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Studies on symmetric extendibility of quantum states become especially important in a context
of analysis of one-way quantum measures of entanglement, distilabillity and security of quantum
protocols. In this paper we analyse composite systems containing a symmetric extendible part with
a particular attention devoted to one-way security of such systems. Further, we introduce a new
one-way monotone based on the best symmetric approximation of quantum state and differentiate
symmetric extendibility into weak and strong type. We underpin those results with geometric obser-
vations on structures of multi-party settings which posses in sub-spaces substantial symmetric ex-
tendible components. Finally, we state a very important conjecture linking symmetric-extendibility
with one-way distillability and security of all quantum states analyzing behavior of private key in

neighborhood of symmetric extendible states.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have proved a great interest of symmet-
ric extendibility concept showing its usability in quantum
communication theory, especially in domain of one-way
communication. A natural relation between monogamy
of entanglement and symmetric extendibility concept was
established [IH3] with an important application to anal-
ysis of Bell inequalities for multipartite settings where
some of the parties possess the same sets of measure-
ment settings. Further, the concept is central for studies
on one-way quantum channel capacities, entanglement
distillability and private key analysis deriving new up-
per bounds on these communication rates [4H7l, [18] [19].
It seems also that symmetric extendibility is fundamen-
tal for studies on recovery and entanglement breaking
channels including its neighborhood [10] as well as for
such measures like squashed entanglement and quan-
tum discord [22] or analysis of directed communication
in 1D/2D spin chains [I7]. The aforementioned appli-
cations sufficiently prove importance of the notion for
quantum communication theory. The challenge for the
present quantum information theory in domain of one-
way communication is to better understand behavior of
all quantum states in the region of non-symmetric ex-
tendibility and in particular in a region of non-positive
coherent information [8] where no known one-way pro-
tocol for distillation of entanglement and private key ex-
ists. We believe that the following paper will support
these studies. In this paper we provide some new ob-
servations about behavior of symmetric states under ac-
tion of one-way LOCC operations and remind important
facts about composite systems containing a symmetric
extendible part. Further, we analyze a concept of lock-
ing non-symmetric extendibility with its application for
security of quantum states asking abut behavior of states
assisted by symmetric extendible part. We introduce a
concept of weak and strong symmetric extendibility that
can be significant for studies applying especially Gaus-
sian states. Moreover, we derive a very important link

between all two-qubit states not being extendible and
one-way entanglement distillation and privacy, analyzing
also behavior of private key in neighborhood of symmet-
ric extendible states. In this context, we verified non-
symmetric extendible two-qubit Werner states in the re-
gion of non-positive coherent information [26] putting an
important question about their distillability or existence
of one-way bound entanglement. We also give a formal-
ized structure to some natural intuitions about nature
of composite systems and its reference to k-extendible
states.

II. SYMMETRIC K-EXTENDIBLE STATES

Particularly symmetric extendibility [TH3] of a given
bipartite state pap € B(Ha ® Hp) denotes that there
exists a tripartite state papr € B(Ha ® Hp Q@ Hp) in-
variant due to permutation of B and E part, namely, if:

P =" lijk)(ikj| (1)

ijk

then PpappP! = pane.

We introduce a general notion of k-extendibility of bi-
partite states differentiating those with full symmetry on
Bobs’ side in their extensions and those with broken sym-
metry:

Definition I1.1. A state pap, € B(HA®Hp) is strong
k-extendible if there exists such a state pap,..B, B, €
B(HA@H%]HJ) that T’I‘BQ___BkJrl pABlekJrl = PAB; and
PABy...Byy1 = PAB,(1)...Brrs1, Where T runs over all per-
mutations of k + 1 indices. The state PAB,...ByBjsy 15
called a strong k-rank symmetric extension of pap, .

Definition II1.2. A state pap, € B(Ha ® Hp)
(dimHa < dimHpg) is weak k-extendible if there ex-
ists such a state pap,. BBy, € B(Ha ® H%kﬂ) that
Vi<i<k+1PAB, = PAB;, where B; is arbitrary chosen part



from B-part By ...BiByy1. The state pap,.B.B.,, S
called a weak k-rank symmetric extension of pap, -

Since there are considered only strong symmetric ex-
tendible states [THG] or invariancy of symmetric exten-
sions under permutations in the literature, it is impor-
tant to show that they do not cover the whole family of
states with extensions characterized by high symmetriza-
tion having important communication features, e.g. zero
one-way distillable entanglement or zero secret key.

Remark. Noteworthy, in case of weak extensions it is
necessary to assume dimH4 < dimHp. Conversely, if
we take the composition of symmetric extendible state
pap and a singlet state ®ap = [P ) (P |ap, then we
achieve naturally a non-extendible state pap ® P 4/p.
However, the three parties can construct a symmetrized
version 'app = ®PapRpape®Par which is an extension
of a state Typ = Pap ® pap @ ida/n (where I'yp =
T'4g) and naturally two pairs (Alice-Bob, Alice-Eve) can
still distill a singlet in their pairs, i.e. Pap ® pap and
Sur @ pak-

The aforementioned definitions are equivalent locally
for a particular AB; system, yet inequivalent globally as
the extensions can vary depending on local phase fac-
tors.One can simply derive a strong symmetric extension
PAB,B,...B, from any weak extension pap, B,..5, apply-
ing permutations on B-part:

~ 1
pABlBg..,Bk = y ZPABW(l)BW(z)"'BW(k) (2)
T

Example 1. The first class will represent strong k-
rank symmetric extensions on k + 2 qudits:

a-1
[V AB,..Bji1) = \}gjzo|j>,4¢j> (3)

where [¢;) = a; 32 [0)o(1) - - - 10)o () [Do(+1) - - - Do)
are states from symmetric space, o; are normalization
factors and o runs over all permutations of indexes
without repetitions. This state possess full symmetry
on Bobs’ side and for reduced states there holds:
Vi<i<k PAB, = PAB;-

The second class will represent weak k-rank symmetric
extensions:

d—1
WA, o) = % > 1 alés) (4)
§=0

FIG. 1: The space of quantum states can be decomposed by
the relation of k-extendibility. Sp denotes the set of all non-
extendible states whereas S, the set of states having n-rank
symmetric extensions.

relation for the sets & C W. Although the discussion
about differences between such extensions seem to be
purely mathematical, in case of weak extensions one can
think about Bobs differentiated by phase factors which
might be potentially utilized by more global protocols on
Bob’s side e.g. applying optical devices for phase coding.

By 0-extendible states we will denote those that are
not symmetrically extendible at all. One could note that
it might be useful to partition the set of all symmetric
extendible states SE by relation of k-extendibility. If Sy
denotes a convex set [18] of all states being k-extendible,
there holds the natural inclusion relation [Fig. :

S§108D...08 (5)

Of a great importance is the fact that for a given pap €
SE there may exist different k-rank symmetric extensions
so that the property is not unique and one could represent
the set of appropriate symmetric extensions by means of
equivalence classes given by the relation B(Ha ® Hp) 2
paB ~ p € B(Ha ® ’H%(kﬂ)) if and only if p is a k-
rank symmetric extension of state pap. As the trivial
example note that for pap = £(|00)(00] + [11)(11]) at
least the following are extensions of rank one: |GHZ) =
75(/000) + [111)) and p = 5(]000){000] + [111){111}).

For k-extendible states it might be useful to introduce
an operator swapping k + 1 particles:

Py

1102 041

|i1i2 N ik+1><7T(7;1)7T(i2) N 7T(7:k+1)| (6)

where |¢;) = a; ZU etPil |0>U(1) . ‘0>J(j) |1>U(j+1) . |1>0(k+1)where swapping is performed for an arbitrary per-

where phase ¢;; is arbitrary chosen for each summand in
|¢;). This state possess broken symmetry on Bobs’ side
due to phase factors introduced in |¢;) but for reduced
states there still holds: Vi<j<k paB, = pas;-

We will denote the set of all strong symmetric ex-
tendible states by F and the set of weak symmetric ex-
tendible states by W. There holds the natural inclusion

mutation 7. Hence, there holds a general relation
for k-extendibility that explicitly derives set Sg:
Vo PrpABy..ByBryi PY = PABy..ByByis -

Example 2. As a l-extendible state we present
pap = £[00)(00] + 2[®,)(®,| that obviously
possess rank-1 symmetric purification to W-state

W) = %(\oow +1010) + |100)).



We could derive for this example a general form of n-
extendible state inheriting from W-like n-partite states:

(7)

where | ) = %(\01) +10)). Interestingly one can sim-

n 2
YTap(n) = m|00><00| + m|‘1’+><‘1’+|

ply show that for e.g. GH Z-like n-partite states being a
maximal extension of pap = 1(|00)(00] 4 [11)(11]) there
holds pap = lim,_, pap(n) that is in agreement with
theorems [3] stating implicitly that p is separable if and
only if is oo-extendible (where pap(n) is derived from
n-partite GHZ state).

Following we present two different approaches to the
problem of representation of weak symmetric extensions
in extended space. The first approach is widely used in
previous papers (see [IH3]) on extendibility of quantum
states. Every bipartite state pap € B(Ha ® Hp) where
Ha =C™ and Hp = C™ can be represented in the basis
of generators of group SU(m) ® SU(n) as follows:

(®)

pap = 10% Q0%+ o @ o+
i
+ > Bioh ey + Y o @)
J 4,70

where o'y are basis elements of SU(n) and respectively
oy for SU(m). Elements of the basis satisfy relations:
Trlobol] = nsdi; and Trlok] = 61, with S = {A, B}.
Therefore, one could derive a general representation of
all 1-rank symmetric extensions:
PABB, = Y Qijoy @0% ®0h + 9)

i,j7#0
+ ) Biloh @of, @0k, + 0% @0 ®0%,)

ijk,j<k

and further, for general case of k-extendibility:
PAB;...By41 — Z OéijO'f4 ® 0%1 ®...® O.%wrl + (10)

1,540
>

o(ikt1)
® UBk+1

D Biirin T ® 003(1“) ®...

0,01 <i2<...<lp41 O

The latter approach that we will utilize in this paper
is based on partitioning a space on which Bobs’ states
operate into symmetric and antisymmetric subspace.

Following we will prove some lemmas about Schmidt
decomposition of k-rank pure symmetric states that sup-
ports in course of the paper more powerful theorem about
properties of symmetric extendible states.

Lemma I1.3. Let pap, € B(Ha @ Hp,) be symmetri-
cally extendible to a k-rank pure extension \IlABl__,BkJrl S

Ha® H%f"'l then there exists a Schmidt decomposition:

Vap,. e, = p_ il ) (1)

3

where {|¢?Bl>},{|1/)f2”"“+l>} are orthonormal sets and
(P2 Y € Symk @ Asym* (Hp,).

Proof. Since:

vﬂ' IABl ® PW\I]ABl...Bk+1 = :l:qlABl..‘Bk_'_l

where P, operates only on Bs...Bpy1 of
the system, then . ai|¢?Bl>Pﬂ|z/)f2"”““> =
3, ai|¢;481>\1/1f2"""+1>. However, the above Schmidt
decomposition cannot be changed by any permuta-

tion due to symmetry of the pure state and |¢§4B 1)
B2...k,+1
K3

indexes uniquely the |1 ) states so P, transforms

|1/1f2""°“> onto itself. Therefore, the second multi-

plicands of Schmidt decomposition represent either
symmetric or antisymmetric orthonormal states. O

Basing on the above observation we put a general state-
ment about structure of any k-extendible state, not nec-
essarily possessing pure extensions.

Lemma 1I1.4. For every weak k-extendible state
PAB;..BuBji1 € B(HA®’H%]C+1) the following conditions
are equivalent:

1' vﬂesk+1 [I®P7T]pABlBkBk+1 [I®P7—'” = pABl...BkBk+1

2. ElAA PAB;1...BxBry1 — [AA ® IBl-»~BkBk+1H(I>><(I)|

where ® = ®up,.. BBy, 15 k-rank symmetric purifica-

tion of pp,..ByB.1 = ITAlPAB,..B.By.,) with Schmidt
decomposition:

Ng Na
Sym Asym
Oap, . Besis = Y culen) 07 + > Byl f) vy
i=1

Jj=1

<§+Cll>, Ny = (k i 1) denote dimen-

sions of symmetric and antisymmetric subspaces respec-
tively. Further, Aa : B(Ha) — B(Has) denotes a quan-
tum channel. The state fulfilling the conditions is k-rank
symmetric extension of pap, -

where Ng =

Proof. The system in state pap, ,,, can by viewed as
a bipartite system consisting A-part and B = Bj_ j41-
part. By Jamiolkowski isomorphism [I2] there always
exists such a quantum channel Ay : B(H4) — B(Har)
acting on A-part that pap = [AA®I]|P)(®| where |P) is a
unique pure state. Since A 4 acts only on A-part and the
resulting state pap = pas,._,,, is permutational invari-
ant for B-part, then the property is inherited by |®) state.
However, by virtue of one observes that any rank-
one operator p = |®)(®| = 7|®)(®|rT with |®) € H®"
being invariant under 7 € S,, is supported either on sym-
metric or antisymmetric subspace of H®" for B-part.
Therefore, the following implication holds (1.) = (2.),
for (2.) = (1.) the proof is obvious by symmetry of sec-
ond multiplicands in Schmidt decomposition, namely, ac-
tion of any permutation cannot change the structure of



the decomposition of the purification at most introduc-
ing change of sign and the state of the reduced system
B; ... BpBj41 is invariant under 7.

O

When in [4] spectral conditions for 1-rank symmetric
extensions were stated, following we derive general state-
ment about spectral conditions for k-extendible states
basing on the observation about decomposition of sym-
metric states.

Observation IL.5. Every pure normalized state |V) €
Sym* 1 @ Asym* T (Hp,) of k+1-partite system can be
decomposed to the following Schmidt form:

Ticiak¥) = D [67 g

where the multiplicands form respectively symmetric or
antisymmetric orthonormal sets.

Proof. One can conduct the proof similarly to .
Since Vq Pr|U)(¥| P, = |U)(¥|, then for all possible per-
mutations the operation cannot change Schmidt decom-
position of »~, |¢f1“'3l>|¢ZB”1"‘B’““>. Furthermore, due
to assumed symmetry property of |¥), a state of any I-
subsystem Bj ... B; represented by the first multiplicand
is permutationally invariant and the same is applied to
the second multiplicand. O

This observation with application of theorem [[T.4] can
be effectively used to generate k-extendible states.

Observation I1.6. Let pap, be k-extendible to a pure
symmetric state |\II>AB1”_B,C+1 then for ordered vectors of
eigenvalues of pap, and pp,..B, ., there holds:

M(pas,) = pp,..Briy) (12)

Proof. The proof is immediate applying Schmidt decom-
position and results of (II.3]). O

III. SYMMETRIC EXTENDIBILITY OF
COMPOSITE SYSTEMS

In this section we explore symmetric extendibility of
complex systems consisting of n pairs. All following
statements can be applied both to weak and strong sym-
metric extendible states and the results are vital for pro-
tocols acting on multiple pairs of states.

For further results of the following section we will
present a generalized version of a lemma [I8] up to k-
extendible maps stating that no matter what opera-
tion Alice and Bob can perform, the symmetric state
shared between Alice and Bob will keep its symmetric
extendibility. The following lemma indicates a natural
fact that one cannot produce k-extendible state from n-
extendible state (n > k) by means of 1-LOCC A_,(-) even
if acts on any number of pairs:

Lemma III.1. Let A, be a 1-LOCC quantum operation
(not necessarily trace-preserving):

A (p) = Z(I@’ Bij)(A;i @ Ip(A; @ I)T(I @ By)'

ij

where ), AiA;r < I and Zj BijB;rj =1 for all i since
Bob cannot communicate the outcome of a probabilistic
operation back to Alice. If p is k-extendible state then
A_ (p) is n-extendible and n > k.

One may state a non-trivial question if it is feasible to
achieve symmetric extendibility of a composition of quan-
tum states when at least one of them is not-symmetric
extendible. The result of this question is crucial both for
quantum security applications and measuring quantum
entanglement. The following theorem casts some light
on this field:

Lemma IIL1.2. If pap € B(HY @ HY) is not symmet-
rically extendible state then there does not exist any such
a state parpr € B(’HE, Q@HE,)) that pap @ parp would be
symmetrically extendible in respect to BB’ subsystem.

Proof. Conversely, let papa'p = pap @ parp’ be a sym-
metrically extendible state acting on B(HY @ HY &
’Hf, ® ’HL,). Therefore, one notes that papa g after
swapping to paa/pp’ can be represented by method
in an appropriate basis including generators of group
SUN)®SU(K)® SU(M)® SU(L) and further, can be
extended to a l-rank symmetric extension p AA'BB' EE
where we extend BB’ part as follows:

PAaA'BB'BE = Zaijleijklkl'i‘ (13)
ijkl

+ Z Bijklmn (Tijklmn + Tz’jmnkl)

ijklmn

with tensors T ximn = o' ®0c! Qo @o!®o™®o™. Fol-
lowing we derive the state p , 55 of system ABB tracing
out that of A’B’B’. For the fact that Tr[o’ ® 07 @ o¥] =
Tr(e")Tr(o?)Tr(c*) and Trlo?] = 61; after tracing out
only elements with ¢ = I remain, namely, one obtains:

PapE = Zaillenklm-l- (14)
ik

+ Y Bitkrm1 (Tiaxtma + Tiamier)

ikm

Hence, p ,p5 is 1-rank symmetric extension of p4p that
is in contradiction with the assumption that the latter is
not symmetrically extendible. O

Corollary II1.3. If pap € B(HY @ HY) is at most k-
extendible state then there does not exist any such a state
parp € B(HE, @ HE,) that pap @ parp would be k+1-
extendible in respect to BB’ subsystem.



Lemma III.4. Assume that pap € B(Ha ® Hp) is
not symmetric extendible and there exists a local oper-
ation F acting on A-part such that o = (F®id)pap(Ff ®
id)/Tr[(F ® id)pap(Ft ® id)] is a symmetric extendible
state.

Then for any local operations A and B acting on A and
B part of the system.:

Qo
ay

(&%)

A ®BpapAl @ Bf

A = 1
(pAB) TT(A Q BPABAT ® BT) ( 6)

where for all 1 0 < a; < 1 and U denotes an unitary
operation (B has a corresponding structure), there exists
a local operation F such that & = (F ® id)A(pap)(F' ®
id)/Tr[(F @ id)A(pap)(Ft @ id)] is symmetric extendible

and dimF = dimF.

Proof. To prove this lemma, it suffices to note that
A=UDU Lwith a diagonal matrix D. Further, we ob-
serve that F = F o UD'UT where D'D = id. The latter
is possible due to the condition that for all ¢ there holds:
0 < a; <1 and we easily obselve thatlF =Fo A. This
brings us to conclusion that FA(pap)F' is a symmet-
ric extendible operator (after normalization becoming a
physical state). For B-part the proof can be conducted
in a similar manner as in particular, the local operation
B is also revertible. O

Remark. It naturally holds for both weak and strong
case of symmetric extensions since symmetry on Bobs
side does not influence local operations of Bobs sepa-
rately. It also casts some light on a fact that local opera-
tions actually does not change the amount of symmetric
extendibility embedded in a state.

This lemma is of a great importance for private security
and entanglement distillation studies, as we can always
build a symmetric extension I'ygr of a state g 45 which
means that Eve potentially has a state pg = pp and
operates on such a space. To support this statement one
can further derive the corollary about extendibility of any
quantum state with a proposal of new extendible number
of a quantum state:

Definition IIL.5. For any pap, nse(pap) =
maxy dimF (where (F ® id)pap(F' ® id) is a symmetric
extendible operator) is called the extendible number of a
state papB.

Corollary II1.6. Any state pap € B(HA®Hp) with ex-
tendible number nsg can be extended to a state papgp €
B(Ha®@Hp @ Hg)(dimHp = dim Hg) where exists fil-
tering operation T on A so that (F @ id)papr(Ff ® id) is
imwvariant due to permutation of B and E.

Naturally, there holds: if nsg(pap) = rank(pa), then
the state is symmetric extendible.

One may raise further a very important question how
to create the property of symmetric non-extendibility
both in case of single states and collective systems using
only local operations or additionally one-way communi-
cation that naturally will have implications for distillabil-
ity and capacities of corresponding states and channels.

Lemma ITI1.7. Let pap € B(Hap) be a state possessing
at most k-rank symmetric extension where k < oo then
there does not exist any 1-LOCC protocol represented by
AasBe : B(Hae) = (Hasc) (not necessarily trace-
preserving):

AasBe(paB ® oc) = pasc (17)

so that papc is a symmetric extension of pap and oc €
B(Hc¢) is an additional resource on Bob’s side.

Proof. Since pap is k-extendible, one can assume that
its symmetric extension is realized to papp,..p, but
B, ... Bg-part is possessed by Eve. Obviously no com-
munication between Eve and Bob in such a scenario is
allowed so that Bob cannot detect locally Eve and fur-
ther, since the set of symmetric extendible states is closed
under 1 — LOCC operations [I8] even if Alice and Bob
had engaged one-way communication they cannot break
symmetric extendability of p4p and so cannot eliminate
Eve if the symmetric extension had been realized.

Therefore, assuming that on the contrary A4_.gc en-
ables creation of a symmetric extension:

AasBo ®idp,...B, (PABB,...B, ® 0c) = (18)

resulting state 2 would be k+1-symmetric extension of
pap that contradicts the lemma’s assumption about ex-
tendibility of this state and completes the proof. O

Remark. The aforementioned statements holds as well
in asymptotic regime due to results of that can be
extended for an infinite case.

As a result of the above lemmas we can conclude that
in general for creation of any symmetric extension one
needs to engage two-way communication.

IV. LOCKING NON-SYMMETRIC
EXTENDIBILITY

The general idea of locking a property of a quantum
state relates to the loss or decrease of this property sub-
jected to a measurement or discarding of one qubit. It
has been shown [I4} 25] that entanglement of formation,
entanglement cost and logarithmic negativity are lock-
able measures which manifests as an arbitrary decrease
of those measures after measuring one qubit.

Herewith, we analyze in fact locking of non-symmetric
extendibility in sense that discarding one qubit from the



quantum state that is not symmetric extendible leads to
the loss of this property. Further, we derive implications
for quantum security applying one-way communication
between engaged parties Alice and Bob.

We shall show now that the property of non-symmetric
extendibility of an arbitrary state pap can be destroyed
by measurement of one qubit and in result it presents
how easily a quantum state can be removed of one-way
distillability and security.

Let us consider bipartite quantum state shared be-
tween Alice and Bob on the Hilbert space Ha4 ® Hp =
Cd+2 ® Cd+2

00
00

PAB:m 0 00 (19)
00

At

where P, is a maximally entangled state on C? @ C?,
o= Zj;ll | 0)(i O] and A is an arbitrary chosen op-
erator so that pap represents a correct quantum state.
This matrix is represented in the computational basis
|00), |01), |10}, |11) held by Alice and Bob and possess a
singlet-like structure. Whenever one party (Alice or Bob)
measures the state in the local computational basis, the
state decoheres and off-diagonal elements vanish which
leads to a symmetric extendible state [I8]:

d 1 d—1

Tap = P 1 0) (2 2
AB 2d_1++2d_1;|10><zo| (20)

from which no entanglement nor secret key can be dis-
tilled by means of one-way communication and local
operations. Clearly this example shows that from a
non-symmetric extendible state possessing large entan-
glement cost and non-zero one-way secret key one can
easily obtain a symmetric structure by discarding small
part of the whole system destroying possibility of entan-
glement distillation and secret key generation by means
of 1-LOCC.

Thus, it is interesting to consider how much of sym-
metric extendibility is locked in a given state pap as it
can be expected that the more symmetric extendibility is
hidden in a state, the less vulnerable for losses of one-way
distillable entanglement and security it is. Besides anal-
ysis of symmetric structures in projected subspaces, we
will also propose to perform this task by means of the best
symmetric extendible approzimation [6l 20] that decom-
poses the state into a symmetric extendible component
Oezt and non-symmetric extendible component o,y

PAB = meX)\O'ewt + (1 - >\)0'nea:t (21)

We denote by Apnaz(p) the maximum weight of ex-
tendibility [6] of pap where 0 < Apaz(p) < 1,thus, all
symmetric extendible states have the weight A\, = 1.
It is proved in [Bl [6] that in case of one-way protocols

only the non-symmetric extendible component can be ef-
fectively utilized for generation of a secret key and it con-
firms that the notion of symmetric extendibility is crucial
for consideration of one-way entanglement and key dis-
tillation.

However, we show that there exist states which do
not possess any symmetric extendible component in the
aforementioned decomposition but there can be a large
symmetric extendible component embedded in them. An
example of such a state is given above and one can
derive the following statement about general structure of
such states:

Lemma IV.1. Consider a state v on Haarpp = HaA ®
Ha @Hp@Hp ~ClaCleCleCd:

Y=p®o (22)

being a composition of an arbitrary chosen state o €
B(Ha ® Hp') and a non-symmetric extendible state
p € B(Ha® Hp) with no symmetric extendible compo-
nent Amaz(p) = 0. Then for the best extendible approz-
imation of 7y there holds Amaz(7y) = 0, i.e. there is no
symmetric extendible component in v € B(Haa Bp).

Proof. Conversely, assume that there exists decomposi-
tion of 4 o- g with non-zero symmetric extendible com-
ponent, i.e. \ # 0:

YAA'BB' = >\0—ezt + (]- - )\)pne (23)

then both components would be supported on H a4 gp
and one can search for a decomposition of y4 4. pp/ after
tracing out A’B’-part. Due to additivity of a partial trace
operation I'x () = Trx () we obtain:

Tap (yaaBp) = ALarp (Cext)+(1=A)T arp/ (pre) (24)

and, further, basing on a symmetric extendibility prop-
erty of composite systems [I8] one derives that tracing
out A’B’ from 0.,y does not destroy its symmetric ex-
tendibility and produces symmetric extendible state ge.¢:

P =Aezt + (1 — X)Pne (25)

Thus, the initial assumption would imply existence of a
non-zero symmetric extendible component of the state p
that contradicts the aforementioned decomposition. [

Following one can make an immediate observation
about any private quantum state [15]:

Corollary IV.2. Any private quantum state yapa p €
B(Hapap):

1

1 e
VABA'B' = 5 Z |id) (5] © UiPA/B”UjT (26)
i,j=0

does not possess symmetric extendible component, i.e.
Amaz = 0.



Remark. The proof is conducted in analogy to the
proof of but this state represents a twisted compo-
sition of singlet and an arbitrary chosen state o where
AB-part is the key part of the state and is not symmet-
ric extendible due to the observation that secure states
cannot be symmetric extendible [6].

Basing on previous studies of entanglement measures
and importance of symmetric extendible states, we intro-
duce the following best symmetric approximed entangle-
ment monotone (as a counterpart of BSA in [20]):

Proposition IV.3. For any p € B(Ha ® Hp) hav-
ing best symmetric decomposition pap = Maxy ATyt +
(1 = N)Onext, best symmetric approzimated entanglement
monotone is defined as:

E**(p) =1 — Anaz(p) (27)

Proof. (We will prove that the quantity meets necessary
conditions to be an entanglement monotone.)

1. If p is separable, i.e. also symmetric extendible, then
Amaz = 1 and E**(p) = 0.

2. E®%(p) is invariant under local unitary operations since
application of local operations Uy and Ug on gy is ex-
tendible to the third part B’.

3. For any local POVM V;, there holds:

1= Amas(p) > Z(l — AP (o) Tr(VipVih)

Y B (p)Tr(VipV))

%

v

and p; = VipVi'/Tr(VipVil). O

It is interesting to notice that for two-qubit states on
C? ® C? there holds a non-trival observation about best
symmetric approximated decomposition:

p= )‘Uemt + (1 - )‘)|\Ij><\Ij| (28)

with o..; being a symmetric extendible component that
appears in p with highest probability. The proof of this
observation can be based on BSA with separable com-
ponents [20] where p = aogep + (1 — )| ¥)(P]. As
set of separable states is a subset of the convex set
of symmetric extendible states, then for any dimension
a < M. Further, due to the fact that any two-qubit
state has best separable decomposition into a separable
and projective entangled component, we conclude that
AOeqt = Q0sep + B1¥) (P for arbitrary chosen 5.

These propositions can simplify potentially many re-
search problems like analysis of CHSH regions vs. sym-
metric extendibility of states [21] represented in the steer-
ing ellipsoid formalism or just further analysis on security
and distillability of all C? ® C? states.

Following the results of [23], one can immediately pro-
pose max-relative entropy monotone based on this de-
composition, i.e. Dpax(o || p) = logmin{\ : ¢ < Ap}
and suppo C suppp with max-relative entropy being in-
terpreted as a probability of finding ¢ in decompositions
of p. This leads immediately to A = max (2~ Pmax(Textlle)),

An open question is: whether for one-way distill-
able entanglement we can state that D_(p) < (1 —

Amaz (p))D—> (Unext)?

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR ONE-WAY
ENTANGLEMENT DISTILLABILITY AND
PRIVATE KEY

Studies on symmetric extendibility in a context of
measures of entanglement like squashed entanglement
[25, [26], security of quantum protocols [6] and quan-
tum maps gain a substantial interest. Recently a great
attention has been paid to so called k-extendible maps
[22, 27, 28] and recovery maps [29] 0] where it is proved
that small value of squashed entanglement implies close-
ness to highly extendible states. These results show im-
portance of symmetric extendibility notion for analysis
of one-way quantum communication rates. Inspired by
these findings, we propose further an important conjec-
ture about distillability of all non-symmetric extendible
states and analyze behavior of a secret key rate in a neigh-
borhood of symmetric extendible states.

Basing on theory of entanglement distillability we state
the following conjecture in domain of one-way communi-
cation linking it directly with symmetric extendibility of
quantum states:

Conjecture V.1. Any state pap on H = Ha Q@ Hp
is one-way distillable if and only if there exists a two-
dimensional projector P : H" — C? such that for some
n > 1 the state:

pap = (P @id)p (P @id)’ (29)
is not symmetrically extendible.

For a potential proof, it is an immediate observation
that one-way distillable quantum states cannot be sym-
metric extendible [I§], yet it is an open question if there
exists a two-qubit state that is not at the same time sym-
metric extendible nor one-way distillable. Since we know
conditions for symmetric extendibility of two-qubit states
[4, 7], this conjecture if true would simplify analysis of
entanglement of two-qubit states and capacity of chan-
nels acting on such spaces substantially. On the contrary,
if there exist two-qubit states that are neither symmet-
ric extendible nor one-way distillable then they would
be one-way counterparts of bound entangled states for
two-way distillability in higer dimensions. An analysis of
this subject seems to be of a great importance for fur-
ther studies on quantum secure protocols and structure
of entanglement.

As an example, it is worth mentioning Werner states
[BI] and the hypothesis about NPT bound entangled
states [32] B3]. The structure of the Werner states is
as follows:

id + olP

pw(a) = m (30)



where P = Zi;io lif){ji|. The state is separable for

1> a > fé, NPT for 7% > «a > 1 and two-way
1-distillable for —% > a > —1. Applying the con-
ditions for symmetric extendibility [7], we found that
for d = 2, the state is non-symmetric extendible for
—0.8 > a > —1. We analyzed potential one-way distil-
lability of the state for the region of non-symmetric ex-
tendible Werner states with non-positive coherent infor-
mation, namely for —0.8 > o >= —0.85559. The latter
condition excludes all those states being distilled by well-
known one-way hashing protocol. The analysis was per-
formed for two-copies of the state and over 108 random
filtering operations on Alice’ side and random unitary
operations on Bob’s side. However, the protocol was not
able to distill states with positive coherent information
which suffices to distill entanglement with the hashing
protocol. Therefore, it is an open question if the state is
one-way distillable in the region —0.8 > o >= —0.85559
or it is one-way ‘bound entangled’ which would be a coun-
terpart of bound entanglement concept in two-way com-
munication domain.

As all symmetric extendible state do not posses any
private key, we can expect that in close neighborhood to
the set of such states all other states can have only a
small amount of distillable private key. That would have
to be true assuming at least local continuity of private key
K_,(+) in such a neighborhood. To anylyze this subject,
we start reminding an important theorem about entropic
inequalities for conditional entropies of sufficiently close
states in terms of a trace norm:

Theorem V.2. [2])] For any two states pap and pap on
Hap = Ha®Hp, let € =|| pap — pap |1 and let da be
the dimension of Ha, then the following estimate holds:

|S(A|B) — S(A|B)| < 4elogd + 2n(1 — €) + 2n(e) (31)

In particular, the right hand side of does not explic-
itly depend on the dimension of Hp.

Further, to generate a secret key between Alice and
Bob one can use [8, 0] a general tripartite pure state
papr. Alice engages a particular strategy to per-
form a quantum measurement (POVM) described by
Q = (Qz)zex which leads to: papr = Y, |z)(z|a ®
Tra(pape(Qz) ® Ipg). Therefore, starting from many
copies of p4pE we obtain many copies of cqq-states papg
and we restate the theorem defining one-way secret key
K_,:

Theorem 1.[8] For every state papp, K (p) =

lim,, oo m, with KO (p) = maxq 7ix [(X
B|T) — I(X : E|T) where the mazimizalion is over
all POVMs @Q = (Qu)zcx and channels R such that
T = R(X) and the information quantities refer to the
state: wrape = ), R(t[z)P()|t)(tlr @ |[z)(z]a ®
Tra(pape(Q:)®Ipg). The range of the measurement @
and the random variable T may be assumed to be bounded
as follows: |T| < d% and |X| < d% where T can be taken
a (deterministic) function of X.

Basing one the above results we will prove continuity
of the quantity K1) (p) for one copy of a state p and fur-
ther, consider behavior of the measure in the asymptotic
regime.

Lemma V.3. For any two states p and p on Hap =
Ha@Hp, lete=|| p—pll1 and let da be the dimension
of Ha, then the following estimate holds:

KD (p) — K9 (p)| < 8elogda +4n(1 — €) +4n(e) (32)
Proof. One can put for the quantity K1) (p) = S(BC) —
S(ABC) — S(EC) + S(AEC) = —S(A|BC) + S(A|EC)
and respectively for 5 there holds K1) (5) = —S(A|BC)+
S’(;ﬂE’\é) Further, engaging the results of it is easy
to conduct the following implications for a chain of in-
equalities:

KD (p) - KD (p)| =

[S(A|BC) — S(A|BC)] + [S(A|EC) — S(A|EC))|
IS(A|BC) — S(A|BC)| + |S(A|EC) — S(A|EC)]
2[4elogda + 2n(1 — €) + 2n(e)]

IN A

O

Since it is not possible to distill any secret key by means
of one-way communication and local operations from all
symmetric extendible states, one can easily derive the
following:

Corollary V.4. For any state p on Hap = Ha @ Hp
being in distance € to the nearest symmetric extendible
state o in sense of a trace norm: € = inf,cq || p— 7 |1
where Q denotes a convex set of symmetric extendible
states on H 4, there holds:

K (p) < 8eclogda +4n(1—e) +4n(c)  (33)

Example 3. As an example of application of the above
corollary we will consider two states very close to one
another in sense of a trace norm || - ||; from which one is
symmetric extendible and the another is non-symmetric
extendible. This shows that for one-copy applications the
theorem can be used operationally to estimate one-way
secret key rate of quantum states. Following results of
[18], let us consider two arbitrary instances of a state on
Hap =CloC%

d—1
I lio)io

i=1

(34)

which is non-symmetric extendible for € > 0. Namely,

one can put into the inequality two states Y(e = 0)

and T(e > 0). Since for all symmetric extendible states
p there holds: K1) (p) = 0, then:

1 €
2d—1 2(d-

T() = [ e/2AP: 4]

KU(T(e > 0)) < 8elogda + 4n(1 — €) + 4n(e).



where € < %.
It is proved [34] that in any open set of distillable
states, all asymptotic entanglement measures F(p) are
continuous as a function of a single copy of p, even though
they quantify the entanglement properties of p®V in the
large N limit.
However, the aforementioned theorem does not cast any
light on the behavior of function K_,(-) on the boundary
of a set of all one-way distillable states adjacent to sym-
metric extendible states just due to the open conjecture
Motivated by this insight we put an open question
in the following form for e-neighborhood of symmetric
extendible states having zero one-way secret key rate:

Conjecture V.5. For any state p on Hap = Ha Q@ Hp
being in distance € to the nearest symmetric extendible
state o in sense of a trace norm: € = inf,cq || p— 7 |1
where § denotes a convexr set of symmetric extendible
states on H ap, there holds:

K, (p) < 8elogda +4n(1 —€) +4n(e)  (35)

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The theory of symmetric extendible states being cru-
cial for analysis of one-way distillability and security of
quantum states has still many unsolved problems. In
this paper we introduced some new concepts related to
classification of all symmetric extendible states and an-

alyzed mainly composite systems including also a sym-
metric extendible part. As showed in the paper, beside
analysis of best symmetric extendible decompositions it
might be very useful to analyze a maximal symmetric ex-
tendible state that can be achieved by filtering on Alice’
side. We studied also behavior of private key in neigh-
borhood of symmetric extendible states showing that for
one-copy a quantum state close to symmetric extendible
state can possess only a small amount of private key.
One of the most intriguing open question relates to the
conjecture about one-way distillability of all two-qubit
states which are not symmetric extendible. In conse-
quence, that would simplify substantially full character-
ization of two-qubit states in terms of their privacy and
distillability. Finally, in relation to this question we an-
alyzed Werner states in the domain of non-positive co-
herent information which would indicate one-way NPT
bound entangled features in case the conjecture is not
true.
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