constructing the first entanglement kistil
1 tion protocols, and has been used to conjecture new types of
= max o (I(a:B)—1I(a:E)). classical distributions [32]. But the analogy between auriv
. ] . and entanglement was first made fully explicit by Collins and
Proof: A simple calculation gives Popescul[33] and extended in [34]. The identification of the

symmetric side-channel with public classical communarati
completes this analogy.

We have seen that the introduction of public quantum
communication makes the rate for distilling entanglemeneh

1 1
D (bap) = max S1(a)Ba)y,,, + 51(a)B)y,.,. (58)

Writing the purification ofy,.p asv..sr We then find

DS)(‘IJAB) —  max 1](a>Bo¢)¢ + 11(@3)@& gsimilar form as th(_e rate f_or distilling.class_ical key. Likise,
A—aa 2 2 it allows for correcting noisy correlations, in much the gam
—  max l](a>Bo¢)¢ _ l[(a>Ea)¢, way as in the classical case. This gives further motivation
A<saa 2 for the study of mutual independence, and the weak mutual
= max %I(G>B)w _ %I(@E)w- independence introduced here. It also helps us understand
—ac

the phenomena of superactivation, and more generally, non-
(59) additivity of the channel capacity: the symmetric sideruiel
m has no capacity, but it helps correct errors introduced by a
noisy quantum channel, in much the same way that classical
A corollary of the theorem is that there are states for whiddommunication allows for error reconciliation of privaterce-
Winao(Wap) > K_(vap). An example is given by the lations. A better understanding of weak mutual indepeneenc



thus provides a way to better understand superactivatidn anLet U : A — BE be an isometric extension df. Since

other forms of non-additivity. A is anti-degradable, there is an isomelfy £ — F'G such
The mutual independence and the weak mutual indepéhat
dence also help us understand tripartite correlationsudaing |9)rEPG = (VETTC o URTBE) [4h) pa (61)

tifies how two parties can be correlated (or decoupled) from a .
third party. Mutual independence quantifies how hard it is fo' 2 © equali and RF reduced states (i.éirs = drr) for
the global state to be decoupled while still retaining tijear every _StatdwRA>’ whereR is a reference system.
correlations, while the weak mutual independence quastifie Define the state )

how hard it is for one party to decouple. To quantify how hard .t 17G—G1Gs

it is for each party to individually decouple from the third W) rD GGy V2 sl 015G @ 100)m
party (while retaining bipartite correlations), one camsider i 1
the not-so-weak mutual independence, where we demand V2

individual privacy but not collective privacyiae ~ pa ® pr with SWAPg the unitary which swaps subsystenfs and
andppr ~ pp®pp. How this compares to the original mutualy By construction¥ g = 1(¢rs + ¢rr) = ¢rp and
independence, enables one to quantify the extent to whichd ihe states¥) and |¢) are2 related by an isometry from
third party is correlated 1o the correlations of two parties. pq to FG,GyH, Hy. Therefore it suffices to show how
It thus enables a better understanding of genuine triparti{ice and Bob can create the staf) (with Eve holding

correlations, a concept which is not well characterisechéne o FG.GoH, H, registers) by a symmetric-side channel and
the classical case. This is reminiscent of attempts to wt@ied |5 operations.

bipartite correlations (and mutual information) in ternigtee Note that|¥) is permutation symmetric with respect to the
number of unitaries needed to decouple a state from a”OtQGbsystemsx .— BG,H, and@ := FG,H,. Thus there is a

SWAPg (USC;TGCTIG2|¢>RBFG) @ |11) i, 1,

[35]. ] ) pre-image statéd)zs such that
The work here raises a lot of open questions. For example, _
we do not even know if the erasure channel or the symmetric V) rBrG, Gt 1y = Ul [§719) RS- (62)

side-channel helps in distilling weak mutual independeRoe

thhat maltt(_ar, it |ts rgljols?ltl)leltth_at even.; clatis?a;lhcomm;l:;‘?at Wra) iNto |®) ns by applying an operatiodi : A — S (which
channel IS no Ie piu .f | |fs possi ?_’ at these a tl ion Iways exists becauser; = ®r). Then she sendS through a
channels are only useful for correcting errors (i.e. uynlni mmetric-side channel producing the stgbe, where Alice

mutual independence into EPR pairs). It is also possib d Eve hold the3G, H, and FG» H, registers, respectively.

that the erasure .channel IS as g(.)Od as the Symmetr'c'sll—‘i‘ﬁalIy, Bob applies his local operatiaR which consists of
channel for distilling weak mutual-independence, and ben acing out the registefi; H,

for superactivation of private states. Indeed, for genariahte
states, the erasure channel appears to provide the optimal

protocol [26]. Using the results of Sectigd Il it would then
be the optimal anti-degradable channel. [1] U.M. Maurer. Secret Key Agreement by Public Discussioont Com-

This work also suggests several questions about categorirﬂz[f mon Information. IEEE Trans. Info. Theosp, 733 (1993).

. R. Ahlswede and |. Csiszar. Common Randomness in Infooma
of states and channels. Are there states which have weak Theory and Cryptography Part II. IEEE Trans. Inf. Thed®; 1121

mutual independence, but from which no private key can b%] |(15é93)- - Broadeast Channels with Conids M
.. ) .. . Csiszar an . Korner. pbroaadcas anneis wi ontl es-
distilled? This is related to the problem ébund key [32]. sages. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theodd, 339 (1978).

Can we find a characterization of the convex set of states wifa] A. D. Wyner. The wire-tap channel. Bell Sys. Tech54].1355 (1975).
zero Dy,? Can we characterize the class of channels whicls] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. HorolieQuantum

. . . Entanglement. Rev. Mod. Phys. Vol. 81, No. 2, pp. 865-942920
have zero capacity for generating weak mutual mdepend’enc%] |. Devetak and A. Winter. Distillation of secret key andtanglement

Can we use the connection between mutual independence andfrom quantum states. Proc. R. Soc. Lond4él, 207 (2005).
channel capacity to find more examples of non-additivity andf] K. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, and J. OppeinheGeneral
superactivation? paradigm for distilling classical key from quantum statdsEE Trans.
pe - o o _ Inf. Theory 55, 1898 (2009).
Finally, although Eq.[{2) is single-letter, it is of little [8] w.K. Wootters and W.H. Zurek. A Single Quantum Cannot Her&d.

practical use, as it involves an optimization over a systém o  Nature299, 802 (1982).

unbounded dimension. Can we upper bound the size of tHg |(31.9|g|2e)ks. Communication by EPR devices. Physics Let#rs2, 271

register that goes in the symmetric-side channel in thev@ti [10] G. Smith, J.A. Smolin, A. Winter. The quantum capacitjtvsymmetric
protocol, in analogy to what can be done in the classicalZase side channels. IEEE Trans. Info. Thed, 9, 4208 (2008).
[11] F.G.S.L. Brandao and J. Oppenheim. The quantum one-piad in the
presence of an eavesdropper. arXiv:1004.3328.
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